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From: Jennifer Erdin
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Badin Lake Water Quality_Cyanide Testing
Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 11:12:51 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department: I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter 
of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously 
concerned about water quality. Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business 
Park continue to leak cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and 
Little Mountain Creek. As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its 
monthly average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly 
into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES 
Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of Water 
Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear violation of 
effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also concerned that the 
proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by measuring EITHER "Free" OR 
"Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its permit limits in the future and 
provide less protection to the environment. I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, 
the current proposed changes to the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by 
measuring either "free" cyanide OR "total" cyanide appears to be another example of how 
the state is making a rule change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing 
permit limits. Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we 
can make things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be 
about the protection of public health and the environment. Even the state's own regulatory 
analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less strict. Specifically, 
the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be changed to require 
the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure the greatest level of 
protection. We support measuring free cyanide in order to make sure we are testing for the 
most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide, which is currently not the case. 
However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide be written to include 
hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid dissociable" or WADs. At the same 
time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements since TOTAL 
cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and the rules should not 
change midterm. How would anyone be able to compare results when now "apples wouldn't 
be compared to apples"? I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" 
proposition but require that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for 
regulatory permits.


Thank you so much for your prompt and careful consideration of this matter!
Jennifer Erdin
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From: Michelle Trajanovska
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] It"s Time to Add Stronger Water Protections in North Carolina
Date: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 1:59:36 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class


There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
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adopted.


Thank you!


Michelle Trajanovska 
malny07@yahoo.com 
3813 Woodridge Court 
Clayton, North Carolina 27520








From: Sheila Masten
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Protect Badin Lake
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 6:45:56 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:


I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River Keeper, but mostly
importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.


Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak cyanide and fluoride, among other
chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain Creek.  As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported
exceedances in its monthly average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly into
Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are
frustrated and confused as to why the Division of Water Resources has not taken enforcement action on what
appears to be a clear violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also concerned
that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide
will make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the
environment.


I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to the ambient water quality standard
for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR "total" cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is
making a rule change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits.  Monitoring Badin
Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can make things easier or even cheaper for the regulated
community. Rather it should be about the protection of public health and the environment.  Even the state's own
regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less strict.


Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be changed to require the
measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring
free cyanide in order to make sure we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide,
which is currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide be written to
include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid dissociable" or WADs.


At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements since TOTAL cyanide is what
has been used under existing permit requirements and the rules should not change midterm.  How would anyone be
able to compare results when now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?


I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require that both free and total cyanide be
measured and used for regulatory permits.


Sheila Masten
Badin Lake NC


Sent from my iPhone
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From: Kristina Heiks (kheiks@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 7:44:51 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Kristina Heiks
2786 NC Highway 194 N
Boone, NC 28607
kheiks@yahoo.com
(828) 264-9230


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Deborah Davis
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] It"s Time to Add Stronger Water Protections in North Carolina
Date: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 12:52:18 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class


There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
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adopted.


Thank you!


Deborah Davis 
debbd63@aol.com 
4001 Ennis Acres Drive 
Castle Hayne, North Carolina 28429








From: Ken E
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Badin Lake toxic dumping
Date: Monday, August 2, 2021 10:45:20 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River
Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak
cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain
Creek.  As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly
average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly
into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current
NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of
Water Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear
violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also
concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by
measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply
with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to
the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR
"total" cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule
change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits. 
Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can
make things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be
about the protection of public health and the environment.  Even the state's own
regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less
strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure
the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make
sure we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide,
which is currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of
free cyanide be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak
acid dissociable" or WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements
since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and
the rules should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results
when now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require
that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits. 


Ken Erdner
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Heron Bay at Badin Lake








From: Karen Hall
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Protect Badin Lake
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 10:12:36 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:


I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River Keeper,
but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.   


Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak cyanide and
fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain Creek.  As recently as
April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly average for both cyanide and
fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake
Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and
confused as to why the Division of Water Resources has not taken enforcement action on what
appears to be a clear violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit.
We are also concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by
measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply with
its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to the ambient
water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR "total" cyanide
appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule change just to make it easier
for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits.  Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's
discharge should never be about how we can make things easier or even cheaper for the
regulated community. Rather it should be about the protection of public health and the
environment.  Even the state's own regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the
measurement of free cyanide is less strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be changed
to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure the greatest level of
protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make sure we are testing for the
most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide, which is currently not the case. 
However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide be written to include
hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid dissociable" or WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements since
TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and the rules
should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results when now "apples
wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require that both free
and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits.


Thank you for your time and consideration,
Karen M Hall
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From: John Zornick (jzornick@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Sunday, July 25, 2021 9:10:28 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


John Zornick
3907 W Ten Rd
Efland, NC 27243
jzornick@gmail.com
(919) 672-4761


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Ellen Stevens
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Badin Lake
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 8:24:41 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department: I am a resident at Badin Lake and a 
supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River Keeper, but mostly importantly a 
citizen seriously concerned about water quality. Hazardous waste disposal sites at 
Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak cyanide and fluoride, among other 
chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain Creek. As recently as April of this year, 
Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly average for both cyanide and fluoride at 
Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake 
Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated 
and confused as to why the Division of Water Resources has not taken enforcement 
action on what appears to be a clear violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin 
Business Park's permit. We are also concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review 
to allow compliance by measuring EITHER "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier 
for Alcoa to comply with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the 
environment. I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed 
changes to the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" 
cyanide OR "total" cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a 
rule change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits. 
Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can make 
things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be about 
the protection of public health and the environment. Even the state's own regulatory 
analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less strict. 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be 
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure the 
greatest level of protection. We support measuring free cyanide in order to make sure 
we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide, which is 
currently not the case. However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide 
be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid dissociable" or 
WADs. At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide 
measurements since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit 
requirements and the rules should not change midterm. How would anyone be able to 
compare results when now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples"? I hope you will 
reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require that both free and total 
cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits.
Thank you!
Ellen Stevens 
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From: Elaine Robbins
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] It"s Time to Add Stronger Water Protections in North Carolina
Date: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 12:36:49 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina, and a resident of Madison County, where
my husband and I kayak on the French Broad River. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class


There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
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a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
adopted.


Thank you!


Elaine Robbins 
elainerobbins535@gmail.com 
415 Blowhole Rd 
Marshall, North Carolina 28753








From: Brian Slosek (slosek13@msn.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 7:18:16 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Brian Slosek
1108 carroll alley
Durham, NC 27701
slosek13@msn.com
(607) 337-0174


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Janice Andrews
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Protect Badin Lake
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 8:17:40 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department: I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter 
of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously 
concerned about water quality. Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business 
Park continue to leak cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and 
Little Mountain Creek. As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its 
monthly average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly 
into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES 
Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of Water 
Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear violation of 
effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also concerned that the 
proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by measuring EITHER "Free" OR 
"Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its permit limits in the future and 
provide less protection to the environment. I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, 
the current proposed changes to the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by 
measuring either "free" cyanide OR "total" cyanide appears to be another example of how 
the state is making a rule change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing 
permit limits. Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we 
can make things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be 
about the protection of public health and the environment. Even the state's own regulatory 
analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less strict. Specifically, 
the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be changed to require 
the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure the greatest level of 
protection. We support measuring free cyanide in order to make sure we are testing for the 
most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide, which is currently not the case. 
However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide be written to include 
hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid dissociable" or WADs. At the same 
time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements since TOTAL 
cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and the rules should not 
change midterm. How would anyone be able to compare results when now "apples wouldn't 
be compared to apples"? I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" 
proposition but require that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for 
regulatory permits.


Janice Andrews
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From: Wendy Costa (elfinia23@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 6:46:20 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Wendy Costa
500 Umstead Dr., Apt 202A
Chapel Hill, NC 27516
elfinia23@gmail.com
(919) 391-7270


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Kerra French
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Badin Lake
Date: Friday, July 30, 2021 4:17:28 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River
Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak
cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain
Creek.  As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly
average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly
into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current
NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of
Water Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear
violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also
concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by
measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply
with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to
the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR
"total" cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule
change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits. 
Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can
make things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be
about the protection of public health and the environment.  Even the state's own
regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less
strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure
the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make
sure we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide,
which is currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of
free cyanide be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak
acid dissociable" or WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements
since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and
the rules should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results
when now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require
that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits. 


Respectfully,
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Kerra French








From: Steve Currie
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] It"s Time to Add Stronger Water Protections in North Carolina
Date: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 12:25:08 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class


There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
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adopted.


Thank you!


Steve Currie 
stephengcurrie@gmail.com 
239 Water Oak Ct 
Kure Beach, North Carolina 28449








From: Jennifer
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Public Comment Triennial Standards
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 10:52:17 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear Hearing Officer Chris Venteloro and members of the NC Environmental Management
Commission:


For over a decade I worked to get clean water for communities in developing countries.


Now I am doing the same for my very own community, WHICH IS AMONG THE MOST
CONTAMINATED PUBLIC WATER SUPPLIES ON THE NORTH AMERICAN
CONTINENT. 


I have lived in Pittsboro for three years. For three years my family and I have been
ingesting 1,4 dioxane and PFAS via the Town of Pittsboro’s drinking water supply, both
of which regularly exceed health advisory limits.
 
To keep my 12 year-old child safe he should have been drinking water with a limit of 0.35
ug/L for 1,4-dioxane, putting them at a risk of 1:1,000,000 of developing cancer per the Clean
Water Act. Instead they fall between 1:10,000 and 1:1000 risk categories. He has been
exposed to this carcinogen due to the lack of drinking water regulations North Carolina
so desperately needs.
 
This July the Pittsboro water supply battled, yet again, another chemical dump of 1,4-dioxane
into our drinking water supply by way of the Greensboro region where preliminary sampling
results showed levels of the likely carcinogen ranged from 543 ug/L to 687 ug/L in the
wastewater discharge into the Haw River. These concentrations moved downstream to
Pittsboro where we were forced to turn off our supply. It has been over three weeks since this
incident and the concentrations have yet to reach safe levels. In the meantime our entire town
is being exposed to 1,4-dioxane and we have no idea what health effects this will have on us.


We need all surface water in North Carolina to be set to the same standards in order to
eliminate the threat of industries discharging high concentrations upstream of water users like
us. To reiterate, I am demanding that the 0.35ug/L limit apply to all surface waters. 
 
Secondly, I am shocked that the EMC has left off  PFAS for this review process. I want to
encourage you to set PFAS limits we desperately need as a contaminated community. For
years, our water samples have been used as a positive control in research studies and it has to
stop now. We are a community suffering from many health complications that range from
infertility, thyroid disease to rare cancers.
 
In a recent study, Pittsboro blood serum samples, (including my very own) maintained higher
than the national average and showed a direct correlation to the Haw river water
concentrations.  In 2018, NC state sampling revealed our collective PFAS levels were 1000
ppt. Currently, the EPA health advisory limit of 70 ppt for PFOS and PFOA does not apply to
our population when any given day our water exceeds those limits and includes multiple PFAS
chemicals, not just PFOS and PFOA. PFAS is a family of Flourinated compounds that range
from 5000-8000different types. Many of  the PFAS compounds behave similarly, pose the
same risk as PFOS and PFOA, and bioaccumulate. Based on collaborative research of 16
scientists, from June 2020- PFAS regulations should be managed at the class level to
safeguard our water. We are a community overexposed, our blood serums are continually
building up and our risks of developing cancer and other health risks are increasing. I
desperately urge the EMC for PFAS to be regulated collectively as a class  and to not exceed
10 ppt. 
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We urge you to consider our community, who has experienced decades of exceeding minimal
exposure limits, and are at risk of overexposure multiple times every day. Your “lifetime of
minimal exposure limit” does not apply to us.  We are a vulnerable population. We deserve the
safest standards possible. Set the standards with the most vulnerable communities in mind. 


In closing, the cost to remove these compounds is far more than our small town can handle-
1,4 dioxane can only be eliminated with UV advanced oxidation and PFAS compounds are
only completely removed with reverse osmosis. These systems are costly to install and
maintain, and should not be the burden of our small town and its taxpayers. We needed action
years ago.  This is our call to action for your agency to set standards that will protect us, our
town, and our state by preventing industry from dumping volatile organic carcinogens into our
waterway.


Sincerely,


Jennifer Platt, DrPH


Pittsboro drinker of polluted water 








From: John O"Connor
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] It"s Time to Add Stronger Water Protections in North Carolina
Date: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 7:03:57 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Good Morning, being a former teacher, now volunteering with Riverkeeper groups to protect
our environment I know you are most likely understaffed to tackle all the issues that warrant
your attention. But understand, we will be supportive of all your efforts to ramp up the level of
attention paid to water quality. Obviously, there is no substitute for clean water. Any threat is
serious and should be address with every available means towards remedying the situation.


Below they have a number of things that should be tackled. Thanks in advance.


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class
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There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
adopted.


Thank you!


John O'Connor 
littlejack@yadtel.net 
171 Remus Farm Road 
Statesville, North Carolina 28625








From: sabrina
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Badin Lake
Date: Friday, July 30, 2021 9:03:33 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and
Yadkin River Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned
about water quality.  
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to
leak cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and
Little Mountain Creek.  As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported
exceedances in its monthly average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall
005 (the outfall that flows directly into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake
Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES Storm Water Permit. We
are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of Water Resources has
not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear violation of
effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also
concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by
measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa
to comply with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to
the environment.
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed
changes to the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring
either "free" cyanide OR "total" cyanide appears to be another example of
how the state is making a rule change just to make it easier for Alcoa to
comply with its existing permit limits.  Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's
discharge should never be about how we can make things easier or even
cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be about the
protection of public health and the environment.  Even the state's own
regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free
cyanide is less strict. 
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide
should be changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total
cyanide to ensure the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring
free cyanide in order to make sure we are testing for the most bioavailable
and potentially toxic forms of cyanide, which is currently not the case. 
However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide be written
to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid dissociable"
or WADs.
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At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide
measurements since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing
permit requirements and the rules should not change midterm.  How
would anyone be able to compare results when now "apples wouldn't be
compared to apples"? 
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but
require that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for
regulatory permits.
 
Sabrina  I Fernandez
Office Manager - Cleveland


Glass Block Headquarters Inc.
3781 West 152nd St.
Cleveland Ohio 44111
Office- 216-941-5470
Fax- 216-941-5475
 








From: Jessica and Domnique Merricks
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Public Comment spoken during Triennial Reivew
Date: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 6:42:54 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Good evening, 
As requested, I am provided a copy of my comments presented during the July 20, 2021
Triennial Review virtual meeting. Thank you. 


"Good evening, my name is Dr. Jessica Merricks, I am an Assistant Professor of Biology at
Elon University and cofounder of Clean Haw River- a local advocacy group dedicated to
providing Pittsboro, NC with safe drinking water. 


I have been a resident of Pittsboro, NC for two years- we chose to purchase our first home and
raise our family here because we were drawn to this small and safe community that was
surrounded by nature. When we arrived, no one told us about the high amounts of chemical
contaminants in our water. No one told us that, on any given day, our daughter could be
drinking a likely carcinogen at the dinner table, or that we'd have to second guess ordering
water every time we patron a local restaurant. We are concerned about the health risks posed
by cooking with tap water, bathing, swimming, and gardening at home.  We are expecting our
second child and are terrified about the potential harm we may be exposing our unborn child
to. PFAS has been linked to significant pregnancy and developmental complications. I am
here because, like any other parent, I want to protect my children from harm. We are trying
our best to avoid the water, but to do so it is costly, inconvenient, and terribly unfair. 


Many, many states are finally starting to grapple with PFAS contamination and are taking
action. North Carolina must take action as well. I am shocked that PFAS is not included in this
review process. I am requesting that PFAS be regulated as a CLASS because there are over
5000 types. The PFAS Class should not exceed 10 PPT in total. In addition, I am requesting
1,4 dioxane limits be set to 0.35ug/L to keep surface water cancer risks at 1:1,000,000 per the
Clean Water Act. Our town is currently following 35 ug/L, which is an unacceptable cancer
risk according OAH's Standard for Toxic Substances and Temperature (15A NCAC 02B
.0208)


Finally, too many North Carolina communities like Pittsboro are forced to take on the burden
of removing PFAS from their drinking water.  This proposal presented to the EMC will allow
dischargers upstream of drinking water supplies to release levels of 1,4-dioxane over 200
times higher than the proposed standard only miles downstream. The proposed standards
protects polluters by allowing them to dump up to 80 ug/L in surface waters which flow
downstream and pollute our drinking water. The EMC should ensure the burden rests on the
polluters, not downstream water users. Our water bills are already much higher than the state
average, and we can't even safely drink the water. 1,4-dioxane can only be adequately
removed with UV Advanced Oxidation and the greatest number of PFAS compounds can only
be removed with Reverse Osmosis. These treatment options are extremely costly, and it
should not be our burden to cover those costs. Polluters must be held accountable for their
actions. 
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Thank you for providing me this opportunity to speak."


Dr. Jessica Merricks
Co-Founder of Clean Haw River
Resident of Pittsboro, NC








From: Christine Voss (christinemvoss@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 6:13:48 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


So much, the quality of our lives, health, economy, etc., relies upon the good quality of our water.  Let's not loose
this, it IS indeed too important!


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Christine Voss
106 Locust Ct
Pine Knoll Shores, NC 28512
christinemvoss@gmail.com
(252) 717-3890


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.



mailto:automail@knowwho.com

mailto:15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov

mailto:report.spam@nc.gov






From: Robert Zinn (bzinn11@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 5:54:55 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Robert Zinn
87 Spring Heights Court
Hendersonville, NC 28791
bzinn11@gmail.com
(336) 454-5117


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Steven Pulliam
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] It"s Time to Add Stronger Water Protections in North Carolina
Date: Friday, July 16, 2021 4:08:55 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class


There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
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adopted.


Thank you!


Steven Pulliam 
steven@danriverkeeper.org 
221 N GLENN ST 
stoneville, North Carolina 27048








From: Neumann Packaging Services
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Badin Lake
Date: Saturday, July 24, 2021 7:11:40 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department: I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter 
of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously 
concerned about water quality. Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business 
Park continue to leak cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and 
Little Mountain Creek. As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its 
monthly average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly 
into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES 
Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of Water 
Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear violation of 
effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also concerned that the 
proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by measuring EITHER "Free" OR 
"Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its permit limits in the future and 
provide less protection to the environment. I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, 
the current proposed changes to the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by 
measuring either "free" cyanide OR "total" cyanide appears to be another example of how 
the state is making a rule change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing 
permit limits. Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we 
can make things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be 
about the protection of public health and the environment. Even the state's own regulatory 
analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less strict. Specifically, 
the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be changed to require 
the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure the greatest level of 
protection. We support measuring free cyanide in order to make sure we are testing for the 
most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide, which is currently not the case. 
However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide be written to include 
hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid dissociable" or WADs. At the same 
time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements since TOTAL 
cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and the rules should not 
change midterm. How would anyone be able to compare results when now "apples wouldn't 
be compared to apples"? I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" 
proposition but require that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for 
regulatory permits.


Thanks,


Jon Neumann
122 Cedar Lane
New London NC 28127
336-683-9834
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From: Audrey Dunn
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] It"s Time to Add Stronger Water Protections in North Carolina
Date: Friday, July 16, 2021 3:31:06 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class


There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
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adopted.


Thank you!


Audrey Dunn 
audrey@cfrw.us 
617 Surry St 
Wilmington, North Carolina 28401








From: Carol Caskowski (carolcaskowski@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 5:52:38 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Please protect our drinking water


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Carol Caskowski
1541 Old Town Way,
Hendersonville, NC 28739
carolcaskowski@gmail.com
(828) 620-2577


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: kathy@kathybrownlaw.com
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Badin Lake
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 2:24:42 PM
Attachments: image002.png


image003.png


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


 
Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I am a home owner at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River
Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak cyanide and
fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain Creek.  As recently as
April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly average for both cyanide and
fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly into Little Mountain Creek and into
Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are
frustrated and confused as to why the Division of Water Resources has not
taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear violation of effluent limitations of
Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also concerned that the proposal in the
Triennial Review to allow compliance by measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will
make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its permit limits in the future and provide less
protection to the environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to the
ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR "total"
cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule change just to
make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits.  Monitoring Badin Lake
and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can make things easier or even
cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be about the protection of public
health and the environment.  Even the state's own regulatory analysis admits that allowing
for the measurement of free cyanide is less strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure
the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make sure
we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide, which is
currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide be
written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid dissociable" or
WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements since
TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and the rules
should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results when now
"apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require that both
free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits. 
 
Sincerely,
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Kathy A. Brown
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From: Dawn Crawford
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] It"s Time to Add Stronger Water Protections in North Carolina
Date: Friday, July 16, 2021 2:15:47 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I love North Carolina’s waterways and our access to clean water. I need your help in protecting
our waters.


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class


There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
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standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
adopted.


Thank you!


Dawn Crawford 
dawn@bcdcideas.com 
1010 Medlin Drive 
Cary, North Carolina 27511








From: Frances McAroy (iamdidi@aol.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 4:46:28 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Frances McAroy
5819 huffine ridge dr
Gibsonville, NC 27249
iamdidi@aol.com
(336) 603-4004


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: David Samuel
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Badin lake
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 1:43:42 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River
Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak
cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain
Creek.  As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly
average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly
into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current
NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of
Water Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear
violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also
concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by
measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply
with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to
the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR
"total" cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule
change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits. 
Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can
make things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be
about the protection of public health and the environment.  Even the state's own
regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less
strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure
the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make
sure we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide,
which is currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of
free cyanide be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak
acid dissociable" or WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements
since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and
the rules should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results
when now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require
that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits. 


Best,
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David Samuel 


116 wood land dr
New London, nc 28127








From: Edith Simpson (mailedie@aol.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 4:19:44 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I and my fellow North Carolinians are depending on strong protections for our health and our environment under the
Clean Water Act.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Edith Simpson
15 Springdale Rd
Asheville, NC 28805
mailedie@aol.com
(828) 505-3393


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Peter Boettger
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] It"s Time to Add Stronger Water Protections in North Carolina
Date: Friday, July 30, 2021 9:51:06 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class


There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
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adopted.


Thank you!


Peter Boettger 
boettgerp@ecu.edu 
633 midnight moon 
Wendell, North Carolina 27591








From: Bonita Gotbaum
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Badin lake
Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 9:28:05 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River
Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak
cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain
Creek.  As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly
average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly
into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current
NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of
Water Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear
violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also
concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by
measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply
with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to
the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR
"total" cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule
change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits. 
Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can
make things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be
about the protection of public health and the environment.  Even the state's own
regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less
strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure
the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make
sure we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide,
which is currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of
free cyanide be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak
acid dissociable" or WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements
since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and
the rules should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results
when now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require
that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits. 



mailto:gotbaumb@gmail.com

mailto:15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov

mailto:report.spam@nc.gov





 Protect Badin Lake


Sent from my iPhone








From: chip owen
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Badin
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 9:09:11 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Your office should be measuring Alcoa’s free and total cyanide waste to
in sure Badin’s has safe water quality .  Two measurements will give a better
picture of what is going on.  The State must make sure the lake is clean .


Thanks


Charles Owen
Badin Home Owner
Sent from my iPad
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From: Ed Brennan (sparked2@icloud.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 3:56:55 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Ed Brennan
5447 Gunpowder Dr
Hickory, NC 28601
sparked2@icloud.com
(908) 265-2969


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Groome, Martie
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Cc: Williams, Elijah
Subject: [External] City of Greensboro Comments on Triennial Review
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 4:06:10 PM
Attachments: 8-3-2021GreensboroCommentsTriennialReview.pdf


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Mr. Ventaloro,
 
The City of Greensboro appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed Triennial
Review changes.  Comments are attached.
 
If you have any questions or need additional information, please feel free to contact Elijah Williams
at:  elijah.williams@greensboro-nc.gov
 
 
 
Martie Groome
Laboratory and Industrial Waste Section Supervisor 
City of Greensboro Water Resources Department
Box 3136, Greensboro NC 27402-3136
Phone: 336-433-7229  Email: martie.groome@greensboro-nc.gov
www.greensboro-nc.gov


 
 


=======================================================
Please note that email sent to and from this address is subject 
to the North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.
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From: Laurene Rapoza (laurenerap@hotmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 2:27:42 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Laurene Rapoza
125 Glendale drive
Wilmington, NC 28401
laurenerap@hotmail.com
(910) 232-5713


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Emily Donovan
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021; Ciesielski, Jennifer; meiburgemc@gmail.com;


suzannelazorick@gmail.com
Subject: [External] Clean Cape Fear"s Written Comments for NCDEQ"s Surface Water Quality Standards Triennial Review
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 10:10:02 PM
Attachments: Clean Cape Fear_Surface Water Quality Standard Petition letter.pdf


tell-gov-cooper-ncdeq-to-protect-our-drinking-water-supply_signatures_202108040156.pdf


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear Governor Cooper, Mr. Ventaloro, Chair Dr. Meiburg, & Vice-Chair Dr. Lazorick,


On behalf of Clean Cape Fear and the 911 signatures supporting our request, we submit this
petition to include PFAS as a class within this surface water quality standards triennial
review, as well as strengthen 1,4 dioxane proposals. 


Thank you for your attention to this very important matter.


With gratitude,


Emily Donovan
Co-Founder
Clean Cape Fear
FB/Twitter: @CleanCapeFear
www.cleancapefear.org
704.491.6635 | cell


 
"Above all, maintain constant love for one another, for love covers a multitude of
sins." 1 Peter 4:8
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To Governor Roy Cooper, Hearing Officer Chris Venteloro, and members of the
Environmental Management Commission:



Thank you for the opportunity to offer comments on the NC Environmental Management
Commission’s (Commission) proposed triennial review of surface water quality standards.  North
Carolina’s surface water quality standards must protect our children and other vulnerable
populations. The current proposals fail to address PFAS discharges and do not provide
adequate protection from 1,4 dioxane in drinking water sourced from contaminated rivers. The
scientific and technical evidence to support these claims have been thoroughly outlined in a
public comment letter submitted by North Carolina Conservation Network, Southern
Environmental Law Center and Toxic Free NC.



We urge the Commission to do the following:



1. Adopt the 0.35 µg/L standard statewide for 1,4 dioxane.
2. Immediately create surface water quality standards for PFAS as a class.
3. Adopt a health protective surface water quality standard of 1 ppt as the total



concentration for the sum of all PFAS.



Our primary source of drinking water comes from the Cape Fear River which is the largest
watershed in the state and supplies drinking water to approximately 1.5 million North
Carolinians.1 The Cape Fear River has a long history of being polluted by upstream industrial
dischargers and municipal wastewater treatment plants.



Releases of 1,4 dioxane are regularly reported in the drinking water for residents who rely on
the Haw and Cape Fear Rivers at levels well above what NC’s Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) recognizes as safe to drink. The EPA lists 1,4 dioxane as a probable human
carcinogen with toxic effects to the kidneys and liver. We urge the Commission to adopt the
0.35 µg/L standard statewide for 1,4 dioxane.



Additionally, for decades we have been highly exposed to PFAS chemicals discharged from the
former DuPont, now Chemours, manufacturing facility in Fayetteville, NC. Multiple studies and
reports show North Carolina suffers some of the worst PFAS chemical pollution in the United
States.2,3,4



The best available science suggests PFAS exposures, even in small amounts, can increase the
risk for severe health effects, including cancers of the thyroid, kidney, bladder and testicular.5,6



Human exposures to PFAS have also been linked to preeclampsia, obesity, liver and kidney
damage, endocrine disruption, immune suppression, and elevated cholesterol.7 A greater



7 https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxprofiles/tp200.pdf
6 https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/28541558/



5



https://dceg.cancer.gov/research/what-we-study/pfas?link_id=4&can_id=48519800a63a6311d5e5cc24fd3
31667&source=email-urgent-time-sensitive-action-needed-to-keep-pfas-out-of-nc-drinking-water&email_r
eferrer=email_1236421&email_subject=urgent-action-needed-on-pfas-in-nc
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https://advocacy.consumerreports.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/Water-Test-Results-by-State_Districts.
pdf



3 https://www.ewg.org/research/national-pfas-testing/



2



https://news.harvard.edu/gazette/story/2016/08/unsafe-levels-of-toxic-chemicals-found-in-drinking-water-o
f-33-states/



1 https://factor.niehs.nih.gov/2019/3/feature/2-feature-pfas/index.htm











burden is placed on vulnerable populations, like firefighters, developing fetuses, infants, and
children. NC’s Department of Health and Human Services has already identified possible cancer
clusters for testicular and thyroid cancer in our region.8



The letter, helmed by NC Conservation Network, Southern Environmental Law Center and Toxic
Free NC, explains in great detail the devastating PFAS exposure levels experienced by
communities who use both the Haw and Cape Fear Rivers as their primary source for drinking
water. This letter also outlines the harm done to aquatic life within NC from chronic and
unregulated PFAS exposures. PFAS exposures have also been found in aquatic plants, algae
and invertebrates; which leads to biomagnification within the ecosystem food chain.9,10



Coastal communities within the Cape Fear estuary rely on tourism, fishing and shellfishing.
Multiple studies from other states and countries have already documented exposures of PFAS
within seafood.11,12,13 In order for overexposed communities like those in Pittsboro, Brunswick,
New Hanover and Pender counties to have a fighting chance--it is imperative our Governor and
his administration address PFAS exposures by creating health protective surface water quality
standards immediately.



While DEQ has taken some measures to address the extreme PFAS contamination coming from
the Chemours facility in Fayetteville, local tap water samples taken regularly by Brunswick
County and CFPUA still show combined PFAS levels regularly above NC’s provisional health
goal and the federal government’s lifetime health advisory limit for PFAS.14,15 This is
unacceptable.



It’s our understanding approximately 40% of the PFAS detected in our tap water is coming from
sources other than Chemours.16 We deserve protections from these additional releases
contaminating our drinking water supply.



Water districts are not equipped to filter out industrial contaminates like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane.
NC ratepayers are currently being forced to absorb costly upgrades and increased water rates.
Brunswick County spent $167.3 million on a reverse osmosis plant and Cape Fear Public Utility
Authority spent $46 million on deep bed granular activated carbon filters with recurring annual
costs of $2.9 million in filter maintenance. Both utilities were forced to provide these advanced
treatments to address, what we feel are, preventable contaminations due to a lack of health
protective surface water quality standards.17,18



A pediatric kidney cancer survivor in Wilmington, NC was told by her doctor drinking lots of
water was her best medicine. Yet, the tap water in her area is contaminated daily with excessive



18 https://www.cfpua.org/CivicAlerts.aspx?AID=1019&ARC=2084
17 https://www.brunswickcountync.gov/nwtp/
16 https://www.facebook.com/CleanCapeFear/photos/2864959200488716
15 https://www.cfpua.org/761/Emerging-Compounds
14 https://www.brunswickcountync.gov/utilities/advisories-news-press-releases/water-quality/
13 https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/30628846/



12



https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0013935116310726?fbclid=IwAR0t-VGAeAm2wifQ
jW1MFTRSXNhh8BiWMBc8NqrSXHbPyQU3Mz73EKDmtXE



11



https://www.laprogressive.com/contamination-of-oysters/?fbclid=IwAR0vF4CVOgP77TuCfwMsPRmRaXE
gHyL4Bp1gl8p0SXvO6otrVtb8U_yCUec



10 https://setac.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/etc.2663
9 https://earthjustice.org/sites/default/files/files/pfas_pmn_exemptions_petition_04-27-2021.pdf
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https://epi.dph.ncdhhs.gov/oee/pfas/Summary%20of%20Selected%20Cancer%20Rates_all%20counties_
7Nov2018.pdf











levels of PFAS.19 A cancer diagnosis can lead to medical treatment costs in the hundreds of
thousands of dollars. Inaction on PFAS exposures at all levels of state governance--including
surface water quality standards, threatens to leave North Carolinians sicker, fatter and poorer
than those states who are actively and appropriately addressing their 1,4 dioxane and PFAS
contamination problems.



Failure by our Governor and his administration to do their part and act on PFAS contamination
can have costly repercussions for North Carolina residents. A 2019 report from the Nordic
Council estimated healthcare costs alone due to PFAS exposures could cost Europeans 52 - 85
billion EUR annually.20  It’s reasonable to assume a similar proportional correlation could be
made for the cost of inaction to North Carolinians.



We believe the Division of Water Resources (DWR) within DEQ has the power and authority to
create surface water quality standards for PFAS using the best available science. DWR should
not wait on information from the US EPA to begin the process of collecting the required data
needed to develop and propose PFAS surface water quality standards. We have already waited
long enough and many North Carolinians are paying the ultimate price.



It is our understanding the EPA’s PFAS Action Plan will only provide ambient water quality
criteria for aquatic life for PFOA and PFOS only--both of these compounds are no longer in
commercial use. States, like Vermont and New Hampshire, are taking the initiative to create
PFAS surface water quality standards in the absence of federal guidance.21 DWR should do
likewise.



To genuinely protect North Carolinians of all ages, DWR should immediately set a health
protective surface water quality standard of 1 ppt as the sum total concentration for all
PFAS. The sad reality being, this is the most health protective level for this class of “forever
chemicals” which is confirmed by multiple studies and leading experts.22,23



With gratitude,



Emily Donovan
Co-Founder
Clean Cape Fear



23 https://www.ewg.org/research/ewg-proposes-pfas-standards-fully-protect-children-s-health



22



https://www.hsph.harvard.edu/news/hsph-in-the-news/u-s-standards-for-safe-limits-of-pfcs-in-drinking-wat
er-appear-too-high-for-children/



21 https://dec.vermont.gov/sites/dec/files/wsm/docs/VWQS-PFAS-Plan-Report-Final-20200204.pdf
20 http://norden.diva-portal.org/smash/record.jsf?pid=diva2%3A1295959&dswid=9648
19 https://www.facebook.com/CleanCapeFear/photos/pcb.2488539078130732/2488538401464133/













Governor Roy Cooper, Hearing Officer Chris Venteloro, and members of the Environmental
Management Commission:,



911 people have signed a petition on Action Network telling you to Tell Gov. Cooper & NCDEQ To
Protect Our Drinking Water Supply.



Here is the petition they signed:



Thank you for the opportunity to offer comments on the NC Environmental Management
Commission’s (Commission) proposed triennial review of surface water quality standards.
_North Carolina’s surface water quality standards must protect our children and other
vulnerable populations. The current proposals fail to address PFAS discharges and do not
provide adequate protection from 1,4 dioxane in drinking water sourced from contaminated
rivers. The scientific and technical evidence to support these claims have been thoroughly
outlined in a public comment letter submitted by North Carolina Conservation Network,
Southern Environmental Law Center and Toxic Free NC.



We urge the Commission to do the following:



> Adopt the 0.35 µg/L standard statewide for 1,4 dioxane.
> Immediately create surface water quality standards for PFAS as a class.
> Adopt a health protective surface water quality standard of 1 ppt as the total concentration
for the sum of all PFAS.



Our primary source of drinking water comes from the Cape Fear River which is the largest
watershed in the state and supplies drinking water to approximately 1.5 million North
Carolinians. The Cape Fear River has a long history of being polluted by upstream industrial
dischargers and municipal wastewater treatment plants.



Releases of 1,4 dioxane are regularly reported in the drinking water for residents who rely on
the Haw and Cape Fear Rivers at levels well above what NC’s Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) recognizes as safe to drink. The EPA lists 1,4 dioxane as a probable human
carcinogen with toxic effects to the kidneys and liver. We urge the Commission to adopt the
0.35 µg/L standard statewide for 1,4 dioxane.



Additionally, for decades we have been highly exposed to PFAS chemicals discharged from
the former DuPont, now Chemours, manufacturing facility in Fayetteville, NC. Multiple studies
and reports show North Carolina suffers some of the worst PFAS chemical pollution in the
United States.



The best available science suggests PFAS exposures, even in small amounts, can increase
the risk for severe health effects, including cancers of the thyroid, kidney, bladder and
testicular. Human exposures to PFAS have also been linked to preeclampsia, obesity, liver
and kidney damage, endocrine disruption, immune suppression, and elevated cholesterol. A
greater burden is placed on vulnerable populations, like firefighters, developing fetuses,
infants, and children. NC’s Department of Health and Human Services has already identified
possible cancer clusters for testicular and thyroid cancer in our region. 



The letter, helmed by NC Conservation Network, Southern Environmental Law Center and
Toxic Free NC, explains in great detail the devastating PFAS exposure levels experienced by











communities who use both the Haw and Cape Fear Rivers as their primary source for drinking
water. This letter also outlines the harm done to aquatic life within NC from chronic and
unregulated PFAS exposures. PFAS exposures have also been found in aquatic plants, algae
and invertebrates; which leads to biomagnification within the ecosystem food chain.



Coastal communities within the Cape Fear estuary rely on tourism, recreational water sports,
fishing and shellfishing. Multiple studies from other states and countries have already
documented exposures of PFAS within seafood. In order for overexposed communities like
those in Pittsboro, Brunswick, New Hanover and Pender counties to have a fighting chance--it
is imperative our Governor and his administration address PFAS exposures by creating health
protective surface water quality standards immediately.



While DEQ has taken some measures to address the extreme PFAS contamination coming
from the Chemours facility in Fayetteville, local tap water samples taken regularly by
Brunswick County and CFPUA still show combined PFAS levels regularly above NC’s
provisional health goal and the federal government’s lifetime health advisory limit for PFAS.
This is unacceptable.



It’s our understanding approximately 40% of the PFAS detected in our tap water is coming
from sources other than Chemours. We deserve protections from these additional releases
contaminating our drinking water supply.



Water districts are not equipped to filter out industrial contaminates like PFAS and 1,4
dioxane. NC ratepayers are currently being forced to absorb costly upgrades and increased
water rates. Brunswick County spent $167.3 million on a reverse osmosis plant and Cape
Fear Public Utility Authority spent $46 million on deep bed granular activated carbon filters
with recurring annual costs of $2.9 million in filter maintenance. Both utilities were forced to
provide these advanced treatments to address, what we feel are, preventable contaminations
due to a lack of health protective surface water quality standards.



A pediatric kidney cancer survivor in Wilmington, NC was told by her doctor drinking lots of
water was her best medicine. Yet, the tap water in her area is contaminated daily with
excessive levels of PFAS. A cancer diagnosis can lead to medical treatment costs in the
hundreds of thousands of dollars. Inaction on PFAS exposures at all levels of state
governance--including surface water quality standards, threatens to leave North Carolinians
sicker, fatter and poorer than those states who are actively and appropriately addressing their
1,4 dioxane and PFAS contamination problems.



Failure by our Governor and his administration to do their part and act on PFAS contamination
can have costly repercussions for North Carolina residents. A 2019 report from the Nordic
Council estimated healthcare costs alone due to PFAS exposures could cost Europeans 52 -
85 billion EUR annually. _It’s reasonable to assume a similar proportional correlation could be
made for the cost of inaction to North Carolinians.



We believe the Division of Water Resources (DWR) within DEQ has the power and authority
to create surface water quality standards for PFAS using the best available science. DWR
should not wait on information from the US EPA to begin the process of collecting the required
data needed to develop and propose PFAS surface water quality standards. We have already
waited long enough and many North Carolinians are paying the ultimate price. 



It is our understanding the EPA’s PFAS Action Plan will only provide ambient water quality
criteria for aquatic life for PFOA and PFOS only--both of these compounds are no longer in











commercial use. States, like Vermont and New Hampshire, are taking the initiative to create
PFAS surface water quality standards in the absence of federal guidance. DWR should do
likewise.



To genuinely protect North Carolinians of all ages, DWR should immediately set a health
protective surface water quality standard of 1 ppt as the sum total concentration for all PFAS.
The sad reality being, this is the most health protective level for this class of “forever
chemicals” which is confirmed by multiple studies and leading experts.



Thank you for your time and attention to this important topic.



You can view each petition signer and the comments they left you below.



Thank you,



Clean Cape Fear



1. Robbie Buckles (ZIP code: 28429)
Safe drinking water for North Carolina - please!



2. Kim Percell (ZIP code: 28409)



3. Donna George (ZIP code: 28409)
Why are needed to ask for this help? It should be a priority since water is life.



4. Philip  Hayes (ZIP code: 28451-6059)
Give us y clear and clean drinking water.



5. Alexandra Dorr (ZIP code: 28405)
We've been buying Culligan bottled water for over two years now. Wilmington is embarrassed. I hate
to tell our out-of-town visitors to be sure to drink bottled water because what we have is poisoned.
PLEASE!



6. Abby Warman (ZIP code: 28451)



7. Arthur Bell (ZIP code: 28348)



8. Andrea Firth (ZIP code: 28465)



9. Andrea Amico (ZIP code: 03801)



10. Antje Burke (ZIP code: 18411)



11. Adam Poole (ZIP code: 28401)











12. Adam Ericson (ZIP code: 28411-8940)



13. Rebecca Trammel (ZIP code: 28405-8826)
Dear Governor Cooper,



I have been concerned about the PFO/A situation since the breaking news that our drinking water is
not safe YEARS ago. Our drinking water still isn't safe. The fact is, if people could afford RO water,
they are buying it or getting whole house filters. Not everyone can do that, and I think of these people.
In fact, it keeps me up at night knowing that there are children who will get sick because we failed to
deliver on our sacred trust to tend and protect the earth. Please keep our state safe by taking
immediate and appropriate action to resolve this situation that impacts so many people in our state.



Thank you,



Rebecca Trammel



14. Aedan Barnes (ZIP code: 28461)



15. Aleah Carlton (ZIP code: 28457)



16. ann glossl (ZIP code: 28451)



17. Aimee Cook (ZIP code: 28479)



18. Aleeze Arthur (ZIP code: 28411)



19. Arnold Leriche (ZIP code: 48750)
My out of state ZipCode must not minimize my signing this petition.  PFAS does not stop harming our
environment and health at the states boundaries. 



And all PFAS not controlled and destroyed before entering our rivers will contaminate our oceans and
the food we all need for generations.



20. Alexis Luckey (ZIP code: 27701)



21. AliceAnn Williamson (ZIP code: 28412)



22. Alix Paine (ZIP code: 27514)



23. Andrea Lisa Kervick (ZIP code: 28405)



24. Marie Allison (ZIP code: 28429)



25. Amanda Mayfield (ZIP code: 28348)











26. Ashley Shelley (ZIP code: 28403-5542)



27. Ann Meccarielli (ZIP code: 28461)



28. Matt Amrhein (ZIP code: 28468)



29. Amy Harlib (ZIP code: 10011)
STOP BLINDLY INSANE GREEDY BIG CORPORATIONS FROM POISONING OUR WATER!



30. Amy Johnson (ZIP code: 27330)



31. Andrew McGlinn (ZIP code: 28412)



32. Helen Chiverton (ZIP code: 28409)
North Carolina has some of the nation's worst PFAS pollution. Exposures to these forever chemicals
are linked to immune suppression--putting us at further risk during a global pandemic. This is
unacceptable! Please stand up for NC and protect our drinking water.



33. Angela Dale (ZIP code: 28211)



34. ann bartolomeo (ZIP code: 28409-4427)



35. Anne Conlan (ZIP code: 28451)



36. anne terry (ZIP code: 28428)



37. Annelien  Williamson  (ZIP code: 28412)



38. ann gutleber (ZIP code: 28461)
Our local water HAS to IMPROVE!



39. andrew shepard (ZIP code: 27705)
I have to wonder why my government is not willing to protect us from dangerous chemicals? What is
your job!?



40. Stephen Abarno (ZIP code: 28403)



41. Arka Shanks (ZIP code: 28412)



42. Amy Sass (ZIP code: 28451)



43. Ashley Daniels (ZIP code: 28412)











44. Andrew Methven (ZIP code: 28451-1963)



45. Alan Toll (ZIP code: 38403)
I’m behind you Harper.   We need you in Raleigh with our fine Governor.



46. Alexander Hall (ZIP code: 28403)



47. Audrey Wright (ZIP code: 28451)



48. Andy Wood (ZIP code: 28443)
Thank you, Governor, for taking positive action on behalf of downstream residents that depend on
potable surface water for life.



49. Allison Polomsky (ZIP code: 28405)



50. BARBARA ST. PETER (ZIP code: 28403)



51. Carla Christopherson (ZIP code: 28401-5107)
It's long past time for someone to step up and go after the company's that are contaminating our
drinking water in New Hanover Cty. We pay a hefty water bill here and can't even use the water for
anything other than bathing, laundry and washing dishes, and even that is not ideal. We have to pay
out of pocket for drinking water for ourselves and our pets. Companies like Chemours need to be held
accountable. Today!



52. Barbara Garrow (ZIP code: 28409)
Please include PFAS in the water quality standards.



53. Barb  Brostrom  (ZIP code: 28451)



54. Barbara Anderson (ZIP code: 28409)
Wilmington & New Hanover County has one of the highest Thyroid disease in the state. Why? PFAS
from Chemours in Bladen County. NC should be leading the charge to fight this atrocity, not ignoring.
DO SOMETHING  Govenor Cooper.



55. Barbara Perler (ZIP code: 28451-6471)
Please stop the killing of innocent North Carolina citizens.  For God’s sake, do your job in protecting
us.



56. Bruna Hurston (ZIP code: 28443)



57. Joanne Durham (ZIP code: 28449)
It is so unacceptable we are still having to fight for adequate regulations to protect clean water. Please
act now!



58. Leslie B Sternstein (ZIP code: 28451)











I moved from Cary w great water to Leland (Brunswick Co) Jan 2014. Since then, I’ve developed
cancer, 3 nodules on my thyroids & my MS suddenly got SIGNIFICANTLY worse.  I now need a
wheelchair & I am only 64!  Please mandate that our drinking water must be Clean!  No PFOS/PFAs,
No Forever Chemicals.  No one has made Chemours accountable — yet I hate showering in this
water, much less drinking it!  Please Gov Cooper -  I have Always supported you. You want what’s
best for North Carolinians.  Please give us clean drinking water.
Thank you,
Leslie Burch Sternstein
Leland, NC



59. Anne Ezell  (ZIP code: 28479)
Please listen to our voices and help us!!



60. Brian Beauregard (ZIP code: 28469)
Due to the failure of past Leadership, we are paying in excess of $50 per month for CLEAN drinking
water, (in ADDITON to the regular bill I get for the NOT clean drinking water from our county! I
DEMAND that YOU use every power of your office to FIX THIS. NOW!



61. Bernadette Coyle  (ZIP code: 28451)



62. Beth McDonnell (ZIP code: 28411)



63. Beth Ann  Hillman (ZIP code: 28412)



64. Beth Bell (ZIP code: 28401)



65. Betty McComas (ZIP code: 28403)
Clean Water is imperative to a community’s health. Allowing PFA’s in our water supply is
irresponsible.



66. Mary Stevenson (ZIP code: 28451)



67. Bianca Glinskas (ZIP code: 28401)
It's honestly despicable corporate interests are being prioritized over the health and safety of the
general public. What are politicians for?!



68. William J Hart (ZIP code: 28409)
Deb Butler introduced a bill to require Chemoirs to reimburse downstream costs incurred to treat
drinking water, e.g., CFPUA. Didn’t make crossover.



69. Raoul and Priscilla Rebillard (ZIP code: 28412)



70. William Magee (ZIP code: 28461)



71. RoseMarie Fassbender (ZIP code: 28461)











Please protect our water and include standards for PFAS in proposals for our drinking water. Safe
drinking water is a right not a privilege.



72. Eva Lightner (ZIP code: 28479)



73. Brenda Hilger (ZIP code: 28461)



74. Kay JONES (ZIP code: 28461)
Absolutely..SAFE drinking water MUST be available to EVERYONE to insure the health of current and
future residents of NORTH CAROLINA



75. Louise Kulp (ZIP code: 28337)



76. Kimberly Nielson (ZIP code: 84405)



77. Barbara Melon (ZIP code: 28451)



78. Bobby Barfield (ZIP code: 28518)



79. Robert Hoeckele (ZIP code: 28451)



80. Bob Wagoner (ZIP code: 28451)
Please protect our drinking water supply!
You must include standards for PFAs and 
Strengthen the 1,4 Dioxane standard!



81. Leonard Kiausas (ZIP code: 28451)



82. Sharon Valentine (ZIP code: 28412)
NC DEQ is failing its responsibilities as an agency to protect its citizens.  This include methyl bromide
and phosphene gas in the air as well as PFAS/PFOS chemicals in the water.



83. Jane Radack (ZIP code: 28409)



84. Betsy Wood (ZIP code: 28412)
We need standards for PFAS as our water here in Wilmington is contaminated with PFAS from
Chemours



85. Debra Corbett (ZIP code: 28451)



86. Brenda Inscoe (ZIP code: 28412)



87. Barbara Martin (ZIP code: 28451)











88. Bridget  Tarrant’ (ZIP code: 28401)
Please help keep North Carolinians safe, protect our drinking water!



89. Brigitte Gallien (ZIP code: 28480)
Please, protect our water!



90. Brian Gablenz  (ZIP code: 28451)



91. Brian Givens (ZIP code: 28451)



92. Angela Burns (ZIP code: 28403)



93. Andrew  Hansen  (ZIP code: 28312)
What are you waiting for for the general public to have no clean water at all. ??



Get with the program protect our drinking water



94. Cynthia Akers-Gilford (ZIP code: 28311)



95. Camila Correia (ZIP code: 28293)



96. Candace Bland (ZIP code: 28461)



97. Christine Valaika (ZIP code: 28451)
Please help fight for our water supply to be clean.  Please end the tragedy that continues.



98. Sandy Apple (ZIP code: 28409)



99. Carl Fullerton (ZIP code: 28411)
Time to take mandate clean water for all not just the rich.



100. Carole Osman (ZIP code: 28401)
Put a stop to industrial contamination of our drinking waters.



101. Caroll Marston (ZIP code: 28461)



102. Carol Powers (ZIP code: 28512)



103. Carol Szatko (ZIP code: 28468)



104. Carolyn Davis (ZIP code: 28403)



105. Carolyn Ryan (ZIP code: 28451)
Please protect our drinking water!!!











106. Carolyn Vey (ZIP code: 28461)
Please read, take seriously and consider what your part is.



107. CAROLYN Lenzen (ZIP code: 28465)



108. Diane Carrigan (ZIP code: 28451)



109. Casey Sandmeyer (ZIP code: 28412)



110. Cassie Pittman (ZIP code: 28759)



111. Catherine  Beaman  (ZIP code: 28409)



112. Cathy Norton (ZIP code: 28422)
Please read everything about the chemicals  polluting our drinking water, not just listen to those who
want your support for their own gain. . 
This is too important for confirmation bias! We should be able to drink our water and wash our
produce without wondering how it will affect us. 
We pay you, we pay our taxes and we pay our water bill. We need your protection and we can’t wait
for you to open your eyes when the adverse effects of your neglect are so magnified that you are
forced to act. Right now you are responsible for a silent killer.  Ask your better self why you are willing
to ignore the health of your constituents and answer yourself honestly, in the mirror, staring straight
into your eyes and conscious. PLEASE!



113. Cathy  Wusterbarth  (ZIP code: 48750)
Cathy Wusterbarth



114. Catrecia McCoy BOWMAN (ZIP code: 28451)
Catrecia McCoy Bowman



115. Corinne Bell (ZIP code: 90405)



116. Cheryl  Stanbury  (ZIP code: 28409)



117. Cheryl Crossman (ZIP code: 28451)



118. Cecilia  Riegert  (ZIP code: 28465)
Please keep our water clean and safe



119. Mary Murray (ZIP code: 28412)



120. Christine Geering (ZIP code: 28461)



121. Cathy Fisher (ZIP code: 28411)
PLEASE SIGN!!











122. Carol Nye (ZIP code: 28469)



123. Cynthia  Hamrick  (ZIP code: 28465)
One of the things that made US was clean air and water. Businesses are being allowed to destroy
both without any government check on them



124. Clarke Harbold (ZIP code: 28211)
Have a 2nd residence in Brunswick County please protect the Cape Fear water basin's water quality



125. Carol Caffey (ZIP code: 27511)



126. Suzanne Taylor (ZIP code: 28412)



127. Michelle Cherry (ZIP code: 28480)
Enough is enough



128. Cheryl Howard (ZIP code: 28465)



129. Cheryl Miles (ZIP code: 28396)



130. Mel Melton (ZIP code: 28306)



131. Christopher Oak Island (ZIP code: 28465)



132. christine stitcher (ZIP code: 28461)
The "health" of our water directly affects people.  Clean water is a natural right.  Commercial profit
should not take precedence,



133. Christa Metzger (ZIP code: 28405)



134. Diana Hill (ZIP code: 28405)
Water is too precious for us not to be protecting every drop from chemicals, additives, etc.  There is a
limited amount of drinking water in the world and water for farming.  We cannot allow our rivers,
creeks, etc., to be polluted beyond our ability to rely on it.  It's a substance that cannot be
manufactured.  Every drop should be treated as if it's the last drop because it soon will be.



135. Nancy  Easterling  (ZIP code: 27517)



136. Charlene Jackson (ZIP code: 28306)



137. Clarice Reber (ZIP code: 28411)
Please add PFAS standards to the surface quality standards and strengthen the 1,4 dioxane
standard. We have one of the worst PFAS pollution in the country which is linked to immune
suppression.











138. Clement Rajendra (ZIP code: 28409)



139. Maria Ange (ZIP code: 28411)



140. Christina Clay (ZIP code: 28405)



141. Christina  Ciaburri  (ZIP code: 27517)



142. Carolee Morris (ZIP code: 28461)



143. Jill Bean  Davenport (ZIP code: 28449)



144. Christine Zimmermann (ZIP code: 28451)



145. Gary Jones (ZIP code: 28451)
It’s totally despicable that these politicians put greed, money and politics before protecting the very
people they were elected by and to protect. Step it up or resign and we can elect someone who will
work for the people who elected them!!!



146. Rex Cowdry (ZIP code: 28461)



147. Charles Nolan (ZIP code: 28451)



148. Patricia Sutton (ZIP code: 28403)



149. Celia Blalock (ZIP code: 28405)



150. Angela Gingerich-Crowe (ZIP code: 28411)



151. Crystal  Young (ZIP code: NC)



152. Carol  Grosbier  (ZIP code: 28479)
PFA’s are forever chemicals that are in our water supply.  Please strength the 1,4 dioxane standard
now, so we can eliminate these harmful chemicals from our water state wide!  Thank you.



153. Cheryl Cail (ZIP code: 29588)
As your neighbor south, I am asking you to protect the water supply of North Carolinians. By doing so,
you are helping the residents of your state, as well as the residents of mine. Water knows no
boundaries.



154. Carolyn Leonard (ZIP code: 28403)



155. Elizabeth Broyles (ZIP code: 28054)











156. Harry Payne (ZIP code: 28409)



157. Chris Curry (ZIP code: 28480)
We have a right to clean drinking water and because our ecosystem so heavily depends upon it, we
need not let big corporations contaminate the very water that drives our local economy and
dependency on life itself. We have a responsibility to hold each and every person accountable; be it
private or public businesses, organizations, and government office. ACT Now!



158. Cornelia Maxted (ZIP code: 28451-6028)



159. Courtney  Younghans (ZIP code: 28479)



160. Donna Laflamme (ZIP code: 28451)



161. Dale Todd (ZIP code: 28451)



162. Danny Morrow (ZIP code: 28405)



163. Darlena Moore (ZIP code: 28401-5105)
Please protect our drinking water! We live here in Wilmington and cannot drink our own water!



164. Darrell Sheldon (ZIP code: 28405)



165. Cheryl Tribley (ZIP code: 28479)
Protect our drinking water supply, our wildlife and environment!!



166. Patti Ashley (ZIP code: 28451)



167. Donna Bennett (ZIP code: 28451)
PROTECT OUR WATER!



168. Daniel  Weinfeld  (ZIP code: 28451)



169. Chris Ferguson (ZIP code: 28451)
Chris Ferguson



170. David Donovan (ZIP code: 28479)



171. deb burgess (ZIP code: 01545)
Please make sure our water is clean and those dumping legally and illegally are punished and fined
and that the rules tighten to ensure clean water for all and it is affordable



172. Debra Gillingham (ZIP code: 28413)











173. Denise Yannone (ZIP code: 28412)
Thank you to the  people and organizations who actually care about human life and all forms of life on
this planet our home. Shame on those who are selling us out for greed and self-interest. How dare yo
defile our water supply. NCDEQ and Gov. Cooper please do the right thing and save lives. 
> Adopt the 0.35 µg/L standard statewide for 1,4 dioxane. 
> Immediately create surface water quality standards for PFAS as a class. 
> Adopt a health protective surface water quality standard of 1 ppt as the total concentration for the
sum of all PFAS. Thank you.



174. Desiree Fuller (ZIP code: 28415)



175. Sanja  Whittington (ZIP code: 27540)



176. Denise Lopatka (ZIP code: 28403-4803)



177. James Dennett (ZIP code: 28403)



178. Dennis Dixon (ZIP code: 28412)



179. Devon Kelly (ZIP code: 28401)



180. Dan Camacho (ZIP code: 28401)



181. David Godsey (ZIP code: 28348)
This issue needs to be addressed



182. Deborah  Greagor  (ZIP code: 28451)



183. spillman Grimsley (ZIP code: 22180)



184. Diana Marquez (ZIP code: 28479)



185. Diane  Donovan Mack (ZIP code: 28451)
Diane Donovan Mack



186. Diane Rezek (ZIP code: 28405)
Please clean up our water!!!



187. Diana Chamblee (ZIP code: 28429)



188. Stephanie Diener (ZIP code: 28411)



189. Diane Sloan (ZIP code: 28461)











190. Douglas Kramer (ZIP code: 28428)



191. Dorothy  Grasso  (ZIP code: 28411)



192. Donna Marie Heubel (ZIP code: 28449)



193. Susan Dillard (ZIP code: 28401)



194. Donald Florence (ZIP code: 28461)



195. Donna Madonna (ZIP code: 28405)



196. Donna Turner (ZIP code: 28451)



197. Doris Sharp  (ZIP code: 28405)
Clean water is our most precious resource, the source of life. Please protect it. I'm relying on you.
Thank you.



198. Dorothy Ewing (ZIP code: 28479)
Protect our drinking water supply!



199. Darlene Parlett (ZIP code: 28411)
Please protect our drinking water supply!



200. Dennis Maneri (ZIP code: 28461)
At this point on the crisis calendar of environmental issues, this shouldn’t need be discussed.  Do the
right thing so you have time to address other pressing issues NOW and not tomorrow.



201. Drake Phelps (ZIP code: 27513)



202. Debbie Riddle (ZIP code: 28465)



203. Douglass Smith (ZIP code: 28401-5005)



204. Dennis Perler (ZIP code: 28451-6471)
For the sake of the children, at least, please stop the poisoning of our water.  This is far more real
than obtuse issues like climate change, which we can’t impact.



205. Donald Taylor (ZIP code: 28451)



206. Deborah Schafer (ZIP code: 28401)



207. Durward  Cannon (ZIP code: 28348)
Durward C. Cannon











208. Donna Brookhart (ZIP code: 28461-8221)



209. Dwight Willis (ZIP code: 28462)
Please protect our drinking water.  NC is not Mexico.



210. Denise Wright (ZIP code: 28451)



211. DEBBI YAFFE (ZIP code: 28451)



212. Elizabeth Babb (ZIP code: 28403)



213. beth bakke (ZIP code: 27705)



214. Ed Ablard (ZIP code: 28405)



215. Eric  Peterson  (ZIP code: 28451)



216. Diann Driffing (ZIP code: 28451)



217. ESTHER MURPHY (ZIP code: 28411)
My water makes me sick! Make it STOP!



218. Edward Adams (ZIP code: 28409)



219. Eileen Bacchi (ZIP code: 28451)



220. Edward Stripling (ZIP code: 28451)
NCDEQ's failure to include standards for PFAS is wrong, wrong, wrong.  North Carolina apparently
does not care about the health and wellbeing of it's citizens.  All they care about are the dollars these
companies bring to the state.  You should be ashamed of yourself!



221. Elizabeth Beam (ZIP code: 27608)



222. Elli Klein (ZIP code: 28405)
Please instruct DEQ to do much more/better to protect our water from the poisons-- PFAS's etc.  You
are a Democrat who cares about our people, so I would expect more of DEQ.



223. Elena Mock (ZIP code: 27502)



224. Sharon Richard (ZIP code: 28422)



225. Erik Zylstra (ZIP code: 28401)
Please raise our drinking water standards. It is ridiculous that we can get cancer from our tap water.











226. Erin Yalcin (ZIP code: 28348)



227. Ernesto Ferreri (ZIP code: 28409)
So, why is there even any question about this?  We need clean water, int he long run it will save $$.



228. Emily Donovan (ZIP code: 28479)



229. Emily Silverman (ZIP code: 28451)
Please protect our drinking water supply from dangerous chemicals.



230. Lauren  Evans  (ZIP code: 28451)



231. Joseph and Eve Zell (ZIP code: 28405)



232. Faith Lough-Otten (ZIP code: 28451)
Please help us! We are bathing and swimming in GenX and PFAS. Paying for bottled water to drink.



233. Howard  Ferguson (ZIP code: 28409)



234. Effie sparrow (ZIP code: 28449)
Help!



235. Deborah File (ZIP code: 28412)



236. Firat Yalcin (ZIP code: 28348)



237. FERNANDO MELON (ZIP code: 28451)
Fernando Melon



238. Nancy Shea (ZIP code: 28451)



239. Jennifer Fontaine (ZIP code: 28461)



240. Brian  Jones (ZIP code: 28412)
CLEAN WATER NOW!!



241. Forrest Williams (ZIP code: 28451)



242. frank volpe (ZIP code: 28451)



243. Frederick C Campau (ZIP code: 28409)



244. Kimberly Free (ZIP code: 28409)











Gov Cooper we showed up for you, please do the same for us! We deserve clean drinkable water and
clean safe environment.



245. Frieda Harrington (ZIP code: 28409)



246. Cheryl Fulton (ZIP code: 28461)



247. Gary Lang (ZIP code: 28411)
Profits for a few should not be allowed 
By companies slowly poisoning the public!!! We are ALL stewards of the planet ? ALL of the planet!!!
?



248. Gail Haas (ZIP code: 28451)
We must protect our water supply.  Private corporations will not.



249. Joy Gallagher (ZIP code: 28451)



250. Victoria Carey (ZIP code: 28451)



251. Gay Hull (ZIP code: 28451)



252. William  gaylord (ZIP code: 28403)
Hold Chemores accountable for the pollution they have caused.



253. Virginia  Crowder (ZIP code: 28401)



254. Nancy Geimer  (ZIP code: 28405)



255. Gene Vadies (ZIP code: 28409)



256. George Clarke (ZIP code: 28479)
Dear Governor Cooper,



Please act quickly and forcefully to hold corporate polluters accountable and ensure that citizens have
safeguards against untested and unapproved chemicals that are dumped into our rivers, streams, and
oceans. 



The health and safety of the public and our environment require a precautionary policy at NCDEQ
with regards to PFAS chemicals.



My mother passed away in 2014  due to brain cancer. As you may know, this chemical molecule
attaches itself to fatty tissues, which is why it bioaccumulates in people, fish, and animals. As a
UNCW toxicologist explained in a public meeting about GenX, the human brain  is the “fattiest tissue”
in the human body. There have been no other cases of cancer in our family, and the onset of her
geoblastoma (sp) was a shock to us. It may never  be  discovered why this occurred, however I
believe that future generations, especially infants, children, immunocompromised individuals, as well











as the elderly must be safeguarded against the effects of possible carcinogens in oil drinking water
and food supplies. 



Thank you for your consideration of this petition and my request.



George Clarke 
818 Greystone Court
Winnabow, NC 28479



257. Philip Gerard (ZIP code: 28409)
Before dumping ANYTHING into our rivers, a company should have to prove that it is safe--not send
the danger and the problem (literally) downstream.



258. Glenda Hobson (ZIP code: 28306)
We desperately need water brought to Gray's Creek that  is not full of Genx & Pfas



259. Gregory Stone (ZIP code: 28411)



260. Gloria Shea (ZIP code: 28479)



261. Gloria Strickert (ZIP code: 28215)



262. Sandra Kesler (ZIP code: 28468)



263. Scarlett  Fire (ZIP code: 28412)



264. Gary O’Connell (ZIP code: 28405)
We need to eliminate untested forever chemicals from our water.



265. Donna Armiger  (ZIP code: 28451)



266. GARY OSTBY (ZIP code: 28451)
It is long past time to address this important health issue.



267. Kimberly Gottfried (ZIP code: 28348)



268. Gregory Amrhein (ZIP code: 28467)



269. Gregory Ryan (ZIP code: 28451)



270. Greg Shue (ZIP code: 28462)



271. Gretchen Kelly (ZIP code: 28401)
Please do the right thing- protect the citizens and our drinking water. DO NoT delay this- act now!











272. EG  Griffin (ZIP code: 28404)
Gov. Cooper and leaders of the NCDEQ,



I am quite worried about the true and long-term quality and safety of our water … our drinking water,
in particular.  I am concerned not only for myself and community members in general but also …
having been a southeastern NC pediatrician for 30 years now … for the health of my young patients.
It clearly is in your hands to keep our water pure and unpolluted.  This same power you have can
protect our health, especially that of our babies, children, and adolescents who one day will take
charge of our great state’s future and try to keep you, your children, and your grandchildren safe and
healthy.  



Please, PLEASE, take all possible steps NOW that you can to pass into their hands clean and pure
water sources and the highest-possible quality hometown and state in which to live and to serve their
… our … fellow North Carolinian citizens.  You can make North Carolina the American icon in
establishing effective laws and rules to purify and protect drinking water.  It is for such achievements
that you were elected and appointed.  Please do this as part of your commitment to us and our safe
future.



273. George Mailloux (ZIP code: 28451)
No clean water means no vote for Gov Cooper. George Mailloux



274. George Vlasits (ZIP code: 28412)



275. Gordon  Reed (ZIP code: 28451)
No more PFOS/PFAS in our water!



276. robert haines (ZIP code: 28405-2717)



277. Rachel Hatfield (ZIP code: 28428)



278. Bo Stephens (ZIP code: 28409)



279. Heather White (ZIP code: 28409)



280. Heather Lilly (ZIP code: 28451)



281. Hedi Perotto (ZIP code: 28401)
A petition should not be required for our government officials to do everything in their considerable
power to assure ALL people in NC have affordable easy access to clean water and that the health
and well-being of people is far more important, than the profits of the corporatons who couldn't care
less about those people.  They need to be stopped.
But here it is:  PLEASE PROTECT OUR WATER.



282. Helene Harris (ZIP code: 28412)



283. Helen Cannon (ZIP code: 28348)











284. Amanda  Chapman (ZIP code: 28409)



285. Judith Butts (ZIP code: 27012 )



286. Henry Ponton (ZIP code: 28479)



287. Dan George (ZIP code: 28479)



288. Judith Gilbert (ZIP code: 28465)
Judith gilbert



289. David Kirkland (ZIP code: 28348)



290. Jack Hindman (ZIP code: 28479)



291. Mary Keiser (ZIP code: 28401)
It is deplorable that we have to pay sooo much for our water then buy & haul drinking water for our
homes.  Water is heavy & I'm not getting any younger!



292. Cynthia Ho (ZIP code: 28409)



293. Holli Phillips  (ZIP code: 28371)



294. Kathy Fife (ZIP code: 27703)
This MUST be addressed now!



295. Leonard Bull (ZIP code: 28412)
The regulatory agencies in Raleigh need to be completely shaken up. I started having experience
with them during my  years 2000-2009 helping run the Animal and Poultry waste Management Center
at NCState, looking at hog waste management technologies. They are ineffective and I think
personally politically driven, which needs to be fixed.



296. Penny Houston (ZIP code: 28412)
Drinking Water supply is so important to us!



297. Howard Hemeon (ZIP code: 28451-9269)



298. Helene Laufer (ZIP code: 28451)



299. Cheryl Villante (ZIP code: 28469)



300. Henry Wallace (ZIP code: 28374)



301. Greg Rich (ZIP code: 28468)











302. Mark Irby (ZIP code: 28472)



303. Iris King (ZIP code: 28451)



304. Cheryl Godsey (ZIP code: 28348)
Give us the drinking water you would wa t for yourself and your grandchildren. Make the responsible
businesses that contaminated our wells make full restitution    so we can have pure drinking water.



305. Jessica  DeGolyer  (ZIP code: 28451)



306. Judith Anne Gooch (ZIP code: 28461)
Please! We all deserve safe drinking water.



307. Jaime Gossin (ZIP code: 28409)



308. james Coakley (ZIP code: 28451)
Standards for PFAS aka "forever chemicals" and the need to strengthen the proposed 1,4 dioxane
standard are steps that must be taken by the NC government.  North Carolina has some of the
nation's worst PFAS pollution. 



It is unacceptable that for over 3 years since the PFAS issue was finally exposed I have had to
purchase 5 gallon bottle of water for my home use.



Exposures to these forever chemicals are linked to immune suppression--putting us at further risk
during a global pandemic. This is unacceptable!



Failure to create statewide discharge standards for PFAS directly impacts:



>The quality of our drinking water.
>Contaminates our fish and aquatic life.
>Puts recreational water sports, fishing, and coastal tourism at risk.
>Shifts the burden to innocent downstream water districts forced to spend extra money on costly
upgrades to filter these industrial chemicals out of our tap water.
>Fails to hold polluters responsible for their chemical waste.



ACTION IS NEEDED NOW.  Why is the Chemours plant still operating?



Jim Coakley (a very disgusted NC Voter)



309. Jamieson Scott (ZIP code: 28412)



310. Janet Rodrick (ZIP code: 28412)
It is unconscionable that we have to worry about drinking safe clean water!!! 
Cooper also let Duke off easy with their responsibility to clean up their mess!!
It’s time to have our voices heard!!



311. Janet Gorrell (ZIP code: 28479)











312. Janet McElligott (ZIP code: 28451)



313. janice alexander (ZIP code: 28461)



314. Janice Mason (ZIP code: 28479*)
It is urgent that the NCDEQ and Governor Cooper take action to protect our drinking water from PFAs
including GenX.  I am considering a move outside NC specificially because our drinking water is NOT
drinkable.



315. Jan Wilkerson (ZIP code: 28412)



316. John Battle (ZIP code: 28405)



317. Joann Birkenstock (ZIP code: 28451)



318. John Casciato (ZIP code: 28412)



319. Joseph Hibst (ZIP code: 28306)
The current situation regarding the safety of our drinking water is a disgrace. Please stop the
NCDEQ's  practice of "Kicking the can down the road "and start working on solutions.



320. Jessica  Cannon (ZIP code: 28403-6113)



321. Julia Martinelli (ZIP code: 28468)



322. Theresa  Downs (ZIP code: 28409)
Please protect my granddaughters and everyone’s grandchildren from these dangerous chemicals.
We are the Pediatric Brain Cancer capital of the world due to these chemicals.  That is a very sad
statistic to have.



323. Jane Spicer (ZIP code: 28409)
We are only starting to see the results of this industrial poisoning of our water, especially in Eastern
North Carolina.  A basic right of living in a civilized country is the right to clean water.  Please act on
removal of PFAS!!!



324. Wendy Levens (ZIP code: 28479)
Please protect our life giving water from contaminants !
Thank you in advance,
Wendy J Levens



325. Jeffrey Meuwissen (ZIP code: 28451)



326. Jeff Mills (ZIP code: 28409)
Water is life.











327. Linda Rudick (ZIP code: 28468)
Delays are detrimental too our health. Please protect our drinking water.



328. Jen Johnson (ZIP code: 28403)



329. Jen Johnson (ZIP code: 28403)



330. Jennifer McGee (ZIP code: 28409)



331. JERRY WINE (ZIP code: 28401)



332. Jessica Scibetta (ZIP code: 28479)



333. Jessica Lilly (ZIP code: 28312)



334. Jessica Ward (ZIP code: 28462)



335. Ronald Nason (ZIP code: 28412)



336. James Grace (ZIP code: 27101)
Please protect our drinking water for the health of our future children.  JGrace



337. Bonnie Westbrook (ZIP code: 28461)
Please make sure that PFAS do NOT pollute our drinking water or our food supply (both crops and
aquatic products)!  And make the companies pay for cleanup and filtration systems to remove them
from our water.



338. jim downey (ZIP code: 28405)
Dupont/Chemours has got to pay for the damage they have done to our drinking water.



339. James McCarthy (ZIP code: 28411)



340. Jim Rolquin (ZIP code: 28401)



341. Hwa Huang (ZIP code: 27612)



342. Jacqueline Jahn (ZIP code: 28401-4072)



343. Jean Kohner (ZIP code: 28451)



344. Judy Dimizio (ZIP code: 28451)



345. Lisa Bazinet (ZIP code: 28306)











346. James Bazinet (ZIP code: 28306)



347. Jan Ligas (ZIP code: 28451)



348. Jennifer Soden (ZIP code: 06475)
I don't live in ILM only because I was about to move there from DC with my ex-fiance when the news
of all this broke. That's the ONLY reason I don't live there now, too. My friend LeeAnn and husband
had put down a deposit on new construction and moved because of this. You are killing people if you
let this go on.



349. Joan Zeltmann (ZIP code: 28451)



350. Janet Maynor (ZIP code: 28358)
This needs to be corrected immediately



351. Joanne Joanne  McCart (ZIP code: 28469)
Joanne McCart



352. Jane  McDermott (ZIP code: 28461)
A basic necessity, clean drinking water!



353. John Bowker (ZIP code: 28405)



354. Jackson Nelson (ZIP code: 28479)



355. Jim Nesbit (ZIP code: 28409)



356. joan Crosby (ZIP code: 28451-5047)
Please protect our drinking water.



357. Joan McCormick (ZIP code: 14450)
Thank you Harper for all that you do to protect safe drinking water!



358. Joanne Stanton (ZIP code: 19438)
Protect drinking water!



359. Jody Sepich (ZIP code: 28409)



360. Joe Beaman (ZIP code: 28409)



361. John Bianchini (ZIP code: 28412)
I respectfully implore you to protect our drinking water Governor Copper. Especially from those
irresponsible businesses who abuse their powers. Thanks you!











362. John Birkenheuer (ZIP code: 28479)
Go get them.



363. John Bools (ZIP code: 28461)



364. John Dale (ZIP code: 28211)
How in the world can we allow companies to dump chemicals and other toxins in our drinking water
with absolutely no consequences



365. John Thompson (ZIP code: 28451)



366. Martha Johnson (ZIP code: 28461)



367. John Stipa (ZIP code: 28451)
Please help us in getting safe drinking water.



368. Joanne Levitan (ZIP code: 28451)
We can’t wait three more years!



369. Jonathan  Riddle (ZIP code: 28451)
We deserve clean drinking water and not at a price to the consumers .



370. jordan cohen (ZIP code: 28401)



371. Joy Cranidiotis (ZIP code: 28451)
We thank you for action. Our water has been polluted for  20 plus year and to us unknowingly  feeding
forever harmful chemicals to our children. Now our utilities are struggling to clean up the mess that
Chemours created. So now we, from Fayetteville to the lower Cape Fear bear the burden of an
unethical corporation. We all know they knew what was happening. Because DuPont perpetrated the
same destruction. We would like to see our officials mandate that this stops and never happens
again.



372. James Powers (ZIP code: 28451)
Gov. Cooper, please protect us from chemicals in the rivers of North Carolina. Thank you.



373. Johnsie Lang (ZIP code: 28461)



374. Jasmine Bazinet (ZIP code: 28306)



375. Josselyn  Gregory  (ZIP code: 28451)



376. Jacqueline Tozour (ZIP code: 28405)



377. Judi Mack (ZIP code: 28451-0260)











378. Judy Abbett (ZIP code: 56802)



379. Judith Abbett (ZIP code: 33458)



380. Judy Larrick  (ZIP code: 28449)



381. Judy Greenhut (ZIP code: 28449)



382. Julia Leimkuhler (ZIP code: 28409)



383. Julie Kendall (ZIP code: 28348)



384. Julie Poole (ZIP code: 28409)



385. Sandra Coppola (ZIP code: 28451)



386. June Highfill (ZIP code: 28401)



387. Frank Miltner (ZIP code: 28405)
Clean water is an inviolable human right and everything possible should be done to both protect and
maintain it without excuses or empty rhetoric



388. Jim Fleagle (ZIP code: 28411)
Please make clean water a priority and put strong regulations in place!  How long would this have
taken if PFAS was in Falls Lake?



389. Julie Wheeler (ZIP code: 28409)
Too many years of toxic chemicals in our water supply.  Why are the companies still allowed to
operate?  Aren’t our children worth it?



390. Maria Stein (ZIP code: 28348)
We need clean water not cancer



391. J Barbara  Bakowycz  (ZIP code: 28409)
I’m a nurse. This ongoing situation is unacceptable and egregious.



392. kandace  williams (ZIP code: 28465)



393. Kara Kenan (ZIP code: 28479)



394. Karen  Lowdermilk  (ZIP code: 28411)
Our drinking water is not healthy, or safe . It harms all of us and we need to change the source .



395. Karen Kennedy (ZIP code: 28412)











This is unacceptable and needs to be fixed NOW. We are citizens who rely on and pay for the usage
of water systems. Please make our water and that of future generations drinkable.



Karen Kennedy



396. Karen Rodenheiser (ZIP code: 28451)
We deserve clean drinking water



397. Karla Brann (ZIP code: 28443)



398. Katelyn McKinney (ZIP code: 28401)



399. katheryn Lozer (ZIP code: Wilmington nc)
Clean our water



400. Katie Rook (ZIP code: 25404)



401. KATHRYN BAILEY (ZIP code: 28405)



402. Katie Poynter (ZIP code: 49423)



403. Sharon Stewart (ZIP code: 28412)



404. Kathleen Dunn (ZIP code: 28479)



405. Kayla Fryar (ZIP code: 28479)



406. Kathleen Fox (ZIP code: 28461)



407. Kimberly Poetzscher (ZIP code: 28409)



408. Kristi  Simms (ZIP code: 28403)
We deserve clean drinking water without damaging PFAs for ourselves and our children. We need
strict limits enforced to prevent further health issues in our region.



409. K Conway (ZIP code: 28451)



410. Kathleen Lesko (ZIP code: 28451)
Kathleen Lesko



411. Claudia Kell (ZIP code: 28401)



412. Kerri Murdock (ZIP code: 84535)











413. Lekeshia Jarrett (ZIP code: 28403)



414. Kevin O’Grady (ZIP code: 28401)



415. Karen White (ZIP code: 28409)



416. Daniel  Donnellan  (ZIP code: 28451)



417. Karen Crawford (ZIP code: 28403)



418. Karen & jason Haker (ZIP code: 28411)



419. Kelly Helbig (ZIP code: 28461)



420. Kathy Horsmon (ZIP code: 38451)



421. Kim Swinny (ZIP code: 28403)



422. Kim Otto (ZIP code: 28451)



423. Kimberly West (ZIP code: 28401)



424. Kimberly  Hulon  (ZIP code: 28403)
Polluters  must be stopped and required to pay for the damage they have and continue to cause.



425. Kim Czornij (ZIP code: 28403)



426. Krissy Kasserman (ZIP code: 28421)



427. Kathleen  Kulage (ZIP code: 29469)
Why has this not been taken care of years ago? The pollsters are criminals and should be held
accountable.



428. Katherine Lorenz (ZIP code: 28411)



429. Kenneth Thies (ZIP code: 28403)



430. Kimberly Maxwell (ZIP code: 28465)



431. KELLY OSIK (ZIP code: 28465)



432. kendall williams (ZIP code: 28405)











433. Amanda  Kressin  (ZIP code: 28443)
Please help our health. Everyone should have clean nontoxic drinking water for their families!



434. Kristine Bowman (ZIP code: 38451)



435. Krista Jorgensen (ZIP code: 28405)



436. Krista Jones (ZIP code: 28479)



437. Kristi Sewing (ZIP code: 28443)
We NEED clean water! Get dangerous chemicals out!



438. Krystle  Sherman (ZIP code: 28387)



439. Kent Mickel (ZIP code: 28451)



440. KAtie Gates (ZIP code: 28409)



441. Kimberli Theophilos (ZIP code: 28412-3490)



442. KATHY WEITNER (ZIP code: 28411)



443. Kelly Wickham (ZIP code: 28451)



444. Kym Stewart (ZIP code: 28465)
It is absurd to think that the most powerful country on earth can't seem to guarantee "clean water" to
all its citizens.



445. Karen tracy Tracy (ZIP code: 28451)



446. Linda Kous (ZIP code: 28451)
This is extremely important to those of us residing in Brunswick County.



447. Lorissa Stefanelli (ZIP code: 85374)



448. Rachael Birkenhauer (ZIP code: 28401)
We deserve clean drinking water!!



449. Darlene Levine (ZIP code: 28451)



450. LANA ANDERSON (ZIP code: 28401)



451. Lana Winneberger (ZIP code: 28409)











452. Christina Lanier (ZIP code: 28409-4586)



453. Larry Fryar (ZIP code: 28479)



454. Ann Stokes (ZIP code: 28405)
Please listen to the citizens of NC instead of big corporations and ensure we all have safe water to
drink.



455. Laura Burnham (ZIP code: 28411)



456. Leticia Gilmore (ZIP code: 28348)



457. Loraine Buker (ZIP code: 28409)



458. Leonard Burdick (ZIP code: 28451)



459. Linda Busineau (ZIP code: 28451)



460. Leo Van Herpe (ZIP code: 28451)
Please protect us from our contaminated drinking water.....



461. Linda Dorshaw  (ZIP code: 28409)
Please, please, please protect our drinking water!



462. Dave Murray (ZIP code: 28451)
We need YOU to address PFAS discharges and provide adequate protection from 1,4 dioxane in
drinking water sourced from contaminated rivers.  Those chemicals are poison.



463. Patric  LeBeau (ZIP code: 28409)



464. Lee  Bryant  (ZIP code: 28480)



465. Len Gregorio (ZIP code: 28451)



466. Alexandra Cavazos (ZIP code: 28411)



467. Lisa Menius (ZIP code: 28409)



468. libby Beccarino (ZIP code: 28406)



469. Elizabeth Newton (ZIP code: 27932)
Moving to Wilmington soon and am being told Cape Fear remains polluted by Lumberton company’s
releases into the river—can you not stop this fouling our waterways???











470. Michele Reimel (ZIP code: 28428)



471. Valerie Ramirez (ZIP code: 92703)



472. Joy Lanham (ZIP code: 28348)



473. Liliana Berman (ZIP code: 28451)
Liliana berman



474. Casey Watkins (ZIP code: 28403)



475. Linda Eastman (ZIP code: 28469)
By not including PFAS in groundwater quality standards permits the perpetuation of all the known
negative health effects & continued contamination of our food sources. The diminished responses to
vaccines is a huge public health issue. 1,4 dioxane limits need to be lowered.



476. Linda Shosie (ZIP code: 85716)



477. Lindsay Addison (ZIP code: 28411)



478. L Wallace (ZIP code: 28409)



479. Lindsey McCoy (ZIP code: 28403)



480. Terry Linehan (ZIP code: 28428)
Please do all you can to protect our water resources, Governor Cooper and NCDEQ! Thank you!



481. Lisa Barnett (ZIP code: 27288)



482. Lisa Myers (ZIP code: 28451)



483. JILL BAILLARGEON (ZIP code: 53066)



484. Elizabeth Humble (ZIP code: 28462)



485. Leslie Lillo (ZIP code: 28451)



486. Laura Patten (ZIP code: 28429)
Why are you not protecting us from polluted waters?



487. Linda Wagoner (ZIP code: 28412)



488. Lauren Knowles (ZIP code: 28479)











489. Leslie Taylor (ZIP code: 28461)
Please include standards for PFAS and strengthen the 1,4 dioxine standard.



490. Kyle Horton (ZIP code: 28409-5829)



491. Lynn Anderson  (ZIP code: 28405)



492. Linda Murray (ZIP code: 28461)



493. Marie Lockhart (ZIP code: 28451)
Please clean up the Cape Fear River.  Protect the water we use daily!



494. Loren Beahm (ZIP code: 28371)



495. Louise Ackerman (ZIP code: 28461)



496. Lynn  Barnard (ZIP code: 28461)



497. Laura Parker-Beck (ZIP code: 28078)
No REASON IN THE WORLD THE US HAS THIS PROBLEM!! COMPLETELY UNACCEPTABLE



498. Annie  Settlemeyer (ZIP code: 28451)



499. Tom Simmons (ZIP code: 28461)



500. Lynne Hambleton (ZIP code: 28461)
I think it is appalling that our water is not completely free of PFAS, and hope the polluting parties get
fined to help completely clean our drinking and groundwater (as we don't want our fish and other
wildlife getting PFAS either).



501. Lynn Paterson (ZIP code: 28479)



502. Marcia Morgan (ZIP code: 28428)
Governor Cooper, we need your help in cleaning up the water quality/PFAS situation along the Cape
Fear. My heart weeps every time I think of the families and children from a single neighborhood who
are dealing with extremely rare forms of cancer that are destroying their lives.



503. Valerie  Madeska (ZIP code: 11706)



504. Madeleine Johnson (ZIP code: 28391)



505. Margaret Mullins  (ZIP code: 28428)



506. Faris Harton (ZIP code: 28412)











507. Maire Perdomo (ZIP code: 28401)



508. Patricia Kelley (ZIP code: 28451)
Please protect our drinking water!



509. Ruth Sparrow (ZIP code: 27889)



510. Marcee Silver (ZIP code: 27608)



511. mary smith (ZIP code: 28412)
Protect our drinking water!



512. Margaret Yu (ZIP code: 28465)



513. ANDREW MARHEVSKY (ZIP code: 28409)



514. Mariel Kruse (ZIP code: 28443)



515. Marissa Blackburn (ZIP code: 28451)



516. Mark Gorrell (ZIP code: 28479)



517. Mark Bromeier (ZIP code: 28412)
At least establish a process to set a standard for future use. Thanks



518. Mary Baldwin (ZIP code: 28411)



519. Mary B Reichard  (ZIP code: 27409)



520. Mary Carroll (ZIP code: 28451)
Surface water discharge must be strengthened for the health of the people who live in NC. This has
gone on too long insufficiently checked.



521. Mary Ellen Bell (ZIP code: 28451)
Please do the right thing for the citizens of NC.  Please put our health before the  business interests.
It is currently criminal what the state has allowed to go on unregulated



522. matthew peterson (ZIP code: 28409)
These are the very same people who participated in killing many tens of thousands of people with so-
called Agent Orange. They have no shame or ethics and should be closed immediately.



523. matthew spinner (ZIP code: 28451)



524. Maura Black (ZIP code: 28412)











This is common sense



525. Mary beth Cowper (ZIP code: 28409)



526. Ann McCray (ZIP code: 28405)
It is way past time to assure North Carolinians of safe drinking water. What could be more important?
Please take necessary measures. Thank you.



527. Mary Lee McKell (ZIP code: 28451)
Please stand up and demand help for clean water.  What if you’re children are drinking poison?



528. Mark Crowe (ZIP code: 28411)



529. Megan Whit3 (ZIP code: 28411)
Stop poisoning our environment.



530. Carol Sibley (ZIP code: 28412-2270)



531. Meghan Sweeney (ZIP code: 28401)



532. Meghan  Phillips  (ZIP code: 28403)



533. Meliss Risk (ZIP code: 28387)



534. An anonymous signer  (ZIP code: 28174)



535. Mel  Rauch (ZIP code: 28403)



536. Marisa Falank (ZIP code: 28479)



537. Mary Frances McClure (ZIP code: 28409)



538. Mary Ganger (ZIP code: 28412)



539. Marg Benson (ZIP code: 28451)



540. Melissa Trop (ZIP code: 28479)



541. Micki Jay (ZIP code: 28412)



542. Michael Eisenberg (ZIP code: 27613)



543. Mary Beth Miller (ZIP code: 27516)











544. Mimi Smith (ZIP code: 28451)
I live in the Cape Fear Area and teach children here.  It's scary to think about the uncontrolled levels
of PFAS in the water and that so little in effect is being done. Please act now to ensure clean and safe
water.  Hold polluters accountable.  Thank you, 
Mimi Smith



545. Kathy  Morrow (ZIP code: 28451)
We need to have water that is SAFE!



546. Marcia Kosslow (ZIP code: 28451)



547. Merrily Locke (ZIP code: 28401)



548. Melissa Mejico (ZIP code: 28314)



549. Molly Murphy (ZIP code: 28405)



550. Marilyn O'Brien (ZIP code: 28451)
I am appalled that any new housing permits are granted when it has been a well known & established
fact that our drinking water is not safe to drink.  Further, in the interest of full disclosure, prospective
buyers should be made aware of this hazard. There are many small children whose lives could be
irreparably damaged by exposure to this water.



551. Molla Donaldson (ZIP code: 28461-2943)
Please protect our drinking water supply.  Include standards for PFAS and strenghen the proposed
1,4 dioxane standard.



552. Beth Wittmer (ZIP code: 28403)



553. Michele  Wuensch (ZIP code: 28409)



554. Darla Thomas (ZIP code: 28306)



555. Susan  McCourt  (ZIP code: 28451)
Protect our water!



556. Monica Rusko (ZIP code: 28451)



557. Monica Rolquin (ZIP code: 28409)



558. owen wexler (ZIP code: 28403)



559. Mindy Nathanson (ZIP code: 28409)











560. Mike  Tracy  (ZIP code: 28451)



561. Martha Terault (ZIP code: 28412)



562. Mark Vaughan (ZIP code: 28306)
Governor Cooper and NCDEQ is about time you start protecting our drinking water supply!!



563. Miles Murphy (ZIP code: 28403)



564. Murray Whitehill (ZIP code: 28409)



565. Myrlena Lee (ZIP code: 28451)
We need safer water. Stop the PFAS contamination!



566. Neil Gilbert  (ZIP code: 28468)



567. Karen Miller (ZIP code: 28348)



568. Nancy Bullock (ZIP code: 28401)



569. Nancy Buckingham (ZIP code: 28409)
Businesses will not want come here with our noted polluted water.



570. Nancy Savits (ZIP code: 28411)



571. Nancy Smyth (ZIP code: 28403)



572. Dr. Robert Parr (ZIP code: 28411)
Dioxane is one of the most dangerous chemicals affecting human health in North Carolina.  We must
have the strongest rules against this rogue chemical possible in North Carolina.  The “forever”
chemicals should be banned forever in our state water, air and soil.



573. Nancy Smith (ZIP code: 28451)
We need clean drinking water in this state free of all the contaminates currently in our water. Please
take action immediately to give us the clean water we need. Thank you.



574. Mark Krauss (ZIP code: 28451)



575. Kayla Benton (ZIP code: 28412)



576. Tom Laakmann (ZIP code: 28409)



577. Eugene Coyle (ZIP code: 28409)











578. Sue Patterson (ZIP code: 28405)



579. Neil Saunders (ZIP code: 27608)



580. Michael Calder (ZIP code: 28409)
The position paper is a tad wordy, but the message is clear Gov. Cooper - Clean water is an
imperative. You have the responsibility and the authority to protect all North Carolinian's!



581. Nelda Holder (ZIP code: 27604)



582. Nicholas Newell (ZIP code: 28479)



583. Nicole Kleinstreuer  (ZIP code: 27603)



584. Nina Marable (ZIP code: 28468)



585. Noel Santorelli  (ZIP code: 28451)
We do not want POISON FOR WATER!



586. Hudson  La Salle (ZIP code: 28451)
My wife has had a serious health issue (cancer) which occurred after living here for 5 years (2011-
2016) and required 2 years of treatment at UNCCH Cancer Hospital. Our pet developed tumors as
well.  We drink only bottled H2O now, and have for 5 years. Rather costly.  Would appreciate
reimbursement but really don't expect it.



587. John Pate (ZIP code: 28306)
You can study all you like but here the realty Alderman rd elementary can not use there water fountain
or to cook in. North Carolina’ is a  third world country because we have a thumb in the dike of no
clean water. In Cumberland county you can still dump or contaminated septic tank with out a permit.
You can wash your with contaminated water. Dump contaminated water on the lawn. The government
did not regulated DDT till it to late. The power that be still have not learned there lesson. Greys creek
community can not support themselves or there livestock or grow there own crops. Because the land
is contaminated. You should not harvest animal in contaminated zone of 171 square miles.  When If
we ever get clean water piped from the city of Fayetteville. Who will pay are water bills that we once
got for free. Animals drink a lot of water. Grow your own crops take a lot of water. Also you can not let
animals out in the rain because it contaminated.



588. ALAN PAULL (ZIP code: 28403)



589. Nancy Keziah (ZIP code: 28461)



590. Norman Armitage  (ZIP code: 28461)



591. Nancy Seamans (ZIP code: 28409)











592. Nicole Wolf-Camplin (ZIP code: 28409)
In Wilmington, we are at the mercy of big polluters and state officials. Our health and our water rates
depend on you.



593. Olof  Preston  (ZIP code: 28405)
We deserve clean water



594. Kempie Kirkland (ZIP code: 28412)



595. Olivia Marshburn (ZIP code: 28443)



596. Allison O’Moore (ZIP code: 28412)



597. Francine DeCoursey DeCoursey (ZIP code: 28403)



598. Patricia Walpole (ZIP code: 28451)



599. Stephen Davis (ZIP code: 28401)



600. Debra Oryszak  (ZIP code: 28462)



601. Kathy  Circelli  (ZIP code: 28404)
We are tired of toxic water and it’s about time you do something 
Please act



602. Billie Outlaw (ZIP code: 28479)



603. Julian  Clemenger  (ZIP code: 28306)



604. Pam Watkins (ZIP code: 28403)



605. Brenda  Parker  (ZIP code: 28409)



606. Debbie Parker (ZIP code: 28479)



607. Emily Parker (ZIP code: 28401)



608. Patricia Pettinati (ZIP code: 28451)



609. Patricia Kemp (ZIP code: 38412)



610. Pat Greene (ZIP code: 28405)











611. Pat Holleman (ZIP code: 28449)



612. Patience Leahy (ZIP code: 28451)



613. Patricia Malusa (ZIP code: 28451)



614. Patrick Allois (ZIP code: 28401)



615. Patricia Patterson (ZIP code: 28384)



616. Patricia Jones (ZIP code: 28465)
As a Brunswick County resident, I am deeply concerned about GenX and other PFAS
chemicals/compounds in the Cape Fear River Basin and beyond. As a fairly new resident, I am
unhappy to learn that I must pay for the county-wide reverse osmosis system to clean up PFAS/PFOS
pollutants that DuPont, Chemours and other companies have discharged into our water for decades.
We have yet to discover the extent of these harmful chemicals to humans and to wildlife.



Governor Cooper, please don't fail us now. I urge you to include PFAS standards and to strengthen
the proposed 1,4 dioxane standard in NCDEQ's next proposal.



617. Patty Moakler (ZIP code: 28451)
We need safe clean water!



618. Priss  Endo (ZIP code: 28411)



619. Pamela Bolduc (ZIP code: 28409)



620. Philip  Bowman  (ZIP code: 28451)



621. Pat Davis (ZIP code: 28348)
Protect our water!!



622. Cary Young (ZIP code: 28348)



623. Pam Leonard (ZIP code: 28465)



624. Peggy Lacey (ZIP code: 28461)



625. Shannon Pelkey (ZIP code: 28403)



626. pennie wessels (ZIP code: 28469)



627. Rodman Roberts (ZIP code: 28479)
Please strengthen the proposed 1,4 dioxane standards I and my family 's health are at risk!











628. Petra Johnson (ZIP code: 28443)
Please provide clean drinking water. Please ensure that the rivers are kept clean as this water is also
used to water crops and provide water to livestock.



629. Penelope  Grover  (ZIP code: 28401)
Yes...please keep up the pressure to keep our drinking water clean. Thanks!
Peace



630. Phoebe Gooding (ZIP code: 27701)



631. Candace harrell (ZIP code: 28436)
Water is life! Hold the responsible accountable and do more to provide reverse osmosis filters for the
public, residential and commercial establishments paid for by the polluters. It's only fair.



632. Andrea Pitera (ZIP code: 05059)



633. Steve Roberts  (ZIP code: 28401)



634. Steve  Roberts  (ZIP code: 28401)



635. Cris Point (ZIP code: 28409)



636. Ken Porter (ZIP code: 28451)



637. David Powers (ZIP code: 28512)



638. Patricia Paolini (ZIP code: 28451)



639. Pamela Roth (ZIP code: 28451)
Please fix our water issues.



640. Margaret Spallek (ZIP code: 28480)



641. Earlene  Campbell (ZIP code: 28461)



642. Richard Nelson (ZIP code: 28461)



643. Rachel Gillilan (ZIP code: 28405)



644. Kelly Williams (ZIP code: 27526)
Please protect a basic necessity of clean drinking water to keep North Carolians safe from
carcinogens!



645. Peter Rawitsch (ZIP code: 28443)











646. Rosemary Beals (ZIP code: 28451)



647. Rubye Braye (ZIP code: 28411)
Establish and enforce measures to clean and protect the drinking water across the state now.



648. Kathy Moore (ZIP code: 28348)
This is terrible that we have to deal with this water that could kill us.



649. Rich Cooper (ZIP code: 28451)
Having clean water is a most important goal. Step up and do what’s right for all of our citizens.



650. Ronnie Napier (ZIP code: 28348)



651. Richard Davis (ZIP code: 28348)
Protect our drinking water!



652. Robert De Haas (ZIP code: 28412)



653. Richard Dickie (ZIP code: 27606)
Although I now live in Raleigh, I grew up in Wilmington. The PFAS forever chemicals produced by
Chemours that entered the Cape Fear River, as well polluting the groundwater of the region around
the Fayetteville plant, should never have been left in a regulatory blind spot. Please add standards for
these dangerous pollutants to the surface water quality standards that were proposed May 2021. Not
tracking and regulating these chemicals is an unacceptable regulatory failure. Protect the valuable
resources of the Cape Fear River and the groundwater of the surrounding affected areas.



654. David Reardon (ZIP code: 28451)



655. Rebecca Felton (ZIP code: 28461)



656. Edward  Wojton (ZIP code: 28479)
The Democrat's keep talking about infrastructure. Well clean water should be the first prior versus
other things that are being passed off as infrastructure. We are a growing community and the need
will get greater. Two years ago I voted candidates that their platform was based on getting the water
safe. Obviously my vote was meaningless but this will not deter me from voting and hopefully there
will come an honest politician one day.



657. Reghan Buie (ZIP code: 44425)



658. Regina Murray (ZIP code: 28451)



659. Kathryn Reilly (ZIP code: 28405)











660. Renae Robinson (ZIP code: 28391)



661. Bernard  Quattrucci (ZIP code: 28479)



662. Greg Thomas (ZIP code: 28422)
I can only assume the pressure that you (Gov. Cooper) are under from deep pocketed corps. whose
business model provides for the cheapest disposal of PFAS. Allowing for poison laced river
discharges. It is time government listens to the public on this account - and the majority want much
cleaner water. If you can't include PFAS restrictions/standards because of corporate pressure, just
remember "we the people vote"



663. Rexann Williams (ZIP code: 28465)



664. Rexann  Williams (ZIP code: 28465)



665. jef  bates (ZIP code: 28401)



666. Rachel Fox (ZIP code: 28411)



667. Roberta Andrews (ZIP code: 27613)



668. Erica Grantmyre (ZIP code: 28461)
I am perplexed that PFAS were not included in this list.  Very dangerous oversight!  Please correct it!



669. Richard Haas (ZIP code: 28451)



670. David Hulett (ZIP code: 28451)



671. Rich McElaney (ZIP code: 28412)
remove the toxins from our water supply.



672. Gloria Wright (ZIP code: 28412)
Please do all you can to protect our water supply.  I have already had thyroid cancer and I know for
sure that this and other cancers are due to the chemicals that we are all exposed to.  There is plastic
in our blood stream.  Why are we supporting those businesses that dump their waste?  They need to
shut down and pay for the damages.  I want my grandson to be able to stay healthy and enjoy this
area, but we will be forced to move if this pollution continues.  Please take proper action and include
standards that will be upheld.  Thank you for your time and attention to this urgent matter.



673. Rita McKinney  (ZIP code: 28409)



674. Linda Slaymaker (ZIP code: 28449)



675. Robert Riedinger (ZIP code: 28479)











676. Rosanne Poorten (ZIP code: 28451)



677. Robert Lapp (ZIP code: 28411)



678. Linda Carlson (ZIP code: 28412)



679. Richard Maxted (ZIP code: 28451)



680. rodney McCoy (ZIP code: 28451)



681. Rebecca Montaldo (ZIP code: 28312)



682. Mary Beth Casper (ZIP code: 28479)



683. Robert Jahn (ZIP code: 27606)
I would like clean drinking water for my family. Health is the most important thing we can hope for.



684. Robert Colon (ZIP code: 28466)



685. Rob Point (ZIP code: 28409)



686. Robin Barrington (ZIP code: 28479)



687. Joanne Purnell (ZIP code: 28405)



688. Mary Roland (ZIP code: 28451)
PROTECT OUR DRINKING WATER - PLEASE!!!!



689. ANTHONY ROMANOSKY (ZIP code: 28451-4138)



690. Ronald and Patricia Thompson (ZIP code: 28451)



691. Ronald Tate (ZIP code: 28451)



692. Ronni Dunmire (ZIP code: 28451)
Thanks for your help!



693. Susan Roscher (ZIP code: 28451)
Please make SAFE water a priority for all of us in North Carolina. It is best for us, our children AND
the food chain along our rivers and ocean. Please act now! Thank you!



694. Robert Roth (ZIP code: 27312-8558)











695. Susan Stines (ZIP code: 27519)
Drinking water. We have to drink it. Please make it healthy for us. We don’t have another option. I
consider clean water my number one voting issue.



696. Robert Shapiro (ZIP code: 28461)



697. Rebecca Stewart (ZIP code: 28479)



698. Kathleen  Bender  (ZIP code: 28412)
This is unconscionable that our state officials have allowed the dumping of PFAS in the Cape Fear
River for this long and not instate strict laws to protect the citizens drinking water and health. I urge
you to pass laws making this illegal or impose strict standards. Thank you.



699. Lindsay Maitland (ZIP code: 28409)



700. William  De Santis (ZIP code: 28451-6078)



701. Robert Millar (ZIP code: 28401)



702. Stephanie Marulli (ZIP code: 28451)
All Americans deserve clean, chemical-free drinking water.  Protect our drinking water supply !



703. Sandra Larsen (ZIP code: 04658)



704. Sally Buchanan (ZIP code: 28465)



705. Susan Moore (ZIP code: 28451)



706. Samantha Berntson (ZIP code: 28607)



707. SAMANTHA BLACK (ZIP code: 28403)



708. S Dawson (ZIP code: 28412)



709. Sandra Ford (ZIP code: 28451)
Stop protecting Chemours and let us get clean water. Five years of foot dragging is long enough.



710. Sandy Eyles (ZIP code: 28412)



711. Sonya Bennetone (ZIP code: 28411)



712. Sheila Burdick (ZIP code: 28451)











713. Stephanie Scarbrough (ZIP code: 43207)



714. Sherri Schultz (ZIP code: 28451)



715. Sara Schulz (ZIP code: 28451)



716. Deborah Shehigian (ZIP code: 28451)
We need help now!  This water is unacceptable and something needs to be done ASAP.



717. Susan  Mahall  (ZIP code: 28451)
Our water is vital. There are many issues that must be addressed to protect our community.



718. Scott Kenan (ZIP code: 28403)



719. Lydia Percell (ZIP code: 28409)



720. Preston Maultsby (ZIP code: 28804)



721. Serena Lau (ZIP code: 28401)



722. laura niewold (ZIP code: 28451)
Fix the water please. It's a natural obvious right to have clean safe water come out of your faucet.  I'm
62 year's old.  Had good water in AK, IL, SD, IA, NM etc. As a National Park Employee spouse I find
North Carolina is horrible. 
Cannot believe we have to filter our water from Pfas. Unbelievable!



723. Susan Zimmer (ZIP code: 28451)



724. Sharon Fay (ZIP code: 28449)



725. Stephen  Fortlouis  (ZIP code: 2841)



726. Shaina Kasper (ZIP code: 05602)



727. An anonymous signer  (ZIP code: 32259)



728. shaun mitchell (ZIP code: 28401)
give us clean drinking water and vote out the politicians who oppose everyone's humane right for
clean drinking water!



729. Shayne Escher (ZIP code: 28479)



730. Shelley Ploe (ZIP code: 284618161)
We deserve better America !











731. Roger Shew (ZIP code: 28403-3201)
There are few needs and rights as critical as water. We deserve a guarantee of water without harmful
chemicals that do or may impact the health of our citizens. The time to act is now, though we should
have been assured of clean water well before now.
Please adopt standards that will ensure the quality of our surface waters; and we need those
guarantees for groundwater, too.



732. Deborah Manes (ZIP code: 28451)
Please clean up our water!  You need to protect our drinking water and take out the PFAS and
strenthen the proposed 1,4 dioxane standard.



733. Samuel Shores (ZIP code: 28403)



734. Manny Mayfield (ZIP code: 28348)



735. Sandy Core (ZIP code: 28461)
Failure to create statewide discharge standards for PFAS directly impacts:



The quality of our drinking water.
Contaminates our fish and aquatic life.
Puts recreational water sports, fishing, and coastal tourism at risk.
Shifts the burden to innocent downstream water districts forced to spend extra money on costly
upgrades to filter these industrial chemicals out of our tap water.
Fails to hold polluters responsible for their chemical waste.



736. Steven White (ZIP code: 28451)



737. Sarah Kirkland  (ZIP code: 28348)



738. Susan Clizbe (ZIP code: 27839)



739. Steven  Ronan (ZIP code: 28412)



740. Joel Crittenden  (ZIP code: 28405)
This is unacceptable



741. An anonymous signer  (ZIP code: 28461)



742. Paul Sommers (ZIP code: 28409)
It is unconscionable that the clean water standards do not regulate the release of FPAS into our water
supply!



743. Becky Owens (ZIP code: 28409)



744. mark spinner (ZIP code: 28451)











745. Jack Spruill (ZIP code: 28443-8224)
This is hugely important to me and my family.  We get our water from the Pender County Water
System, and it  comes at least in part from the Cape Fear River.  It is hugely important that the
Division of Water Quality in DEQ be on top of this terrible PFAS pollution of our waters.



746. Sally Scherer (ZIP code: 28405)
PLEASE help stop the terrible pollution of our water.



747. Samantha Seenes (ZIP code: 28465)



748. Stacey McPherson (ZIP code: 28472)
Strengthen the standard. We need clean water.



749. Fred Stanback (ZIP code: 28144)



750. Jessica Reis (ZIP code: 21703)



751. florence pope (ZIP code: 28457)



752. Stephanie Tucker (ZIP code: 28412)



753. Stephen Currie (ZIP code: 28449)



754. Steve Circelli  (ZIP code: 28405)
We need to stop Chemours



755. Steve Hosmer (ZIP code: 28451)



756. Stephen  Lane (ZIP code: 28451)



757. Steve Wade (ZIP code: 28465)



758. Bob Stewart (ZIP code: 28412-5010)



759. Rose Hobbs (ZIP code: 28306)
I live in Grays Creek Community we have all kinds of health problems and have lost multiple fur
babies to auto immune disorder.



760. Gina  barry (ZIP code: 28465)
I live on Oak Island and we are directly affected by the companies dumping into the Cape Fear.  We
can't even drink our water because of the PFA's and other toxins dumped into the water.  I don't
understand how this is even allowed.



761. Sue Wiblitzhouser (ZIP code: 28451)











762. Sue Hayes (ZIP code: 28412)



763. Sue Phelan (ZIP code: 02668)



764. Summer Ryan (ZIP code: 28411)



765. Linda Ferrell (ZIP code: 28411)



766. Amanda Hynes (ZIP code: 29588)



767. Nicole Whiteside (ZIP code: 28451)



768. Dave Hutchens (ZIP code: 28112)



769. Susan Sullivan (ZIP code: 28479)



770. Suzanne Altobello (ZIP code: 28443)
Please strengthen the discharge standards and protect the citizens (and voters) from PFAS chemicals
in our water!
How did you fail to include PFAS standards in the most recent NCDEQ water quality standards?
I am a business professor AND a part time realtor…the first question visitors and new buyers ask is
“is the water safe to drink?” The NCDEQ must stop pandering to lobbying companies and listen to the
citizens who need the reassurance that our water is safe to drink.



771. Suzanne Wertman (ZIP code: 28403)



772. Suzette Spencer (ZIP code: 28340)



773. Suzanne  Tenenbaum  (ZIP code: 28452)



774. Suzanne Civale (ZIP code: 28451)
We Need to Have CLEAN WATER!!!!!!!!



775. Barbara Swalm (ZIP code: 28451)



776. Tamara Backston (ZIP code: 28403)
Please do all you can to make sure that corporate actors do not pollute our drinking water poisoning
us, our food supply and the environment!



777. Tammy Proctor (ZIP code: 28443)



778. Taryn Robertson (ZIP code: 28451)



779. Susan Thompson (ZIP code: 28411)











780. Terry Reilly (ZIP code: 28405)



781. Edward Poucher (ZIP code: 28429-8001)



782. Terrence  Muldoon  (ZIP code: 28465)



783. Teresa Fountain (ZIP code: 28411)
Please add PFAS to the list of water quality standards. We can't keep paying for water that we can't
drink while paying even more to find affordable options that won't poisons us, our children and our
pets. Hold polluters accountable.



784. Theresa Tate (ZIP code: 28451)



785. Debbie Sharpe (ZIP code: 28387)
These chemicals will NEVER go away and I have to live with stage IV metastatic breast cancer that I
am certain is due to all of them. I will detox for the rest of my blessed life. Please Governor Cooper,
Chris Venteloro and members of the Environmental Management Commission. Please!



786. Kyle  Thomas (ZIP code: 28306)



787. Tom Laakmann (ZIP code: 28409)



788. Sarah Echel (ZIP code: 28412)
Clean pure drinking water matters!!!
Not only for our bodies but the environment around us.



789. Brenda Thurlow (ZIP code: 28451)



790. Tiffany Toler (ZIP code: 28312)



791. Jim Tiner (ZIP code: 28306)



792. Tom Kennedy  (ZIP code: 28409)



793. Theresa Hambel (ZIP code: 28412)
We need clean drinking water and Chemours needs to pay up



794. Thomas McKinney (ZIP code: 28303)



795. Albert Porter (ZIP code: 27101-1619)
Protect our valuable water supply



796. THOMAS SOLOMITA (ZIP code: 28451)











797. Anthony Zeltmann (ZIP code: 28451)



798. Patricia Penci (ZIP code: 28461)



799. Thomas  Wright (ZIP code: 28451)
Please help us get clean water. Our Grandchildren will appreciate it.



800. Tricia Shaw (ZIP code: 28277)



801. Patricia Zemple (ZIP code: 28451)



802. Tonya Sales (ZIP code: 28412)



803. Tom Sapp (ZIP code: 28465)



804. Thomas Schick (ZIP code: 27513)



805. John Tucciarone (ZIP code: 28451-7686)



806. Terry Alston (ZIP code: 28470)
We deserve to have water that is safe for all purposes. It is a matter of public safety that measures be
taken to clean up the water the residents of southeast NC - Brunswick and New Hanover counties-
and that the companies that contaminate our drinking water be held responsible to stop the continuing
pollution and to pay for the cleanup. Our health and well-being are at stake!!



807. Valeri Evans (ZIP code: 39452)



808. Victoria  Carter  (ZIP code: 28306)



809. Virginia Radcliffe (ZIP code: 28411)



810. Tania Gonzalez (ZIP code: 28546)



811. Victoria Olsen (ZIP code: 27707)



812. Vikki Crouse (ZIP code: 27604)



813. Violet  Murray (ZIP code: 28409)



814. Vivian de Rivero (ZIP code: 27517)



815. Virginia DeVault (ZIP code: 33991)











816. WILLIAM KOUS (ZIP code: 28451)



817. Leslie Cohen (ZIP code: 28403)
PFAS in our drinking water threaten our health and the health of our children. We cannot ignore this
threat in our regulatory efforts.



818. Nancy Walker (ZIP code: 28405)



819. Stephanie  Williams  (ZIP code: 28451)



820. Constance Broughton (ZIP code: 28451)



821. Michael Watters (ZIP code: 28306)
Gov Cooper
You owe it to the constituents on your State that are suffering from PFAS contamination. Your
Secretary of DEQ failed to enforce the NC Groundwater Quality Standards and the ss 143-215.2A.
Was this politically motivated because you vetoed this bill? I hope not, but it appears that way. If NC
would mirror 15A NCAC 02L .0202(c) for the Surface Water standard for surface water used as
drinking water would establish NC as the most protective in the Nation. Although it requires actually
enforcing.



822. heidi merz (ZIP code: 28465)



823. brewse barnard (ZIP code: 28461)



824. Michelle Clegg (ZIP code: 28412)



825. Mark  Gregory  (ZIP code: 28451)



826. John Westberg (ZIP code: 28403)



827. william grantmyre (ZIP code: 28461)



828. Jamie White (ZIP code: 28348)



829. Katrina White (ZIP code: 28451 )
Protect our drinking water. Please.



830. Carolyn  Wicker (ZIP code: 28405)



831. Mary K. Adcock (ZIP code: 28461)
This poisoned potable water is killing our communities physically AND economically yjrough higher
water treatment fees. And we have no idea how swimming in this or eating fish caught, or vegetables
watered with it are affecting our life expectancies and that of our children.











832. Aimee  Kochan (ZIP code: 28412)



833. Emily Bradford  (ZIP code: 28409)
Please protect our water! Water literally is life.



834. Graham Pait (ZIP code: 28348)



835. James Witherington  (ZIP code: 28306)



836. Erin Witherington (ZIP code: 28306)



837. Bob Workmon (ZIP code: 28401)



838. Sonia Benitez (ZIP code: 28451)



839. Churchill Hornstein (ZIP code: 28403)
Unconscionable failure is intolerable. There is ENOUGH cancer, ENOUGH loss of human capital from
disease! Your job is to mitigate and legislate on behalf of citizens and taxpayers, NOT obscene profits
generated by lawless corporations! DO YOUR JOB!



840. Heddy Reichardt (ZIP code: 28479)



841. CINDY YATES (ZIP code: 28429)



842. Renae Jackson (ZIP code: 28348)



843. Yvonne Moody (ZIP code: 28461)



844. Linda Zeliznik (ZIP code: 28451)



845. Dianna Dennis (ZIP code: 27278)
Something incredibly essential* should be thoroughly protected (for us now and the future
generations in North Carolina).



846. Heather Caveny (ZIP code: 28401)













From: Nura Al-Shibli (nura.imun@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 12:15:23 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Nura Al-Shibli
9207 Wooden Rd
Raleigh, NC 27617
nura.imun@gmail.com
(919) 641-0024


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Katie Bryant
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Clean Haw River and Pittsboro"s Children for Change
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 4:41:01 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


August 3, 2021


Dear Members of the Environmental Management Commission,


We are Katie Bryant and Dr. Jessica Merricks, the co-founders of Clean Haw River, an 
organization dedicated to protecting the Haw River from environmental contaminants. We are 
also mothers who have chosen Pittsboro, NC as the place to raise our young families. Our 
main source of drinking water is surface water drawn from the Haw River, which has a long 
history of being polluted by upstream textile industries and sludge land application from 
Greensboro, Burlington and Reidsville, NC. We have confirmed with state agencies that our 
Pittsboro water source is used as a positive control in state research—this should alarm you. 
 
For years, our families and friends in Pittsboro, NC have been ingesting 1,4 dioxane and PFAS 
via our drinking water supply, both of which regularly exceed health advisory limits.


We should be drinking water with a limit of 0.35 ug/L for 1,4-dioxane, putting us at a risk of 
1:1,000,000 of developing cancer per the Clean Water Act. Instead, we fall between 1:10,000 
and 1:1000 risk categories. We have been exposed to this carcinogen due to the lack of 
drinking water regulations North Carolina so desperately needs.
 
This July the Pittsboro water supply battled, yet again, another chemical dump of 1,4-dioxane 
into our drinking water supply by way of the Greensboro region where preliminary sampling 
results showed levels of the likely carcinogen ranged from 543 ug/L to 687 ug/L in the 
wastewater discharge into the Haw River. These concentrations moved downstream to 
Pittsboro where we were forced to turn off our supply. It has been over three weeks since this 
incident and the concentrations have yet to reach safe levels. In the meantime our entire town 
is being exposed to 1,4-dioxane and we have no idea what health effects this will have on us.


We need all surface water in North Carolina to be set to the same standards in order to 
eliminate the threat of industries discharging high concentrations upstream of water users like 
us. To reiterate, we are demanding that the 0.35ug/L limit apply to all surface waters. 
 
Secondly, we are shocked that the EMC has left off PFAS for this review process. We want to 
encourage you to set PFAS limits we desperately need as a contaminated community. For 
years, our water samples have been used as a positive control in research studies and it has to 
stop now. We are a community suffering from many health complications that range from 
infertility, thyroid disease to rare cancers.
 
In a recent study, Pittsboro blood serum samples, (including my very own) maintained higher 
than the national average and showed a direct correlation to the Haw river water 
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concentrations.  In 2018, NC state sampling revealed our collective PFAS levels were 1000 
ppt. Currently, the EPA health advisory limit of 70 ppt for PFOS and PFOA does not apply to 
our population when any given day our water exceeds those limits and includes multiple PFAS 
chemicals, not just PFOS and PFOA. PFAS is a family of Flourinated compounds that range 
from 5000-8000 different types. Many of  the PFAS compounds behave similarly, pose the 
same risk as PFOS and PFOA, and bioaccumulate. Based on collaborative research of 16 
scientists, from June 2020- PFAS regulations should be managed at the class level to 
safeguard our water. We are a community overexposed, our blood serums are continually 
building up and our risks of developing cancer and other health risks are increasing. We 
desperately urge the EMC for PFAS to be regulated collectively as a class and to not 
exceed 10 ppt. 


We urge you to consider our community, who has experienced decades of exceeding minimal 
exposure limits, and are at risk of overexposure multiple times every day. Your “lifetime of 
minimal exposure limit” does not apply to us.  We are a vulnerable population. We deserve the 
safest standards possible. Set the standards with the most vulnerable communities in mind. 


In closing, the cost to remove these compounds is far more than our small town can handle- 
1,4 dioxane can only be eliminated with UV advanced oxidation and PFAS compounds are 
only completely removed with reverse osmosis. These systems are costly to install and 
maintain, and should not be the burden of our small town and its taxpayers. We needed action 
years ago.  This is our call to action for your agency to set standards that will protect us, 
our town, and our state by preventing industry from dumping volatile organic 
carcinogens into our waterway.


Since the EMC’s Triennial Review in late July, we have worked tirelessly to educate our 
community about our water crisis. We are pleased to share with you products of Pittsboro’s 
youngest environmental activists (linked below). They have created beautiful, yet 
heartbreaking, letters and works of art to express their desire for clean water. Please take a 
moment to look at each one carefully. Each was created by a child who lives, goes to school, 
and enjoys leisure time with their families in Pittsboro. Every sip of water they drink from the 
town could threaten their chance to live healthy and happy lives. Our children deserve better. 
We urge you to do the right thing. 


Sincerely,


-- 
Katie Bryant, BS Microbiology | Jessica Merricks, PhD Biological Sciences
Clean Haw River Co-founders
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Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Monday, August 2, 2021 7:44:10 AM
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an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Please keep our rivers clean and safe!


I live 1/4 mile from the French Broad River and walk down to it every day. I know that the River used to be
extremely polluted and am relieved that is so much cleaner now.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Julia Hartman
70 Dalmatian Trail
Julia, NC 28701
jhartman51@hotmail.com
(828) 658-9444


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Haw River Assembly
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Test message
Date: Friday, June 11, 2021 12:10:34 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Test message


Elaine Chiosso
Executive Director 
Haw River Assembly
P.O.Box 187
Bynum NC 27228
(919) 542-5790
info@hawriver.org
www.hawriver.org
Our 39th Year Working for Clean Water!
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From: Tolley, Diane
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Clean Water hearing
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 9:13:10 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


To whom it may concern,
There is so much I love about our new North Carolina home. Finding out about the water
though, was a huge disappointment. Even more disappointing, is the lack of action that the
people in charge have taken to fix the problem. 
It is not an affordable option to install all the filtration that is needed to combat this in each of
our homes. 
The time to step up and do the right thing has come. You have the power. You have the
resources. The technology is there. Please!


Best,
Diane Tolley
3930 Floating Bridge Trail
Wilmington, NJ 28402


*Wire Fraud is Real*.  Before wiring any money, call the intended recipient at a number you
know is valid to confirm the instructions. Additionally, please note that the sender does not
have authority to bind a party to a real estate contract via written or verbal communication.
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From: Holly Douthitt
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Clean water in Chatham County and NC
Date: Saturday, July 31, 2021 11:58:06 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


To NC Environmental  Management Commission:


I am writing to urge the Commission to take action and prioritize the removal of toxins from our water sources for
communities across the state.


Here in Pittsboro, our source of water for the community for my family has forced us now to install an
expensive(not to mention plumber and electrician costs which are significant)
water filter in our home.


My understanding is that there may be a link from the dumped industrial chemicals in the Haw River may be linked
to the incidence of prostate cancer according to expert researchers into the medical effects on residents who rely on
the local water supply. Needless to say, this possible link to cancer is of personal and very deep concern to me due
to the passing of my father from cancer last year. He lived in Pittsboro.


I urge you for the health of my children, family, and other community members to take action. Clean water is a basic
necessity.


Thank you for all you are doing to gather facts and information from NC residents who can bolster the legislature’s
awareness of our statewide problem of contaminated water sources for our cities, towns and communities. We need
your efforts not only to influence our legislators but to get them to commit NC State governmental funds to
significantly ameliorate this pervasive situation.


Thank you for taking time to read my email.


Regards,
Holly Douthitt
92 Monarch Trail
Chapel Hill, NC 27516


Sent from my iPhone
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From: Kyle Stittleburg
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Triennial Review 2021 Public Comment
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 7:51:38 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Hello,


I'm writing to encourage the DEQ to apply make the following changes as part of the triennial
surface water quality standards review:


1.) Include PFAS targets within the standard.  NC drinking water systems, and by correlation
their surface water sources, consistently have PFAS numbers among the highest in the
country.  Instead of waiting for the federal mandates to come down, let's get ahead of this
problem as a state and begin setting enforceable standards.


2.) Modify the 1,4-Dioxane standard of .365 ug/L to apply to all surface water bodies, instead
of just those designated as drinking water sources. 


Thank you,
Kyle Stittleburg
108 Sunny Chloe Ct, Holly Springs, NC 27540
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From: Sarah Goddin
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Triennial Review 2021 Public Comment
Date: Saturday, July 31, 2021 7:14:20 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Chris Ventaloro and others at NCDEQ, 
As a resident of Chatham County, and someone who lives close to the Haw River, I am
particularly concerned about the water quality of the river. I understand that the North Carolina
DEQ is in the process of reviewing regulations for maintaining water quality. Three things of
particular concern to me are PFAS levels, 1,4- Dioxane levels, and the bacteria content of the
water. I urge the DEQ to implement standards that protect the health of those who use the river
for drinking water and to hold the polluters accountable rather than the communities that rely
on the water. 
According to the most reliable scientific evidence that I have read, standards for combined
PFAS should be no higher than 20 ppt, 1,4-Dioxane standards should be kept to 0.35ug/L. and
the E. coli standard should be based on the presence of E. coli in the water. 
I have lived within a quarter mile of the Haw River for over 30 years and raised my children
here. However, I think all the rivers of our state should be kept clean and healthy for drinking,
living and recreation. Also, as other states strengthen their regulations, North Carolina would
be wise to be even more stringent to prevent polluters from taking advantage of weaker
regulations here. 
Thank you for your consideration, Sarah Goddin


Sarah Goddin 
goddinsarah@aol.com 
190 Ilex 
Pittsboro, North Carolina 27312
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From: Linda Eastman
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Clean water protections
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 7:52:54 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class


There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
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adopted.


Thank you!


Linda Eastman 
lindaeastman1948@gmail.com 
7048 Sevilleen Drive SW 
OCEAN ISLE BEACH, North Carolina 28469








From: Angela Stadler
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021; Ventaloro, Christopher
Cc: meiburgemc@gmail.com; m.e.deerhake@gmail.com; Smith, Danny; Grzyb, Julie; Higgins, Karen;


jeff.manning@ncmail.net; Angela Stadler; Jay Donecker; Summer Woodard
Subject: [External] Comment Letter from the City of Reidsville on Proposed 1,4-Dioxane Standard
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 4:27:48 PM
Attachments: ReidsvilleCommentsonNCProposed1,4StandardtoCity8-3-2021.pdf


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Mr. Ventaloro,
 
On behalf of Mayor Jay Donecker, please see attached the City of Reidsville’s
comments on the proposed 1,4-dioxane standard. Please let Mayor Donecker
or City Manager Summer Woodard know if there are any questions.
 
Thank you,
Angela
 
Angela G. Stadler, CMC/NCCMC
City Clerk/Public Information Officer
City of Reidsville
336-349-1040
astadler@reidsvillenc.gov


 
 


Pursuant to North Carolina General Statues, Chapter 132, email correspondence to and from this address
may be considered public record under the North Carolina Public Records Law and may possibly be
disclosed to third parties.
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From: Samantha Myrto
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Triennial Review 2021 Public Comment
Date: Friday, July 30, 2021 5:56:37 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Hello, thank you for allowing us to give feedback! I think you should include PFAS in surface
water standards since it has been linked to so many health concerns. I am also concerned
about 1 & 4 dioxane.


Samantha Myrto 
slmyrto@gmail.com 
116 Murphy dr 
Cary, North Carolina 27513
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From: Robert Tolbert
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Triennial Review 2021 Public Comment
Date: Friday, July 16, 2021 8:37:14 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


I live in Graham NC and am near the Haw River / Saxapahaw Dam. A lot of our economy has
switched over the last two decades to housing and tourism. The houses and values of those
homes are directly linked to the rural setting. Tourism is all about the river and the local small
businesses. Both of these growing revenue streams are based on people having access to
nature. Our river seems to be a mess though due to the pollutants. I ask that you do everything
you can to help future generations of locals (and even tourists) access clean river water. It is
probably our best local resource (besides people) that we have. I do not understand why
anyone (besides companies looking at their profit/loss lines) would want a dirty river. Let me
know if I can do anything to help you with this cause. thanks! 
Rob


Robert Tolbert 
roberttolbert@mac.com 
5826 Rumley Rd 
Graham, North Carolina 27253



mailto:roberttolbert@mac.com

mailto:15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov

mailto:report.spam@nc.gov










From: Damien Fernandez
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Triennial Review 2021 Public Comment
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 4:46:06 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Hello Mr Ventoro,


Please enjoin with groups such as the Haw River Assembly in fortifying our water standards.
We need to have our water sources, such as Jordan Lake and the Cape Fear River, protected
from the new class of chemicals (PFAS and other Gen-X chemicals) currently polluting our
waterways and our bodies.


Thank you very much for your time.


Damien Fernandez


Damien Fernandez 
message.damien@gmail.com 
1215 Mossy Glade Cir 
Apex, North Carolina 27602
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From: Nicholas Borisow
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Triennial Review 2021 Public Comment
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CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


The long term health of our citizens, wildlife and fish is in jeopardy if we do not act to impose
stricter guidelines to reduce 1,4 dioxane in our waterways. Moving from a state that was
constantly monitoring its water quality from industrial runoff, it does matter when people choose
where to live when they look at the health of their families. Please consider stricter guidelines,
and enforce a recordable limit for all municipal and industrial discharges.


Nicholas Borisow 
ngborisow@gmail.com 
121 E Johnson St 
Cary, North Carolina 27513
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From: Will Hendrick
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021; Ventaloro, Christopher
Cc: Grady McCallie
Subject: [External] Triennial Review Comment Letter
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 3:58:05 PM
Attachments: image001.png


8.3.21 Triennial review comment letter.pdf


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Mr. Ventaloro,
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed rulemaking as part of the triennial


review of water quality standards. Attached please find comments submitted on behalf of
Advance Carolina, American Rivers, Cape Fear River Watch,


Carolina Wetlands Association, Catawba Riverkeeper Foundation, Clean Water for North
Carolina, Coastal Carolina Riverwatch, Democracy Green, Haw River Assembly, Good
Stewards of Rockingham, MountainTrue, North Carolina Coastal Federation, North Carolina
Conservation Network, North Carolina Environmental Justice Network, River Guardian
Foundation, NC Sierra Club, Sound Rivers, Southern Environmental Law Center, Toxic Free
NC, Waterkeeper Alliance, Winyah Rivers Alliance, and Yadkin Riverkeeper Foundation.
 
         A few of the exhibits referenced in the letter were too large to submit by email so we
compiled them here to enable your review:
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1hSVwsmN6uEdkTiU125PyHalXrStAeL2b?
usp=sharing  If you have any difficulty accessing these materials, please let me know.
 
         We appreciate your consideration of these comments. If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact me or our Policy Director, Grady McCallie (cc’ed).
 
Best,
Will
 
 


Will Hendrick
NC Conservation Network
Environmental Justice Advocate
 


hendrick@ncconservationnetwork.org
919.857.4699 x 110
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Advance Carolina ● American Rivers ● Cape Fear River Watch ●
Carolina Wetlands Association ● Catawba Riverkeeper Foundation ●



Clean Water for North Carolina ● Coastal Carolina Riverwatch ● Democracy Green ●
Haw River Assembly ● Good Stewards of Rockingham ● MountainTrue ●



North Carolina Coastal Federation ● NC Conservation Network ●
North Carolina Environmental Justice Network ● River Guardian Foundation ●



NC Sierra Club ● Sound Rivers ● Southern Environmental Law Center ● Toxic Free NC ●
Waterkeeper Alliance ● Winyah Rivers Alliance ● Yadkin Riverkeeper Foundation



By email to 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov



August 3, 2021



Christopher Ventaloro
NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section
1611 Mail Service Center
Raleigh NC 27699-1611



Re: Comments on the 2021 Triennial Review of North Carolina’s Water Quality Standards



Dear Mr. Ventaloro,



Thank you for the opportunity to offer comments on the NC Environmental Management Commission’s
(EMC) proposed changes to North Carolina’s surface water quality standards during this triennial review.
Together, our organizations represent thousands of North Carolinians who drink from and swim, fish, and
paddle in the state’s waters. We share a deep commitment to the implementation of the federal Clean
Water Act in North Carolina and believe our water quality standards should be revised to better protect the
designated uses of our precious water resources.



I. The Triennial Review overall



State water quality standards “play a central role in a State’s water quality management program, which
identifies the overall mechanism States use to integrate the various Clean Water Act quality control
requirements into a coherent management framework.”1 Periodic review and revision by the EMC is critical
to assure that our water quality standards reflect the latest science and respond to emerging threats to
water quality in this state. The Clean Water Act requires states to “hold public hearings for the purpose of
reviewing applicable water quality standards and, as appropriate, modifying and adopting standards.”2 The
triennial review requirement is designed to ensure that state water quality standards are adequate “to



2 33 U.S.C. § 1313(c)(1). Water quality standards include designated uses, water quality criteria to protect those uses,
and antidegradation requirements. See 33 U.S.C. § 1313(c)(2)(A), (d)(4)(B); 40 C.F.R. § 131.12 (2013).



1 EPA, Water Quality Standards Handbook: Second Edition Int-13 (1994) (hereinafter, “WQS Handbook”).
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protect the public health or welfare, enhance the quality of water and serve the purposes of” the Clean
Water Act.3



In addition, North Carolina law declares it is the public policy of the state to “provide for the conservation of
water resources4 and “maintain, protect, and enhance water quality within North Carolina.”5 The North
Carolina General Assembly has empowered and directed the EMC to adopt water quality standards to
promote that policy.6 In doing so, the legislature was not solely aiming to implement state policy, but also to
“qualify to administer federally mandated programs of environmental management”7 and “qualify to accept
and administer funds from the federal government for such programs.”8



To successfully administer federally mandated programs, the EMC must adopt water quality standards
consistent with the mandate of the Clean Water Act. The objective of the Clean Water Act is “to restore and
maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters.”9 The goal is to achieve,
“wherever attainable,” “water quality which provides for the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish,
and wildlife and provides for recreation in and on the water.”10 As such, water quality standards “shall be
such as to protect the public health or welfare, enhance the quality of water and serve the purposes of” the
Clean Water Act.11



In the last triennial review, the EMC focused on a limited set of issues: meeting deadlines for re-adoption of
water quality standards and responding to EPA objections to the 2007-2015 triennial review, especially with
respect to metals standards. The Hearing Officer’s report promised the next triennial review—the current
cycle—would be more comprehensive.12 The current proposal does address, in part, one issue we
commented on in 2018—the conversion of the bacterial standard to E. coli—but the EMC should take more
decisive action than it has proposed. Beyond the bacterial standard, several other issues raised in 2018 are
not addressed in the current proposal, including most urgently the adoption of a class standard for per- and



12 EMC, Report of Proceedings to the Environmental Management Commission on the Proposed Changes to the Surface
Water Quality Classifications and Standards for the Protection of Surface Waters Regulations,
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/Hearing%20Officer%20ROP_Triennial_07.02.2019.pdf (last visited July 23,
2021).



11 33 U.S.C. § 1313(c)(2)(A). “Serve the purposes of the Act” means that state water quality standards must, among
other things, “include provisions for restoring and maintaining chemical, physical, and biological integrity of State
waters” and “wherever attainable, achieve a level of water quality that provides for the protection and propagation of
fish, shellfish, and wildlife, and recreation in and on the water.” WQS Handbook at Int-8 (Sept. 15, 1993) (emphasis
added).



10 Id. at § 1251(a)(2).
9 33 U.S.C. § 1251(a).
8 N.C. Gen. Stat. § 143-211(c).
7 N.C. Gen. Stat. § 143-211(c).



6 N.C. Gen. Stat. § 143-211(c).The same Article includes the following directive:
Standards of water and air purity shall be designed to protect human health, to prevent injury to plant
and animal life, to prevent damage to public and private property, to insure the continued enjoyment
of the natural attractions of the State, to encourage the expansion of employment opportunities, to
provide a permanent foundation for healthy industrial development and to secure for the people of
North Carolina, now and in the future, the beneficial uses of these great natural resources.



5 N.C. Gen. Stat. § 143-211(b).
4 N.C. Gen. Stat. § 143-211(a).



3 Id. The Clean Water Act is a “comprehensive water quality statute designed to ‘restore and maintain the chemical,
physical, and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters.’” PUD No. 1 of Jefferson Cnty. V. Wash. Dep’t of Ecology, 511
U.S. 700, 704 (1994)(quoting 33 U.S.C. § 1251(a)). As such, the Clean Water Act is concerned not only with human
health, but also “seeks to attain ‘water quality which provides for the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and
wildlife.’” Id. (quoting 33 U.S.C. § 1251(a)(2)).
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polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS). Tens of thousands of North Carolinians have already experienced far
more than a safe lifetime exposure to members of this family of toxic chemicals, and the EMC and the
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) have yet to take sufficient action to end further exposures from
sources other than Chemours’ Fayetteville Works plant.



Other needed changes not addressed in the current proposal include an upgrade of the standard for
ammonia, a recreational standard for cyanotoxins, and a general integration of scientific advances in
toxicology over the last two decades into North Carolina’s water quality standards for toxic chemicals. We
address those in this letter as well. Because this is a long letter, we’ve formatted our recommendations on
specific issues in the package in bold, to make them easier to track.



II. Bacteria



North Carolina currently uses fecal coliform as the pathogen indicator13 to measure the suitability of
freshwaters for recreational use.14 The same numeric fecal coliform standards currently apply in Class C and
Class B waters, while additional narrative standards are codified to protect primary contact recreation in
Class B waters.15 We recommend retaining this uniformity in numeric standards by amending the bacteria
standards for all Class C and Class B waters to reflect the scientific conclusion that E. coli are a better
indicator than fecal coliform of threats to human health posed by recreating in the state’s freshwaters.



In relying solely on the measurement of fecal coliform, the state has ignored decades of evidence and
repeated guidance from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency stating that E. Coli are a better pathogen
indicator than fecal coliform to assess the health risk to recreational users of a waterbody.16 The EPA first
recommended E. coli as a pathogen indicator over thirty years ago,17 and refined that recommendation in its
2012 Recreational Water Quality Criteria.18 The EPA’s 2012 recommendations were supported by
“state-of-the-art science” developed through “epidemiological studies to provide data correlating illness
with indicators, site-characterization studies to facilitate [quantitative microbial risk assessment], indicator
and methods development and validation, water quality modeling, literature reviews, and additional studies
to support the recommended criteria values and associated level of public health protection.”19 The



19 Id. at 7.



18 EPA, Recreational Water Quality Criteria (2012), available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-10/documents/rwqc2012.pdf.



17 EPA, Bacteriological Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Marine and Fresh Recreational Waters (1986). The 1986
EPA recommendations suggested using enterococci for marine and fresh recreational waters (a GM of 33 enterococci
cfu per 100 mL in fresh water and 35 enterococci cfu per 100 mL in marine water) and E. coli for fresh recreational
waters (a GM of 126 E. coli cfu per 100 mL). The presence of these bacteria, which inhabit the intestinal tract of warm-
blooded animals, is a direct indication of fecal contamination.



16 EPA, Recreational Water Quality Criteria at 2 (2012); see also EPA, Bacteriological Ambient Water Quality Criteria
for Marine and Fresh Recreational Waters 3 (1986). Diarrheal diseases can be associated with bacteria and other
pathogens. In addition, ear, nose, throat, skin and respiratory infections are associated with recreating in contaminated
waters.



15 Compare 15A N.C. Admin. Code 2B .0211(7) with 15A N.C. Admin. Code 2B .0219(3)(b).



14 15A N.C. Admin. Code 2B .0219(3)(b) (“Organisms of coliform group: fecal coliforms not to exceed geometric
mean of 200/100 ml (MF count) based on at least five consecutive samples examined during any 30-day period and not
to exceed 400/100 ml in more than 20 percent of the samples examined during such period.”). The Clean Water Act
defines a “pathogen indicator” as “a substance that indicates the potential for human infectious disease.” 33 U.S.C. §
1362(23).



13 See 33 U.S.C. §1362(23) (2021) (The term “pathogen indicator” means a substance that indicates the potential for
human infectious disease.)



3





https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/uscode.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=33-USC-1889093483-1175614011&term_occur=999&term_src=title:33:chapter:26:subchapter:V:section:1362








recommendations are based on data and scientific conclusions regarding the relationship between fecal
indicator bacteria and gastrointestinal illness.20 Ultimately, EPA concluded that “[s]cientific advancements in
microbiological, statistical, and epidemiological methods have demonstrated that culturable enterococci
and E. coli are better indicators of fecal contamination than the previously used general indicators, total
coliforms and fecal coliforms.”21



Recognizing the need to bring its outdated standards into alignment with the best available science, the
EMC is now proposing to replace fecal coliform with E. coli as the pathogen indicator, but only in a narrow
subset of the state’s freshwaters. 22 The EMC has proposed a “site-specific” standard that would apply only
to Class B waters in the nineteen counties within DEQ’s Asheville Regional Office area.23 Meanwhile, North
Carolinians who recreate in the state’s other eighty-one counties would continue to depend for protection
on the inadequate fecal coliform standard. To avoid this inconsistency, we recommend that the EMC
abandon the proposed site-specific change and instead afford the same protection to all North Carolinians.
Moreover, because North Carolinians in fact recreate with full body contact in both Class B and Class C
waters, we recommend that the EMC apply the proposed change to both.



A. Bacteria pollution threatens water quality across North Carolina



Bacteria enter freshwaters from a variety of point sources and nonpoint sources, including improperly
functioning wastewater treatment plants, leaking septic systems, stormwater runoff, and concentrated
animal feeding operations.24 There is no evidence that the threat of bacteria pollution is unique to waters in
DEQ’s Asheville Region.



Unfortunately, the 303(d) list of impaired waters is a poor indication of the threats to designated uses posed
by bacteria pollution. “[B]ecause at least five samples collected within a 30-day period are required”25 for
listing impairments due to bacteria, DEQ’s Division of Water Resources (DWR) cannot use its ambient
monitoring data for listing purposes, as ambient data are typically collected only once a month. Instead,
DWR uses its ambient data to identify locations with annual geometric means above the water quality



25 US EPA, Decision Document for the Approval of the North Carolina Department of Environment Quality 2018
Section 303(d) List at 13 (Apr. 2, 2019), available at
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/Water%20Quality/Planning/TMDL/303d/2018/20190522-NC-208-303d-Approval-Package.p
df.



24 See Chris Ventaloro, DEQ, Division of Water Resources, 2020-2022 Surface Water Triennial Review Amendments To
Select Rules in 15A NCAC 02B .0200 and .0300 (March 2021) (listing “ improperly functioning wastewater treatment
plants, leaking septic systems, stormwater runoff, animal carcasses, and runoff from animal manure and manure storage
areas” as sources of bacteria pollution); see also DEQ, Supplemental Guide to North Carolina’s Basinwide Planning:
Support Document for Basinwide Water Quality Plans 149 (Nov. 2008) (noting that bacteria pollution is attributable to
point sources including “municipal wastewater treatment plants, sewage spills and permitted discharges” and nonpoint
sources including “agricultural runoff, animal waste, human waste, leaky sewer lines, on-site septic systems, straight
pipes, stormwater runoff from developed land including roads, buildings and residential yards and surface or land
application of human and/or animal waste”).



23 See 35 N.C. Register 22 at 2427 (May 17, 2021) (proposing a new E. coli standard for Class B waters in Avery,
Buncombe, Burke, Caldwell, Cherokee, Clay, Graham, Haywood, Henderson, Jackson, Macon, Madison, McDowell,
Mitchell, Polk, Rutherford, Swain, Transylvania, and Yancey counties).



22 DEQ, Regulatory Impact Analysis D-49,
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/SW_Triennial_2020-2022_%20Regulatory%20Impact%20Analysis.pdf
(2021) (noting that the proposed site-specific criteria will “This site-specific criteria will replace the fecal coliform
pathogen indicator in these Asheville Region waters with the Escherichia coli (E. coli) pathogen indicator as
recommended in EPA’s 2012 Recreational Water Quality Criteria (EPA 820-F-12-058).”).



21 Id. at 2.
20 Id. at 5.
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criteria that might be suited for “5 in 30” follow-up testing.26 However, “[r]esource limitations may hinder
immediate follow-up monitoring in locations not identified as Primary Recreation Use.”27 In short, waters
generally cannot be listed as impaired by bacteria pollution based on ambient data alone due to the
relatively strict listing requirements, and resource limitations may prevent DWR from following up even
when those ambient data indicate a potential problem. Still, it is notable that in the state’s 2020 303(d) list,
none of the proposed new listings due to bacterial impairment were waterbodies in the Asheville Region;
moreover, the most common bacteria-related impairment of waters was due to closure of shellfish growing
areas, none of which are in the Asheville Region.28



Furthermore, the EMC’s own recent reporting indicates that bacteria levels pose water quality threats in
watersheds across the state, including those outside of DEQ’s Asheville Region.29 For example, the EMC
listed “elevated fecal coliform concentrations” as a water quality concern in the Cape Fear basin30 and
identified bacteria levels among the “problem parameters” in the Chowan River Basin.31 In the Lumber River
Basin, stormwater runoff, leaking septic systems, and municipal wastewater collection systems are leading
to elevated bacteria concentrations that have forced the frequent or permanent closure of shellfish
harvesting areas.32 Similarly, elevated bacteria levels “continue to be identified as water quality concerns
throughout the entire” Roanoke river basin.33 The EMC report also documented concerns about bacteria
levels in multiple basins, including the Broad and Yadkin, portions of which fall under the Asheville Region
and another DEQ region.34



Sampling by nonprofit organizations throughout the state further underscores the reality that bacteria
pollution is not a unique threat to water quality in the Asheville Region. For example, in 2018, Environment
North Carolina sampled 213 beach sites in DEQ’s Wilmington and Washington Regions and found bacteria
levels exceeded the EPA’s most protective “Beach Action Value” thresholds at 127 sites on at least one day.35



In 2020, Riverkeepers collected samples weekly between Memorial Day and Labor Day (May 25- September
7) at 161 recreational sites in watersheds in across the state; E. coli concentrations exceeded EPA’s beach
action values in 25.5% of the samples overall and in more than 10% of samples in the Broad, Cape Fear,
French Broad, Haw, Tar-Pamlico, Neuse, Waccamaw, Watauga, and Yadkin basins.36



B. Common sources of bacteria pollution pose an equal or greater risk to water quality outside of the
Asheville Region



36 Waterkeepers Carolina & Waterkeeper Alliance, Is It Safe to Swim? Protecting Recreational Water Quality in North
Carolina 8 (May 28, 2021).



35 Environment North Carolina, Research & Policy Center, Safe for Swimming? Water Quality at Our Beaches 29 (July
2019), available at https://environmentnorthcarolina.org/reports/nce/safe-swimming-1.



34 Id. at 15 (listing bacteria among the “parameters of concern” in the Broad river basin); id. at 33 (noting that elevated
“bacteria due to stormwater runoff in urban and agricultural areas” is “a water quality concern” in the Yadkin basin).



33 Id. at 28, 33.
32 Id. at 23.
31 Id. at 19.
30 Id. at 17.



29 EMC, Annual Report to the General Assembly: Basinwide Water Resource Management Plans July 2019 to June
2020 (Oct. 2020), available at
https://ncleg.gov/documentsites/committees/ERC/ERC%20Reports%20Received/2020/DEQ/2020-Oct.%20DEQ_Basin
wide%20Water%20Management%20Plans.pdf.



28 DEQ, North Carolina 2020 303(d) list,
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/Water%20Quality/Planning/TMDL/303d/2020/NC_2020_Category5_303dlist.pdf (last visited
July 23, 2021).



27 Id.
26 Id.
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The Asheville Region does not suffer from unique sources of bacteria pollution, and common sources pose
equal or greater threats to water quality elsewhere.37 For instance, there is no evidence that improperly
functioning wastewater treatment plants pose a unique threat of bacteria contamination in the Asheville
Region. Four of DEQ’s seven regions have more major municipal NPDES-permitted facilities than the
Asheville Region. Indeed, due to the impacts of climate change, the threat of malfunctioning WWTPs is
arguably greater in the eastern part of the state. A recent report from the United Nations Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change states that the world is likely to experience dramatic increases in coastal flooding
and severe weather events.38 The most recent National Climate Assessment also reported that the intensity,
frequency, and duration of North Atlantic hurricanes, as well as the frequency of the strongest hurricanes,
have all increased, and will continue to do so.39 A two-year study of 19 wastewater collection systems on the
coast that use gravity collection systems showed “statistically significant effects of rainfall, temperature, and
sea level as drivers of extraneous flows;” study authors concluded that “[t]hese collective results
demonstrate the potential vulnerability of coastal wastewater collection and treatment systems to breaches
in system integrity that allow extraneous flows, primarily through groundwater elevation, to drive further
infrastructure degradation and environmental pollution.”40 In short, the site-specific standard applicable
only to the state’s westernmost counties cannot be justified as a response to bacteria pollution from failing
wastewater treatment plants, especially when the threat from these sources is rising in DEQ’s easternmost
regions.



There is also no evidence that stormwater discharges pose a greater threat of bacteria contamination in the
Asheville Region than elsewhere in the state.  In fact, there are many more active stormwater permits in
other regions of the state, and the vast majority of post-construction permits were issued to facilities
outside of the Asheville Region.41



Similarly, there is no evidence to suggest that waters in the Asheville Region are unusually exposed to
bacteria pollution from failing wastewater collection systems. A review of reported sanitary sewer
overflows42 (SSOs) from Jan. 1, 2012 through Oct. 17, 2018 shows they do not pose an elevated threat to
water quality in the Asheville Region when compared to other parts of the state.  For instance, over that
period, the number of individual collection systems reporting SSOs in the Asheville Region (51) was lower
than the number reporting SSOs in all but one other DEQ Region and far below the number of systems
reporting SSOs in the Raleigh Region (93).43 During the more than six years studied, forty different systems
reported SSOs discharging more than a total of 1 million gallons to surface waters; four of those systems



43 See Greg Barnes, N.C. Health News, Aging Sewer Systems Spell Trouble Across North Carolina (Nov. 27, 2018)
(appending documents provided by DEQ in response to a public records request for all reported sanitary sewer
overflows from Jan. 1, 2012 through Oct. 17, 2018.



42 State law requires overflows of more than 1,000 gallons to be reported to NC DEQ within 24 hours; overflows that
reach surface waters must be reported within 24 hours, regardless of volume. N.C. Gen. Stat. § 143-215.1C.



41 See DEQ, Active Stormwater Permits Map, https://deq.nc.gov/deq.nc.gov/SW-maps (last visited July 14, 2021).



40 Lawrence B. Cahoon & Mac H. Hanke, Inflow and Infiltration in Coastal Wastewater Collection systems: Effects of
Rainfall, Temperature, and Sea Level, Water Environment Research 1 (2019), available at
https://coastalreview.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/Cahoon-Hanke-2019.pdf.



39 Fourth National Climate Assessment Vol. II, U.S. GLOBAL CHANGE RES. PROGRAM, (Aug. 2018),
https://nca2018.globalchange.gov/downloads/NCA4 2018 FullReport.pdf.



38 Global Warming of 1.5°C: Summary for Policymakers (October 6, 2018), INTERGOVERNMENTAL PANEL ON
CLIMATE CHANGE, http://www.ipcc.ch/report/sr15/ (an IPCC special report on the impacts of global warming of
1.5°C above pre-industrial levels and related global greenhouse gas emission pathways, in the context of strengthening
the global response to the threat of climate change, sustainable development, and efforts to eradicate poverty)



37 See DEQ, North Carolina 202 Draft Fact Sheets for New Category 5 Assessments,
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/Water%20Quality/Planning/TMDL/303d/2020/NC_DRAFT_2020_New_listings_FACT_SHE
ETS.pdf (last visited July 13, 2021).



6





https://deq.nc.gov/deq.nc.gov/SW-maps


https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/Water%20Quality/Planning/TMDL/303d/2020/NC_DRAFT_2020_New_listings_FACT_SHEETS.pdf


https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/Water%20Quality/Planning/TMDL/303d/2020/NC_DRAFT_2020_New_listings_FACT_SHEETS.pdf








were in the Asheville region while more than four of these systems were in each of the Washington,
Mooresville, Raleigh, Fayetteville, and Winston-Salem regions. Meanwhile, none of the seven systems
reporting discharges totaling more than 10 million gallons were in the Asheville Region.44 The frequency of
reported SSOs also suggests that other watersheds are at greater risk of bacteria contamination from this
source. Over the same reporting period, 18 systems reported more than 100 SSOs; only 2 were in the
Asheville region. The system serving Charlotte--part of DEQ’s Mooresville Region--reported 999 SSOs; that is
more than four times as many SSOs as were reported by the Buncombe County Collection System, which
reported 236 SSOs over the same period, more than any system in the Asheville Region. In short, the
proposed site-specific standard is not justified by concerns about bacteria pollution from failing wastewater
collection systems.



Another common source of bacteria pollution is failing septic systems. Approximately 50% of North
Carolinians rely on septic systems; the threat of failing septic systems is on the rise because system failure
rates increase as systems age and, as documented by the N.C. Department of Health and Human Services
(DHHS), many of the systems in North Carolina are operating near or beyond the expected end of their
lifespan.45 However, DHHS analysis of 1990 census data showed that, of the 10 counties with the most septic
tanks, 9 were outside of the Asheville region.46 For instance, the county with the highest percentage of
septic system users—Camden County, where 93% of residents use septic systems—is a Tier 1 county located
outside of the Asheville Region. Indeed, none of the DHHS data or analysis suggests that septic systems are
used or fail more frequently or in greater numbers in the Asheville Region than elsewhere in North Carolina.



Waste mismanagement at concentrated animal feeding operations is another source of bacteria pollution in
North Carolina. A recent EMC report acknowledged the results of a DEQ study in the Cape Fear River basin
showing that bacteria “concentrations were significantly higher at stations located in the concentrated
animal feeding operation (AFO) areas as compared to the reference station with no AFOs in the drainage
area.”47 There is no evidence that concentrated animal feeding operations pose a greater threat of bacteria
pollution in the Asheville Region than elsewhere in the state; instead, most of these operations are located
elsewhere in the state. Between July 1, 2019 and June 30, 2020, DEQ issued 2190 permits for animal
operations; only 18 were issued to operations in the Asheville Region; the vast majority were issued in the
Fayetteville (727), Wilmington (658), and Washington (483) Regions.48 These numbers do not reflect the
state’s growing number of poultry operations deemed permitted by DEQ.  However, data collection and
analysis by Waterkeeper Alliance and the Environmental Working Group shows that none of the state’s 25
counties with the most poultry barns, the most birds, or the highest estimated manure production are in



48 DEQ, Div. of Water Res., Annual Report to the General Assembly: Animal Feeding Operations Program July 1, 2019
– June 30, 2020 (Oct. 2020), available at
https://www.ncleg.gov/documentsites/committees/ERC/ERC%20Reports%20Received/2020/DEQ/2020-Oct%20DEQ_
Animal%20Waste%20Management.pdf.



47 EMC, Annual Report to the General Assembly: Basinwide Water Resource Management Plans July 2019 to June
2020 at 18 (Oct. 2020).



46 Id.



45 According to the DHHS, the average lifespan of a septic system is about 15 to 40 years and in North Carolina,
approximately 89% of septic systems in the state are more than 15 years old and 63% are more than 30 years old.
Sushama Pradhan & Lorna Withrow, DHHS, Division of Public Health, On-Site Water Protection, Environmental
Justice: Septic Systems and Drinking Water Wells, 2021 UCOWR/NIWR Annual Water Resources Conference (June 9,
2021).



44 The permitted collection system with the greatest total reported discharge in the Asheville Region (Buncombe County
Collection System; 6,679,754 gallons) discharged less than 12% of the total volume from the biggest SSO in the
Raleigh Region (Johnson County Collection System; 56,947,200 gallons).
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the Asheville Region; moreover, according to this analysis, the poultry industry is expanding the most rapidly
in three counties—Robeson, Duplin, and Sampson—outside of the Asheville Region.49



As demonstrated above, none of the most common sources of bacteria pollution pose a greater threat to
recreational use of North Carolina’s waters in the Asheville Region than elsewhere in the state. To be clear,
this is not a reason to defer the conversation to E. coli as an indicator in the Asheville Region; it is merely a
reason to extend the change statewide to afford all North Carolinians the benefit of the latest science.



C. The proposal ignores practical realities about the recreational use of NC’s waters



The proposed site-specific standard is also concerning because its adoption would create a patchwork of
criteria under which streams and stream segments with the same designated uses will be assessed for
compliance using different criteria depending on which regional office area they fall within.50 This is contrary
to state statute requiring the “contemplated best usage” of a water body to inform “the extent to which any
physical, chemical, or biological properties should be prescribed as essential.”51 It is also contrary to federal
rules implementing the Clean Water Act and related EPA guidance.52



Further, using the scientifically preferred pathogen indicator  for water in one segment of a stream, but a
less protective indicator once that same water has flowed across an arbitrarily drawn county line, is contrary
to the EMC’s own rules designed to protect downstream users from direct or indirect discharges of waste
upstream.53 Portions of the Broad, Catawba, Watauga, and Yadkin river basins fall in the jurisdiction of the
Asheville Regional Office while downstream portions are under the jurisdiction of another DEQ regional
office.  Rather than allowing county borders or DEQ’s internal administrative boundaries to dictate which
criteria apply, our state’s water quality standards should be informed by the best available science, as
recommended by EPA.



The proposed bacteria standard is also problematic because it does not apply to Class C waters, eliminating
the current uniformity in bacteria standards in Class B and Class C waters and overlooking the frequent use
of Class C waters for primary contact recreation. We acknowledge that Class B waters are those for which
the rules afford additional protections for primary contact recreation, and appreciate the treatment and
reliability requirements imposed on dischargers in Class B watersheds.54 However, North Carolinians are
exposed to, and can get sick from, pathogens while engaged in primary contact recreation (e.g., swimming,



54 15A N.C. Admin. Code 02B .0219(3)-(4).



53 See 15A N.C. Admin. Code 2B .0203 (“Water quality based effluent limitations and management practices for direct
or indirect discharges of waste or for other sources of water pollution shall be developed by the Division such that the
water quality standards and best usage of receiving waters and all downstream waters will not be impaired.”)



52 40 C.F.R. § 131.11 (“States must adopt those water quality criteria that protect the designated use. Such criteria must
be based on sound scientific rationale and must contain sufficient parameters or constituents to protect the designated
use.”); see also US EPA, Office of Water, Overview of Technical Support Materials: A Guide to the Site-Specific
Alternative Recreational Criteria TSM Documents, EPA-82-R-14-010 (Dec. 2014), available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-11/documents/guide-sitespecific-alternative-recreational-criteria-docu
ments.pdf.



51 N.C. Gen. Stat. § 143-214.1(c).



50 See 15A N.C. Admin. Code. 2B .0219(1)(“The best usage of Class B waters shall be primary contact recreation and
any other best usage specified for Class C waters.”).



49 Sarah Graddy et al., Update: Exposing Fields of Filth: Factory Farms Disproportionately Threaten Black, Latino and
Native American North Carolinians (July 30, 2020), available at
https://newrepublic.com/article/162942/north-carolinas-democratic-governor-ignoring-black-native-communities
(”From 2012 to 2019, the estimated number of chickens and turkeys in Duplin, Sampson and Robeson counties swelled
from 83 million to 113 million, a 36 percent increase.”)
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diving, skiing, etc.) in Class C waters, so this proposal does not protect these users, even within DEQ’s
Asheville Region. For instance, of the 161 popular North Carolina swimming sites Riverkeepers sampled
weekly during Summer 2020 to assess recreational suitability, only half were in waters designated for
primary contact recreation (Class B or Class SB).55 The fecal coliform standard is currently the same in Class B
and Class C waters, and the E. coli standard should be similarly consistent to protect human health.



D. The stated rationale does not support limiting the change to the Asheville Region



In the absence of scientific justification for a site-specific standard, the proposed package falls back on
dubious rationales for limiting the change to the Asheville Region.56 The first is limited agency resources. Yet
according to the state’s own analysis, it would be cheaper to evaluate E. coli than fecal coliform as a
measure of recreational suitability.57 Moreover, every Riverkeeper in North Carolina has purchased the
equipment necessary to evaluate compliance with EPA’s recommended standard; the size and budget of
their organizations vary widely, but none have access to the level of resources at the agency’s disposal.58



Another reason offered to justify the piecemeal approach is that a statewide change would require an
evaluation of whether water quality protection programs “would be required to adjust their regulatory
operations and switch from the fecal coliform pathogenic indicator to the E. coli pathogenic indicator.”59 It is
unclear why that evaluation was possible in the Asheville Region yet impossible to conduct elsewhere in the
state. If anything, the adjustment of regulatory operations is less burdensome in DEQ regions with coastal
waters since the state already uses enterococci as the pathogen indicator to evaluate recreational suitability



59 Id. at D-51.



58 Apart from consumables, the cost of purchasing the same equipment used by the DEQ laboratory in Asheville is
approximately $8,000. See Email from Paulette Barter, IDEXX Laboratories, to Christian Breen, Waterkeeper Alliance
(July 22, 2021)(quoting the total cost of a quanti-tray sealer, benchtop incubator, UV lamp, and UV viewing cabinet,
plus shipping fees and taxes, as $8,079.46.), provided as Exhibit 1.



57 DEQ, Regulatory Impact Analysis D-3,
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/SW_Triennial_2020-2022_%20Regulatory%20Impact%20Analysis.pdf
(2021) (“The addition of the E. coli standard is likely to result in modest net benefits to the DEQ laboratory in Asheville
in the form of opportunity cost savings, despite the higher cost of the preferred Colilert® test method as compared to
fecal coliform by membrane filtration method. Although we did not attempt to monetize cost savings to commercial
laboratories, they could see similar cost savings if they choose to use the Colilert® method.”).



56 DEQ, Regulatory Impact Analysis D-51,
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/SW_Triennial_2020-2022_%20Regulatory%20Impact%20Analysis.pdf
(2021) (stating “it is not feasible at this time for North Carolina to switch to the E. coli pathogenic indicator for Class B
waters statewide . . . because (1) The DWR central laboratory in Raleigh does not currently have the resources to
incorporate the new analytical methods required for analysis of E. coli in surface water. It will take time and money to
procure the necessary resources which include equipment, materials, staffing, and laboratory space; (2) The adoption of
the E. coli pathogenic indicator as a statewide standard would require re-evaluation of water quality protection programs
to evaluate whether those program would be required to adjust their regulatory operations and switch from the fecal
coliform pathogenic indicator to the E. coli pathogenic indicator; and (3) Certified laboratories would likely require time
to adjust their operations to incorporate new methods for E. coli analysis.



55 See Waterkeepers Carolina & Waterkeeper Alliance, Is It Safe to Swim? Protecting Recreational Water Quality in
North Carolina 8 (May 28, 2021).



9





https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/SW_Triennial_2020-2022_%20Regulatory%20Impact%20Analysis.pdf


https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/SW_Triennial_2020-2022_%20Regulatory%20Impact%20Analysis.pdf








of coastal waters, which is consistent with EPA recommendations.60 The final rationale is that certified labs
would require time to adjust their operations to incorporate new methods for E. coli analysis. However, as
of February 2021, DEQ had certified twelve labs to conduct E. coli analysis. All but one are located outside of
the Asheville Region.61 In short, none of the stated reasons justify proceeding with a site-specific standard,
especially in the absence of supporting documentation suggesting unique threats to water quality in the
relevant “site.”



E. The proposal is inconsistent with DEQ’s commitment to environmental justice



By prolonging the use of an outdated bacteriological standard in the majority of counties, the proposal will
also have the unintended consequence of perpetuating existing environmental injustices. It threatens to
add an additional environmental hazard—increased likelihood of contracting a gastrointestinal illness from
recreating in water classified for that use—to the list of threats that vulnerable communities in eastern
North Carolina already face.



It is bad enough that the proposal fails to protect most North Carolinians. According to the most recent
5-year estimates from the American Community Survey data, 24 of the 25 most populous counties in North
Carolina are outside of the Asheville Region; two counties (Mecklenburg and Wake) each have more
residents than the entire Asheville Region. The average population of the 19 counties comprising the
Asheville Region (51,688) is less than half the average population of the state’s other 81 counties (114,603).



Worse, a site-specific standard limited to the Asheville Region would disproportionately fail to protect North
Carolinians of color and low-income residents.62 As you know, the EPA has concluded that "many minority,
low income, tribal, and indigenous people in the United States have experienced higher levels of
environmental pollution and other social and economic burdens" that "have led to poorer health
outcomes.”63 Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 provides that “[n]o person in the United States shall, on
the ground of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or



63 EPA, Plan EJ 2014 at 1 (Sept. 2011).



62 Research has shown that low-income communities and communities of color are more likely to house polluting
industries than are high-income white communities. See, e.g., Virginia T. Guidry et. al., Connecting Environmental
Justice and Community Health, 79 N.C. Med. J. 324 (2018),
https://www.ncmedicaljournal.com/content/ncm/79/5/324.full.pdf.



61 DEQ, Certified Laboratory Listings,
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/water-resources/water-resources-data/water-sciences-home-page/laboratory-certificati
on-branch/certified-laboratory-listings (last visited July 13, 2021) (listing commercial labs “certified for E. coli
analysis”).



60 The Beaches Environmental Assessment and Coastal Health Act (BEACH Act) amended the federal Clean Water Act
and required states to adopt coastal recreational water quality standards for pathogens and pathogen indicators based on
EPA criteria established under § 1314 of the CWA. See BEACH Act, P.L. 106-284 (Oct. 10, 2000). Enterococci
standards for coastal waters were adopted after the 2006 triennial review and, combined with Coastal Recreational
Waters Monitoring Evaluation codified at 15A NCAC 18A .3400, these rules were deemed to satisfy the BEACH Act
requirements. Letter from James Giattina, EPA Region IV, to Colleen Sullins, DWQ (Nov. 26, 2007), available at
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/2006_TrRev_EPA_response.pdf. The N.C. Recreational Water Quality
Program tests 213 swimming sites—most of them on a weekly basis—from April through September. N.C. DEQ,
Recreational Water Quality (last visited July 11, 2021),
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/marine-fisheries/shellfish-sanitation-and-recreational-water-quality/recreational#abou
t-the-program. All of the sites are in coastal areas and the state uses the recommended “EPA Standards” to determine
when to issue a swimming advisory. Id.
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be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance.”64 As a
recipient of federal funding, DEQ is a program or activity covered by Title VI and obligated to comply with
federal nondiscrimination requirements under Title VI and related implanting regulations.



The proposed change would strengthen protections in the state’s westernmost nineteen counties while
omitting that protection for the rest of the state’s residents, who are, by comparison, more likely to be
members of low income or minority communities. More than 91% of the residents of the Asheville Region
are white; in contrast, 66% of the residents of the state’s other 81 counties are white. 65 North Carolina’s
black residents predominantly live outside of the region where the EMC is proposing to update the bacteria
standard.  Six different counties (Cumberland, Durham, Guilford, Mecklenburg, Pitt, and Wake) each have
more black residents than the entire Asheville Region.66 In fact, there are more than six times as many black
residents in Mecklenburg county alone than in the entire Asheville Region.67 Similarly, five different counties
(Wake, Orange, Mecklenburg, Guilford, and Durham) each have more Asian residents than the entire
Asheville Region.68 There are more than six times as many Asian residents in Wake County than live in the
entire Asheville Region.69



Meanwhile, of the eight state-recognized tribes located in North Carolina, only one (the Eastern Band of
Cherokee Indians) is headquartered in the Asheville Region. And, because they are federally recognized and
were granted state status in 2015 for purposes of CWA implementation, the Eastern Band of Cherokee
Indians is authorized to propose their own water quality standards for EPA approval; notably, that tribe
already uses E. coli, not fecal coliform, as the indicator pathogen to assess the suitability of waters for
recreational use.70 However, every tribal community in North Carolina depending on the EMC for protection
of recreational water quality in their ancestral territory is left wanting by this proposal.



The disparities in protection that would result from changing the standard only in the Asheville Region
would  also impact low-income North Carolinians. The ten counties in the state with the highest poverty
rates (Bladen, Duplin, Edgecombe, Halifax, Northampton, Richmond, Robeson, Scotland, Tyrrell, and Vance)
are all outside of the Asheville Region.



Whether distinguished by race, national origin, or income, it is clear that the most vulnerable North
Carolinians are deprived of the benefit of the proposed update to bacteria standards. To avoid amplifying
existing racial and income-based disparities, the final rule should apply the more-scientifically sound E. coli
standard statewide.



70 Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians Administrative Regulations Title B, Subchapter B: Surface Water Quality
Standards (March 28, 2019), available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2019-04/documents/ebci_wqs_0001_081518.pdf



69 Id.
68 Id.
67 Id.
66 Id.



65 U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates Data Profiles (2019), available at
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0400000US37.050000&d=ACS%205-Year%20Estimates%20Data%20Profiles&
tid=ACSDP5Y2019.DP05&hidePreview=true



64 42 U.S.C. § 2000d. Title VI defines program or activity as “all of the operations of . . . a department, agency, special
purpose district, or other instrumentality of a State or of a local government . . . any part of which is extended Federal
financial assistance.” Id. § 2000d-4a. EPA’s Title VI regulations define a “[r]ecipient” as “any state or its political
subdivision, any instrumentality of a state or its political subdivision, any public or private agency, institution,
organization, or other entity, or any person to which Federal financial assistance is extended directly or through another
recipient.” 40 C.F.R. § 7.25.
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III. 1, 4-Dioxane



The EMC proposes two water quality standards related to 1,4-dioxane: that water supply waters shall not
exceed the concentration of 0.35 micrograms per liter (“µgL”), and non-water supply waters shall not
exceed a concentration of 80 µg/L. While this rulemaking is a positive step towards addressing North
Carolina’s 1,4-dioxane problem, the two-tiered approach is likely to perpetuate, rather than solve,
1,4-dioxane contamination in the state. We encourage that the EMC adopt the 0.35 µg/L standard
statewide.



1,4-dioxane is a clear, man-made chemical that is a byproduct of many industrial processes.71 The chemical
is toxic to humans,72 causing liver and kidney damage.73 Not only is 1,4-dioxane harmful to human health,
but it does not degrade and moves quickly through the environment.74 Conventional water treatment
processes cannot remove 1,4-dioxane, and consequently, the chemical can—and often does—make it into
people’s drinking water.75 North Carolina has some of the highest levels of 1,4-dioxane in the entire
country,76 and many North Carolina communities have been exposed to contaminated drinking water for
years, continue to be exposed, and will not be shielded from unsafe future exposures by the proposed
standards.



Given the pervasiveness of 1,4-dioxane across the state, the EMC must approach the proposed standards
with an eye towards protecting drinking water supplies. First, the EMC should recognize that 0.35 µg/L is
already the water quality standard for drinking water supplies, and that DEQ’s failure to implement that
standard during the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”) process is a significant cause
of existing contamination. Second, the EMC must work with DEQ to determine whether the 80 µg/L
standard is sufficiently protective of drinking water supplies downstream of non-water supply waters. The
80 µg/L standard allows for extremely high discharges of 1,4-dioxane, which could endanger North Carolina
communities, prevent compliance with the downstream water quality standard of 0.35 µg/L (in violation of
state rules), and incentivize polluters to situate themselves in non-water supply waters upstream of, and
close to, drinking water intakes.



A. The proposed 0.35 µg/L standard for water supply waters is already the law in North Carolina, and DEQ
should already be enforcing this standard.



While the EMC can clarify through this rulemaking that concentrations of 1,4-dioxane in water supply
waters should not exceed 0.35 µg/L, this is already the law. The North Carolina toxic substances standard, a
narrative water quality standard, requires that “the concentration of toxic substances, either alone or in



76 DEQ, Div. of Water Res., 1,4-Dioxane in the Cape Fear River Basin of North Carolina: An Initial Screening and
Source Identification Study 2,4 (2016), [hereinafter “DWR, 2016 1,4-Dioxane Report”], available at
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/Water%20Quality/Environmental%20Sciences/ECO/DioxaneReport_Yr1Final-20160127.pdf.



75 See e.g., Greg Barnes, DEQ Records Show Repeated Releases of Probable Carcinogen Into Haw River, N.C. HEALTH



NEWS (Nov. 19, 2019) (detailing concerns for cities downstream of known 1,4-dioxane dischargers like Pittsboro, North
Carolina).



74 Technical Fact Sheet – 1,4-Dioxane at 1-2.



73 Id.; EPA, Integrated Risk Information System, Chemical Assessment Summary: 1,4,-dioxane at 2,
https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/iris/iris_documents/documents/subst/0326_summary.pdf (last visited on July 1, 2021).



72 Technical Fact Sheet – 1,4-Dioxane at 1-2 (2017).



71 EPA, Technical Fact Sheet – 1,4-Dioxane (2017), available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2014-03/documents/ffrro_factsheet_contaminant_14-dioxane_january2014_f
inal.pdf (hereinafter “Technical Fact Sheet  – 1,4-Dioxane”); Detlef Knappe, 1,4-Dioxane Occurrence in the Haw River
and in Pittsboro Drinking Water, N.C. STATE UNIV. (Sept. 23, 2019) (“Knappe 2019 Presentation”).
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combination with other wastes, in surface waters shall not render waters injurious to […] public health, or
impair the waters for any designated uses.”77 For cancer-causing chemicals, concentrations “shall not result
in unacceptable health risks,” which is defined as “more than one case of cancer per one million people
exposed (10-6 risk level).”78 DEQ has routinely interpreted the toxic substances standard to mean less than
0.35 µg/L of 1,4-dioxane should be present in rivers and streams that serve as drinking water supplies.79



Since 2014, DEQ has identified numerous 1,4-dioxane dischargers impacting drinking water supplies for
cities and towns throughout North Carolina, but has yet to include limits in any NPDES permit in a manner
that would ensure compliance with the toxic substances standard. After Greensboro and Reidsville released
1,4-dioxane discharges at 957 and 367 µg/L respectively, DEQ issued notices of violation to the cities,80 as
well as a special order by consent to Greensboro.81 But none of these actions were intended to achieve
compliance with the 0.35 µg/L standard. As a result, communities remain vulnerable to 1,4-dioxane
pollution. As recently as July 1 of this year, Greensboro discharged 1,4-dioxane at levels between 543 µg/L
and 687 µg/L, 82 causing concentrations to spike to over 76 µg/L in Pittsboro’s drinking water supplies.83



It is good to clarify that discharges should not cause or contribute to 1,4-dioxane pollution in excess of 0.35
µg/L, but the law already requires this and DEQ’s failure to enforce this existing standard has jeopardized,
and continues to jeopardize, the health and safety of North Carolina communities. Therefore, the EMC and
DEQ must pair this clarification with immediate action to ensure the standard is met and that communities
in the Cape Fear River basin are adequately protected.



B. The proposed standard of 80 µg/L for non-water supply waters is too high to sufficiently protect North
Carolina waters and citizens.



Throughout the state, there are many known dischargers of 1,4-dioxane who release the chemical upstream
of water supplies. The proposed 80 µg/L standard allows these facilities to continue to discharge
1,4-dioxane at extremely high concentrations, endangering communities and contributing to concentrations
above 0.35 µg/L downstream. This lenient standard not only allows facilities to release the chemical at
levels exponentially higher than DEQ considers safe to drink, but could also incentivize industry to relocate
to, and concentrate in, areas that are still upstream from drinking water intakes but where the lower
standard would not apply. DEQ and the EMC should therefore reevaluate the 80 µg/L standard and adopt a
numeric standard protective of downstream communities.



1. If the proposed 80 µg/L standard makes it impossible to meet the 0.35 µg/L standard for water
supply waters, it is invalid.



83 Press Release: Update #3 City of Greensboro 1,4-dioxane Discharge Potentially Impacting Pittsboro’s Public
Drinking Water System, TOWN OF PITTSBORO (July 12, 2021), available at
https://pittsboronc.gov/DocumentCenter/View/1552/Press-Release---Greensboro-14-Dioxane-71221-with-EPA-Attachm
ent.



82 DEQ, Press Release: Greensboro reports elevated level of 1,4-dioxane discharge, potential impact to downstream
water systems (July 1, 2021),
https://deq.nc.gov/news/press-releases/2021/07/01/greensboro-reports-elevated-level-14-dioxane-discharge-potential.



81 City of Greensboro, Special Order By Consent, EMC SOC WQ S19-010 (March 11, 2021).



80 DEQ, Notice of Violation & Intent to Assess Civil Penalties, NOV-2019-PC-0728 (Nov. 14, 2019) (notice of violation
sent to Greensboro for excessive discharge of 1,4-dioxane in violation of water quality standards); DEQ, Notice of
Violation & Intent to Assess Civil Penalties, NOV-2019-PC-0729 (Nov. 14, 2019) (notice of violation sent to Reidsville
for excessive discharge of 1,4-dioxane in violation of water quality standards).



79 See, e.g., DWR, 2016 1,4-Dioxane Report at 2.
78 Id. at 2B .0208(a)(2)(B).
77 15A N.C. Admin. Code 2B.0208(a).
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As discussed above, North Carolina’s toxic substances standard requires in-stream levels of 1,4-dioxane in
water supplies to remain at or below 0.35 µg/L.84 The EMC’s proposed standard for non-water supply waters
is over 220 times higher, set at 80 µg/L. Because many non-water supply waters are located upstream of
water supplies, their discharges into non-water supply waters will flow into water supplies and downstream
drinking water intakes. But DEQ and the EMC have not shown that it will be possible to meet the 0.35 µg/L
standard when implementing an 80 µg/L standard for upstream waters, particularly in light of current levels
of contamination. North Carolina’s rules require that “water quality standards and best usage of receiving
waters and all downstream waters […] not be impaired.”85 An 80 µg/L standard for non-water supplies
creates a perpetual tension with the 0.35 µg/L standard downstream and will complicate permitting
decisions.86 Based on the record supporting this rulemaking, DEQ cannot show that 80 µg/L is protective of
downstream waters.



2. The 80 µg/L standard would allow dischargers to release extremely high levels of 1,4-dioxane
into waters that become drinking water supplies.



The 80 µg/L standard would allow facilities to discharge 1,4-dioxane at concentrations far beyond what DEQ
considers safe to drink. Below are two case studies pinpointing known dischargers of 1,4-dioxane who
release the chemical upstream of drinking water intakes and detailing the threat that the 80 µg/L standard
could pose to communities downstream.



Case study 1: Drinking Water Intakes for Sanford and Pilgrim’s Pride



If the EMC sets the water quality standard at 80 µg/L, the water quality standard applicable for downstream
drinking water intakes at the city of Sanford and the community served by the Pilgrim’s Pride Water System
could be violated.87



87 15A N.C. Admin. Code 2B.0203.



86 The inconsistent application of 7Q10 flow rates to model and evaluate risks to downstream users during upstream
permitting decisions further exacerbates this concern.



85 15A N.C. Admin. Code 2B.0203.
84 See, DWR, 2016 1,4-Dioxane Report at 2.
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As the map above shows, five WWTPs that are known dischargers of 1,4-dioxane release their wastewater
into non-water supply waters. Given their discharge points, the 80 µg/L standard would apply to these
facilities. But all of these non-water supply waters flow into water supplies and into the drinking water
intakes for Pilgrim’s Pride and Sanford, collectively serving more than 19,000 people. Further, any
1,4-dioxane pollution released from these dischargers will combine with pollution released by those in
water supplies (like the Moncure Holdings Utility), posing cumulative threats to the drinking water intakes.



Public records suggest that in 2019, DEQ staff began calculating potential 1,4-dioxane limits for industries
and wastewater treatment plants known to discharge 1,4-dioxane.88 The allowable discharges for the
wastewater treatment facilities upstream of Sanford and Pilgrim’s Pride were set to reach an instream target
value of 80 µg/L because they all discharge into non-water supply waters. Yet, DWR has proposed a limit for
each wastewater treatment plant that is hundreds or thousands of times higher than what the agency
considers safe to drink. Ramseur WWTP, Randleman WWTP, and Asheboro WWTP upstream of Pilgrim’s
Pride have proposed limits of 37,710 µg/L, 5,310 µg/L, and 148.82 µg/L respectively. Big Buffalo WWTP and
Siler City WWTP, which discharge into waters that flow towards Sanford’s intake, have proposed limits of
5,490 µg/L and 192.25 µg/L respectively.89



89 Id.



88 See Email from Nick Coco, DWR, to Julie Grzyb, DWR (Oct. 30, 2019); DEQ, Allowable Discharge Concentration
1,4-D (2019), provided as Exhibit 2.
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These calculated discharge limits are problematic because they allow known dischargers of 1,4-dioxane to
release extremely high levels of the toxic chemical into waters upstream of drinking water intakes, which
almost certainly will cause exceedances of the 0.35 µg/L standard in downstream water supplies and harm
downstream communities. Some of these facilities are already releasing high concentrations of the
chemical. Asheboro WWTP, for example, has been cited as one of the three key hot spots for 1,4-dioxane
within the state.90 In 2018, the treatment plant discharged 1,4-dioxane at times as high as 937 µg/L and
1011 µg/L.91 The unsafe levels of discharge continued into 2019 reaching as high as 613 µg/L.92 In 2020,
Asheboro WWTP worked with an industrial user to reduce their discharge, but nevertheless, throughout the
year, had 1,4-dioxane discharges as high as 513 µg/L.93 Based on the calculated proposed limits above, the
80 µg/L standard would still allow Asheboro and other facilities to release large amounts of 1,4-dioxane,
continuing to expose downstream North Carolinians to the chemical, including those that have already
suffered from exposure to 1,4-dioxane for decades.



Because 1,4-dioxane does not break down in the environment, the extremely high concentrations of
pollution that the 80 µg/L standard allows will travel far downstream. Further, the 80 µg/L standard could
incentivize new harm by attracting industry to concentrate in Chatham and Randolph counties where there
are multiple non-water supply waters subject to the lenient 80 µg/L standard.



93 See March 2020 Discharge Monitoring Report, NPDES NC0026123 (2020).
92 Id.



91 DEQ, Div. of Water Res., Industrial PFAS and 1,4-dioxane sampling in Cape Fear (2020) [hereinafter “DWR
1,4-dioxane Study Sampling Data”] (NPDES# NC0026123).



90 DEQ, Managing Emerging Compounds in Water, available at
https://deq.nc.gov/news/key-issues/emerging-compounds/managing-emerging-compounds-water#1,4-dioxane-investigat
ion-in-the-cape-fear-river (last visited July 9, 2021).
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Case Study 2: Bladen Bluffs and Drinking Water Intakes for Brunswick County, Pender County, and Cape Fear
Public Utility Authority



In southeastern North Carolina, at least three treatment plants and one industrial facility—all known
dischargers of 1,4-dioxane—release wastewater into non-water supplies, so the 80 µg/L standard would
apply to these facilities. Their discharges, however, would flow directly into the drinking water intakes for
Bladen Bluffs, Brunswick County, Pender County, and Cape Fear Public Utility Authority, collectively serving
well over 300,000 people. These communities are located at the end of the watershed, so they not only
receive 1,4-dioxane pollution from those on the map above, but also all the other dischargers upstream.
These are the same communities who have already been exposed to a half-century of GenX and other toxic
PFAS from DuPont and Chemours’ chemical manufacturing facility in Fayetteville. Given the historical and
cumulative exposure to pollution throughout the watershed, the 80 µg/L standard will place hundreds of
thousands of people at continued risk.



Because these dischargers are located in non-water supply watersheds, DEQ staff have calculated high
potential 1,4-dioxane limits for these facilities based on the 80 µg/L standard.94 Raeford WWTP, Rockfish
Creek WWTP, and Cross Creek WWTP were assigned proposed limits of 2,280 µg/L, 8,300 µg/L and 9,680
µg/L respectively.95 The industrial discharger, DAK Americas has an assigned limit of 2,351 µg/L.96 All of
these facilities are known dischargers of 1,4-dioxane, and such high levels of discharge threaten designated
uses of the Cape Fear River.97



97 See DWR 1,4-dioxane Study Sampling Data, supra note 91.
96 Id.
95 Id.



94 Email from Nick Coco, DWR, to Julie Grzyb, DWR (Oct. 30, 2019); DEQ, Allowable Discharge Concentration 1,4-D
(2019), provided as Exhibit 2.
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1,4-dioxane pollution already permeates this area. For example, DAK Americas has routinely discharged
1,4-dioxane at extremely high levels. Since 2018, the company has discharged the chemical at
concentrations ranging from 369 µg/L to 15,000 µg/L.98 The average concentration in DAK America’s
discharge since 2018 is 4,854 µg/L, and this year, the company has discharged repeatedly at levels above
1,000 µg/L.99 The pollution in this area of the state has already affected drinking water. For example, the
Cape Fear Public Utilities Authority, which provides drinking water to the city of Wilmington, has been
monitoring 1,4-dioxane levels in its drinking water for years. Samples taken throughout 2020 and 2021 show
regular presence of 1,4-dioxane in the raw water it receives.100 At times, the raw water reaches more than 3
times what DEQ recognizes as safe to drink. If the EMC promulgates an in-stream water quality standard of
80 µg/L, this area (and others) will continue to be threatened by dangerous 1,4-dioxane pollution.



DEQ and EMC have the authority and the duty to protect downstream drinking water by ensuring that the
0.35 µg/L standard will be met. These case studies indicate that the proposed standard allows dischargers
upstream of drinking water intakes to release 1,4-dioxane at levels up to 107,000 times what DEQ considers
safe to drink.



C. The final rule package should adopt a standard of 0.35 ug/L and apply it to all waters statewide.



We appreciate the EMC’s commitment to adopt a surface water quality standard for 1,4-dioxane,  but to
meaningfully protect public health, the EMC and DWR must commit to enforcing the standard and setting
discharge limits  that actually eliminate 1,4-dioxane pollution across the state. The EMC must recognize that
the 0.35 µg/L is already the law and take action to ensure the standard is met in water supplies. We
recommend that the EMC adopt the 0.35 µg/L statewide to protect all North Carolinians, for consistency in
permitting decisions, and to implement the Clean Water Act’s purpose of keeping as much toxic pollution
out of our rivers and streams as possible.



IV. PFAS



While the triennial rule package includes a proposal for 1,4 dioxane, it omits entirely any progress on the
most severe problem of emerging contamination North Carolina has faced: exposure to per- and
polyfluoralkyl substances (PFAS). As you know—and as hundreds of thousands of North Carolinians have
come to know, painfully, after decades of exposure in their drinking water—PFAS are a class of over 7,800
toxic, persistent chemicals valued by industries for their non-reactive and decay-resistant properties.101 Over
the last four decades, scientific research has shown that the original widely-used PFAS, Perfluorooctanoic
acid (PFOA) and Perfluorooctanesulfonic acid (PFOS), bioaccumulate in the body and cause a wide variety of
harms to public health. Over the last decade, an explosion of research has shown that, even as industries
have moved away from PFOS and PFOA, many of the replacement PFAS are incredibly mobile in the
environment, also target a range of human organ systems, and have unpredictable synergistic effects with
legacy concentrations of PFOS and PFOA in North Carolinians’ bodies and circulating in the natural
environment.



101 See EPA, PFAS Master List of PFAS Substances, https://comptox.epa.gov/dashboard/chemical_lists/pfasmaster (last
visited July 22, 2021); NC Policy Collaboratory, Findings and Recommendations of the North Carolina Per- and
Polyfluoroalkyl Substances Testing Network (April 15, 2021).



100 Cape Fear Public Utility Authority, Emerging Contaminants, https://www.cfpua.org/761/Emerging-Compounds (last
visited July 16, 2021).



99 See 2021 Discharge Monitoring Reports, NPDES #NC003719.
98 See generally 2018 – 2021 Discharge Monitoring Reports, NPDES #NC0003719.
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A. The EMC must act to curb public and environmental exposures to PFAS compounds by adopting
strong water quality standards.



We recognize that PFAS are an intimidating problem for DEQ’s regulatory programs. We also appreciate the
strides taken by the agency, with intense focus from all levels from line staff to agency leadership, to
address and curb PFAS pollution from the Chemours Fayetteville Works facility. At the same time, the state’s
PFAS Testing Network’s initial data has shown that PFAS is a statewide problem102 and we have seen minimal
application of the agency’s regulatory tools to address the many, many other sources of PFAS contamination
in North Carolina.



In the Haw and Cape Fear watersheds alone, communities have been exposed to some of the highest levels
of PFAS nationwide for decades. This is because upstream sources have released severely large amounts of
these chemicals into the drinking water supplies with little-to-no regulation or recourse. For instance, a
2014 sample below Chemours’ wastewater outfall documented PFAS concentrations of about 990,000 ppt;
another sample taken near the drinking water intake for people in Wilmington and Brunswick County
measured PFAS concentrations of 130,000 ppt.103 Researchers working with impacted communities
petitioned EPA for health and toxicity studies on 54 unique PFAS found in the water and blood downstream
residents.104 Pursuant to a 2019 Consent Order requiring the facility to reduce PFAS in the environment, the
company conducted non-targeted analysis to provide the characterization of previously unidentified PFAS
from process wastewater, non-process wastewater and stormwater at the site.105 The resulting report found
257 additional and unique ‘unknown’ PFAS sourced from this single facility.106 Communities in Wilmington
and Brunswick County have been drinking this highly contaminated water for more than 40 years. Similarly,
the City of Burlington’s treatment plant effluent has had PFAS levels over 33,000 ppt107—pollution that flows
downstream towards drinking water intakes. As a result of the historic and ongoing pollution, residents in
both Wilmington and Pittsboro have extremely high levels of PFAS concentrations in their bodies.108



According to a study by Dr. Heather Stapleton in 2019, levels as high as 452 ppt were found in the blood of
Pittsboro residents.109 NC State’s Center for Human Health and the Environment’s “GenX Exposure Study”
found  levels of PFOA in blood of  Wilmington-area residents  were four times higher than the national
average and levels of PFOS were twice the national average.110 Because PFAS are bioaccumulative and have
long half-lives, they have the potential to continue to build and cause harm through repeated exposure.



110 Nadine Kotlarz et al, Measurement of Novel, Drinking Water-Associated PFAS in Blood from Adults and Children in
Wilmington, North Carolina, 128 Envt’l Health Perspectives (July 2020).



109 Id.; see also Greg Barnes, Duke Study Finds High PFAS Levels in Pittsboro Residents’ Blood , N.C. Health News,
(Oct. 29, 2020),
https://www.northcarolinahealthnews.org/2020/10/29/duke-study-finds-high-pfas-levels-in-pittsboro-residents-blood.



108 Duke University, Nicholas School of the Environment, PFAS Exposure Study,
https://sites.nicholas.duke.edu/pfas/pfas-research-in-pittsboro-nc/pfas-study-results/ (last visited July 22, 2021).



107 City of Burlinton, North Carolina, Sampling, East Burlington Wastewater Treatment Plant Effluent,
https://www.burlingtonnc.gov/DocumentCenter/View/19538/EBWWTP-effluent.



106 Chemours, PFAS Non-targeted Analysis and Methods Interim Report (June 30, 2020), available at
https://www.chemours.com/en/-/media/files/corporate/fayetteville-works/pfas-nontargeted-analysis-and-methods--interi
m-report-20200630.pdf.



105 Chemours Co. FC, LLC., 17 CVS 580 (2019) (consent order).



104Center for Envt’l Health et al., Petition to Require Health and Environmental Testing Under the Toxic Substances
Control Act on Certain PFAS Manufactured by Chemours in Fayetteville, North Carolina (Oct. 13, 2020), available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2020-10/documents/chemours_pfas_testing_petition_final.pdf.



103 Adam Wagner, NC State-Led Study Shows Cape Fear River Had ‘Incredibly High’ Levels of Chemicals , The News &
Observer (Oct. 10, 2019), https://www.newsobserver.com/news/business/article235963052.html.



102 NC Policy Collaboratory, Findings and Recommendations of the North Carolina Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances
Testing Network (April 15, 2021), available at
https://coastalreview.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/NC-PFAST-Network-Final-Report_revised_30Apr2021-1.pdf.
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Other communities that draw their drinking water directly from the Cape Fear or Haw rivers, and therefore,
have likely been exposed to high levels of PFAS, include Sanford, Harnett County, and Fayetteville. Because
chemical manufacturers of PFAS have known of the dangers posed by these chemicals since 1950111 and
continue to recklessly release them into the environment, it is imperative that regulatory agencies step in
and take action to curb this contamination crisis. And because so many in North Carolina have been
harmed by decades of PFAS pollution, any standard must take into account these communities’ historical
and cumulative exposure to the chemicals. We therefore propose a class standard of no more than 20 ppt
for the sum total of all PFAS compounds in order to effectively protect North Carolinians from further harm
caused by drinking these toxic chemicals.



While PFAS pollution is a problem in all media, North Carolina’s rivers and streams have been a major path
of exposure for hundreds of thousands of residents, leading to far higher than national median
concentrations of PFAS in the blood of North Carolinians.112 Surface water quality standards are not the only
tool to address PFAS contamination in surface water, but they are indispensable, for at least four reasons.
First, drinking water standards place the financial burden on downstream water utilities and their
ratepayers, violating their rights under the federal Clean Water Act to have the designated use of water
supplies protected, with the responsibility placed on the upstream polluters to protect those uses.



Second, drinking water standards do nothing to protect the integrity of aquatic ecosystems. We know that
the natural aquatic ecosystems of the Cape Fear River Basin suffer from pervasive PFAS contamination. A
study comparing blood/serum samples from striped bass in the Cape Fear River (n=58) and a reference
population from an aquaculture lab in the Pamlico/Tar watershed (n=29) documented PFAS detection in
every sample and elevated levels of multiple PFAS (including detectable levels of a novel PFAS, Nafion
byproduct 2) in the Cape Fear River samples; in fact, the mean total PFAS concentration quantified in Cape
Fear River striped bass was 40 times higher than the mean concentration observed in fish from the
reference population.113 The study also showed that PFAS exposure is associated with biomarkers of adverse
impacts on liver and immune function in striped bass from the Cape Fear River.114 In 2020, a study of PFAS in
livers of juvenile seabirds confirmed the presence of novel PFAS in chicks hatched downstream of a
fluoropolymer production site in the Cape Fear River estuary.115



PFAS also bioaccumulate in top aquatic predators with adverse impacts to the health of the Cape Fear River
ecosystem. Another recent study evaluated PFAS exposures of alligators in the Cape Fear River to those of a
reference population from the Lumber River watershed.116 PFAS exposure was elevated in alligators from the
Cape Fear River and is also associated with altered biomarkers of immune and kidney function.117



117 Id.



116 NC Policy Collaboratory, Findings and Recommendations of the North Carolina Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances
Testing Network (April 15, 2021), available at
https://coastalreview.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/NC-PFAST-Network-Final-Report_revised_30Apr2021-1.pdf.



115 Anna R. Robuck et. al, Legacy and Novel Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances in Juvenile Seabirds from the U.S.
Atlantic Coast, 54 Environmental Science & Technology 12938 (2020).



114 Id.



113 T.C. Guillette et al, Elevated Levels of Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances in Cape Fear River Striped Bass
(Morones saxatilis) are Associated with Biomarkers of Altered Immune and Liver Function, 136 Environment
International 105358 (March 2020).



112 Nadine Kotlarz et al, Measurement of Novel, Drinking Water-Associated PFAS in Blood from Adults and Children in
Wilmington, North Carolina, 128 Envt’l Health Perspectives (July 2020).



111 Environmental Working Group, For Decades, Polluters Knew PFAS Chemicals Were Dangerous But Hid Risks From
Public, https://www.ewg.org/pfastimeline/ (last visited July 23, 2021).
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Third, water quality standards are a critical backstop when technology-based effluent limits cannot
eliminate a discharge. As demonstrated at Chemours, technology is available to eliminate detectable PFAS
from discharges. That is DEQ’s mandate in the NPDES permitting program. Water quality standards are an
essential protection for limiting exposure of downstream communities when technology-based limits do not
reduce PFAS to acceptable levels.



Finally, the agency’s inaction on PFAS threatens to exacerbate inequities in North Carolina. A recent national
study showed that known sites of PFAS contamination are disproportionately located in communities of
color and low-income communities.118 Research in North Carolina has shown that the kinds of filters needed
to remove PFAS from drinking water at point of use are far more expensive than conventional filters, placing
them out of reach for most low income families.119 Moreover, since PFAS exposure is linked with worse
COVID-19 outcomes,120 the failure to regulate PFAS compounds problems stemming from the disparate
impact of the virus on North Carolinians of color.121



B. The EMC should adopt a strong class standard for the discharge of all PFAS testable by modified
method 537.1 for wastewater effluent.



We urge the EMC to adopt a single, class-based standard for the discharge of all PFAS whose concentrations
are measurable using modified method 537.1, for PFAS in wastewater. As in the case of 1,4-dioxane, and in
parallel to that argument above, we note that the DEQ does not need a numeric standard for PFAS to invoke
the toxics narrative standard in writing permits that curb or eliminate the discharge of PFAS, or in enforcing
against ongoing undisclosed and unpermitted discharges of PFAS.



We are not asking or encouraging the EMC to adopt water quality standards for PFAS individually.  At the
current rate of standard setting, it would take centuries to adopt water quality standards for each of these
compounds. We are specifically not asking the EMC to adopt a standard just for the sum of PFOS and PFOA
modelled on the 2015 health value of 70 parts per trillion (ppt). That health value is wholly out of date and
inconsistent with the much more thorough, peer-reviewed recommendations of the Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry.122 Moreover, the EPA value does not account for the impact of the huge
baseline exposures that many North Carolinians have already experienced, and it does not account for the
synergies between novel PFAS and the existing body burdens of legacy PFAS that so many North Carolinians
currently carry.



122 Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), Toxicological Profile for Perfluoroalkyls, 2021.



121 Giselle Corbie-Smith et. al, Centering Equity and Community in the Recovery of the COVID-19 Pandemic, 82 N.C.
Medical Journal 62 (Jan. 2021) (“Data as of October 23 indicate that indicate that Black individuals in North
Carolina represent 29% of COVID-19 deaths, but only 22% of the population, while Latinx or Hispanic
individuals represent 28% of cases but only 10% of the population.”); Michelle Laws & Viviana Martinez-Bianchi,
In the Path of the Storm: North Carolina’s Response to COVID-19’s Impact on Historically Marginalized Populations,
82 N.C. Medical Journal 276 (July 2021)(observing that “pandemic has magnified the visibility of historical structural
and systemic inequities in our state’s health care system and the broader society that have produced longstanding health
disparities disproportionately burdening historically marginalized populations”).



120 Philippe Grandjean et. al, Severity of COVID-19 at Elevated Exposure to Perfluorinated Alkylates, 15 PLoS ONE,
vol. 12 at 1 (Dec. 31, 2020).



119 Nicholas J. Herkert et. al, Assessing the Effectiveness of Point-of-Use Residential Drinking Water Filters for
Perfluoroalkyl Substances (PFASs), 7 Envtl. Sci. Tech. Letters 178 (Feb. 5, 2020); see also Lisa Sorg, Reverse Osmosis
Removes PFAS Better Than Filtration Pitchers — For a Price (Feb. 5, 2020)(“A 10-cup Brita pitcher with two filters
runs about $30; replacement filters cost roughly $6 each. But the price of under-sink reverse osmosis systems ranges
from $300 to $500, plus installation. Replacement filters run from $80 to $100.”).



118 Anita Desikan et. al, Abandoned Science, Broken Promises, (Oct. 29, 2019), at 13-14.
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Instead, we urge the EMC to set a single numeric standard for all measurable discharges of PFAS, that the
sum of their concentrations in effluent should not exceed 20 ppt. Earlier this year, many of our
organizations joined together in submitting comments on PFAS components of the triennial review of state
groundwater quality standards.123 In that letter, we conducted an exhaustive review of the science relied
upon by a host of other states to set regulatory limits for PFAS. For the sake of brevity in this already-long
letter, we will not recapitulate that analysis here, but incorporate it by reference. The upshot is: while
cutting edge science argues for limits of 1 ppt, application of the most current federal and state models
suggests a class standard should be no weaker than 20 ppt for the sum of measurable PFAS. For ease of
implementation, we recommend that the EMC apply the standard using modified EPA testing method 537.1
for wastewater, which covers roughly 40 distinct PFAS. To the extent that the EMC worries that a class
standard could inadvertently cover a (relatively) less toxic PFAS, the EMC can welcome a petition for
rulemaking from any affected industry, backed by appropriate public and peer-review studies, to exempt
specific PFAS from the class standard. But for the time being, and to meaningfully protect North Carolinians
and the environment after years of exposure to extraordinarily high levels of PFAS, the EMC should adopt a
strong class standard in the current triennial review cycle.



V. Establishing Adequately Protective Water Quality Standards



Over the last 20 years, the science of human health and ecological risk assessment has advanced
significantly; many of those advances are not reflected in the formula used to set water quality standards
for adoption by the EMC. Yet, without making these changes, North Carolina’s water quality standards
cannot hope to meet the requirements of the Clean Water Act. We encourage the EMC to update North
Carolina's surface water standards to reflect the growing depth of peer-reviewed science on toxicological
mechanisms, ecological relationships, and the fate and transport of pollutants in our rivers and estuaries.



A. Establishing Standards to Protect Human Health



Protecting vulnerable populations. We encourage the EMC, when it sets out ‘to protect human life,’ to
adopt standards that will protect vulnerable subpopulations, especially children and infants. Over the last
two decades, scientists have documented multiple ‘critical windows of development’ during which
exposures to even low levels of pollutants can have significant, long-term health impacts.124 Water quality
standards designed to protect human health should be set to avoid these exposures.125 In addition to critical
developmental windows, infants and children have distinct behaviors and pathways of exposure, such as
drinking breast milk, drinking more water per pound of body weight than an adult, and having a greater



125 Other State agencies have recognized the nuances of toxicity at different life stages when acting to protect human
health.  For instance, the N.C. Department of Health and Human Services, when issuing a fish consumption advisory in
light of the toxic effects of eating fish containing mercury, set special standards for “women of childbearing age (15-44
years), Pregnant Women, Nursing Women, and Children under 15.” DEQ, North Carolina Mercury TMDL 8 (Sept.
2012), available at
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/Water%20Quality/Planning/TMDL/FINAL%20TMDLS/Statewide/NCMercuryTMDL_EPAS
ubmit.pdf.



124 See generally, Michael Firestone et al, Two Decades of Enhancing Children’s Environmental Health Protection at the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 124 Environmental Health Perspectives A214 (December 2016), available at
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/EHP1040/; Jacqueline Moya et al, A Life Stage Approach to Assessing Children’s Exposures,
International Symposium on Children’s Environmental Health (Jan. 30, 2004), available at
https://www.env.go.jp/en/chemi/hs/health03/03.pdf.



123 Letter of 16 Environmental Organizations to the EMC, March 16, 2021 (commenting on the triennial review of
groundwater quality standards).
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surface area to volume ratio than an adult (which increases the relative dermal exposure to the same
concentration of a pollutant in water).126



Similarly, increasing evidence suggests that, independent of age, some people are genetically more
vulnerable to exposures of a given toxin than others. For example, many pollutants affect genetic males and
genetic females differently.127 Other genetic subpopulations are much smaller, and not sex-linked.128 Where
we can identify these subpopulations, water quality standards should be set to manage risks to their
members. N.C. State University houses a resource, the Comparative Toxicogenomics Database, which may
be helpful to agency staff seeking to incorporate this information.129



Mixtures of pollutants. Water quality standards should reflect the growing body of research indicating
that mixtures of pollutants can be far more harmful to human health than exposures to single pollutants.
One study published in 2018 found that rats exposed to a mixture of 18 compounds – all at no more than
20% of the ‘lowest observed adverse effect level’ (LOAEL) for the chemicals individually – showed
developmental and reproductive harm.130 Similar evidence of the potency of mixtures has been found in
humans as well.131 Most of the pollutants we are exposed to in drinking water (through ingestion) and in
recreation (through ingestion and dermal absorption) are in mixtures. To a degree distinct from other
comments offered in this section, this fact strikes at the foundation of our current process for setting water
quality standards by abstracting ‘no observable adverse effect levels’ (NOAELs) or LOAELs from animal and
epidemiological studies of individual chemicals. This concern cuts across media and regulatory programs; it
applies to air and groundwater as well as surface water. We recommend that the EMC prepare itself to think
creatively by scheduling presentations on the emerging science of the risks posed by mixtures, and consider
ways to adapt existing regulatory authorities to that scientific reality.



Avoiding displacement of costs. Water quality standards for water supply watersheds should be set to
ensure that those waters are safe to drink without treatment beyond that needed to remove pathogens.
The Clean Water Act’s legislative history and its regulations emphasize the responsibility of pollution control
at the source.132 In fact, EPA’s policy guidance on setting the criteria that underpin state standards speaks to
this directly:



132 See, Robert Glicksman & Matthew Batzell, Science, Politics, Law, and the Arc of the Clean Water Act: The Role of
Assumptions in the Adoption of a Pollution Control Landmark, 32 Washington University Journal of Law & Policy
(2010), at 118-121.



131 See, e.g., Shanaz Dairkee et al. A Ternary Mixture of Common Chemicals Perturbs Benign Human Breast Epithelial
Cells More Than the Same Chemicals Do Individually, Toxicological Sciences 2018, 1-14 (finding that a mixture of
three structurally diverse and common pollutants - BPA, methylparaben (MP), and perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) -
causes much greater disruption to healthy breast cells that exposure to a single pollutant would predict).



130 JM Conley, et al, Mixed "Antiandrogenic" Chemicals at Low Individual Doses Produce Reproductive Tract
Malformations in the Male Rat 164 Toxicol. Sci. 166-178 (2018).



129 Comparative Toxicogenomics Database, http://ctdbase.org/.



128 Gelerah Alam & Byron C. Jones, Toxicogenetics: in search of host susceptibility to environmental toxicants. 5 Front
Genet. 327 (2014), available at https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4170107/ (noting gene-based
differences in human vulnerability to pesticide exposures).



127 C Torres-Rojas, et al. Sex Differences in Neurotoxicogenetics. 9 Front Genet.196 (2018), available at
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5996082/ (outlining a long list of ways men’s and women’s sex-linked
genes create differential vulnerability to environmental toxics); Michael Edwards et al. Our Environment Shapes Us:
The Importance of Environment and Sex Differences in Regulation of Autoantibody Production. 9 Frontiers in
Immunology Art. 47B (2018)(“In general, females when compared with their male counterparts, respond to pathogenic
stimuli and vaccines more robustly, with heightened production of antibodies, pro-inflammatory cytokines, and
chemokines”).



126 Alesia Ferguson, et al. A Review of the Field on Children’s Exposure to Environmental Contaminants: A Risk
Assessment Approach. 14 Int J Environ Res Public Health 265 (2017).
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In consideration of the Agency’s goals of pollution prevention, ambient waters should not
be contaminated to a level where the burden of achieving health objectives is shifted away
from those responsible for pollutant discharges and placed on downstream users to bear
the costs of upgraded or supplemental water treatment.133



Inadequate standards do not just transfer costs downstream to drinking water utilities; they also transfer
risk to all water users. EPA again: “[e]ven among the majority of water suppliers that do treat surface
waters, existing treatments may not necessarily be effective for reducing levels of particular
contaminants.”134 Moreover, the Safe Drinking Water Act requires utilities to treat not to the maximum
contaminant level goal (set to protect health), but only to the maximum contaminant level (which relaxes
protection based on the cost of treatment).135 So, even for the limited subset of pollutants regulated under
the Safe Drinking Water Act, the Clean Water Act envisions that the state will set standards that fully protect
users from toxic exposures and place responsibility on dischargers upstream.



Advancing Environmental Justice. It is also critical, in the development of water quality standards--indeed
in the development of any environmental rule--to consider their potential to cause adverse, disparate
impacts on communities of color or low-income. As Governor Cooper recently stated in an Executive Order,
“all North Carolinians have a right to clean air, clean water, clean soil, and a stable climate, and they deserve
an opportunity to participate fully and meaningfully in decisions that affect their living environment.”136 The
EPA has acknowledged that "many minority, low income, tribal, and indigenous people in the United States
have experienced higher levels of environmental pollution and other social and economic burdens" that
"have led to poorer health outcomes, as well as fewer financial or advocacy opportunities.” As such,
environmental justice requires identifying adverse, disproportionate impacts of agency programs, policies,
and activities on underserved populations.137



Notably, in an effort to “fulfill the Department’s public participation and environmental justice goals by
providing meaningful outreach and engagement in our decision-making processes,” DEQ has developed a
definition of “underserved populations.”138 However, there is no evidence that DEQ analyzed or that the
EMC considered the impact of the proposed water quality criteria on these underserved populations. The
absence of this consideration is apparent in light of, for instance, the disparate impact of the proposed
site-specific bacteria standard (or the lack of action on PFAS) on “underserved populations.” In fact, DWR
admitted that it did not conduct a “meaningful environmental justice analysis” in the Regulatory Impact
Analysis accompanying this rulemaking, while expressing an intent to “incorporat[e] environmental justice
analyses into future rulemakings.”139 While we appreciate the resource constraints that DEQ faces, we note



139 DEQ, Regulatory Impact Analysis D-64,
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/SW_Triennial_2020-2022_%20Regulatory%20Impact%20Analysis.pdf
(2021)



138 DEQ, Public Participation Plan 6 (Dec. 2020) (defining “underserved populations as those where the “[s]hare of
nonwhites is over fifty percent,” the “[s]hare of nonwhites is at least ten percent higher than county or state share,” or
“[s]hare of population experiencing poverty is over twenty percent” and the [s]hare of households in poverty is at least
five percent higher than the county or state share.”



137 See Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations,
Executive Order 12898, 59 Fed. Reg. 7629 (Feb. 16, 1994), § 1- 101.



136 Exec. Order No. 143, 35 N.C. Reg. 12 (July 1, 2020).
135 SDWA §300(f)(1)(C)(i); 40 CFR §141.2 (definitions).
134 2000 Human Health Methodology, at 4-2.



133 EPA, Methodology for Deriving Ambient Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Human Health at 4-2 (2000)
(hereinafter “2000 Human Health Methodology”).
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that, as a recipient of federal funding, the agency is legally obligated now and in the future to ensure that its
actions do not impose a disparate adverse impact on vulnerable North Carolinians.



B. Establishing Standards to Prevent Injury to Aquatic Life



Water quality standards for Class C waters, and for several of North Carolina’s special supplemental
categories, are designed to protect aquatic life. These standards recognize a distinction between “acute”
and “chronic” impacts, defined in 15A NCAC 02B .0202. The rule defines acute toxicity as “lethality or other
harmful effects” resulting from an exposure that lasts less than 96 hours. Chronic effects are those resulting
from longer exposures. The state definitions - part of the set of rules proposed for readoption in the present
rulemaking - reference EPA’s guidance on how to set standards to protect aquatic life.140



Updating references. Unfortunately, EPA’s guidance dates to 1985. As an EPA white paper noted in 2008,
“[w]hile the Guidelines remain the primary instrument the Agency uses to meet its broad objectives for the
development of [aquatic life criteria], there have been many advances in aquatic sciences, aquatic and
wildlife toxicology, population modeling, and ecological risk assessment that are relevant to deriving ALC.”141



An EPA Science Advisory Board convened to review the white paper went further: “the derivation of aquatic
life criteria needs to be more broadly risk-based, using a transparent and consistent framework that
provides necessary flexibility not presently possible within the algorithm approach of the 1985
Guidelines.”142 The scientists recommended that EPA additionally rely on EPA’s 1998 Guidelines for
Ecological Risk Assessment and the Science Advisory Board’s 2007 Advice to EPA on Advancing the Science
and Application of Ecological Risk Assessment. “In particular,” the scientists added, “we urge EPA to include
consideration of probable direct and/or indirect impacts on food webs, ecological processes and services,
and endangered or unique species of special value or concern.” In a letter the following spring, the agency
itself affirmed the critique.143



Again in 2015, EPA recognized the inadequacy of the 1985 Guidelines, convening a set of scientists to
compare the Guidelines to the standard-setting methods used in other developed nations, and examining
specific shortcomings of relying on the Guidelines alone.144 Ongoing scientific research documents a variety
of these sublethal impacts. For example, sublethal exposures of tadpoles to glyphosate impair the tadpoles’
movement and ability to evade predators.145 Microcystin toxins have been shown to impair the health and
reproductive potential of threadfin shad without killing them directly.146 EPA based its 2016 decision to
tighten the aquatic life criteria for selenium on research showing sublethal impairment of fish



146 S Acuna. Sublethal dietary effects of microcystin producing Microcystis on threadfin shad, Dorosoma petenense. 60
Toxicon 1191-1202 (2012). While this research was conducted in the San Francisco Bay, the same species and toxins
occur in North Carolina.



145 H Moore et al. Sub-lethal effects of Roundup on tadpole anti-predator responses. 111 Ecotoxicol Environ Saf. 281-5
(2015).



144 See Invited Expert Meeting on Revising U.S. EPA's Guidelines for Deriving Aquatic Life Criteria (September 2015)
at https://www.epa.gov/wqc/invited-expert-meeting-revising-us-epas-guidelines-deriving-aquatic-life-criteria.



143 Letter from Lisa Jackson, EPA Administrator to Deborah Swackhamer, SAB Chair, May 1, 2009.



142 EPA Science Advisory Board, Advisory on Aquatic Life Water Quality Criteria for Contaminants of Emerging
Concern, December 18, 2008, at ii and xv (hereafter “2008 SAB Advisory”).



141 EPA, OW/ORD Emerging Contaminants Workgroup, White Paper: Aquatic Life Criteria for Contaminants of
Emerging Concern, Part I: Challenges and Recommendations 5 (June 3, 2008), available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-08/documents/white_paper_aquatic_life_criteria_for_contaminants_of_
emerging_concern_part_i_general_challenges_and_recommendations_1.pdf.



140 EPA, Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Organisms and
Their Uses (1985), available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-02/documents/guidelines-water-quality-criteria.pdf.
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reproduction.147 As exposures interfere with predator-prey interactions and reproduction, these sublethal
effects add up over time to degrade aquatic health.



In fact, we know empirically that North Carolina rivers have levels of accumulated pollution with impacts
that can only be understood with a focus on the food web and ecological relationships. A recent study of the
Yadkin River found organochlorine pesticides in over 90% of biotic samples and mercury in 100%, as well as
cadmium in river sediments at concentrations in excess of effect levels.148



EPA has not yet updated or revised the 1985 Guidelines. Fortunately, the EMC has the authority it needs to
update 15A NCAC .0202 and embrace lessons learned over the last three decades of ecotoxicological
research. In particular, 02B .0202(1)(a) defines the Final Acute Value with reference to the 1985
Guidelines. We recommend that the EMC amend this subsection to read:



(a) for specific chemical constituents or compounds, acceptable levels shall be equivalent to a
concentration of one-half or less of the Final Acute Value (FAV) as determined according to
"Guidelines for Deriving Numerical Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Life
and its Uses" published by the Environmental Protection Agency and referenced in the
Federal Register (50 FR 30784, July 29, 1985) and “1998 Guidelines for Ecological Risk
Assessment” published by the Environmental Protection Agency and referenced in the
Federal Register (63 FR 26846, May 14, 1998). which is These documents are hereby
incorporated by reference including any subsequent amendments. amendments and
editions.



Mixtures of pollutants. As with human exposures, aquatic life is often exposed to a mixture of pollutants
and water quality standards should reflect this reality. A 2017 study of 38 streams nationwide found
hundreds of man-made toxic chemicals in them, including pesticide and pharmaceuticals.149 Aquatic life
downstream from wastewater discharge is especially likely to be continuously exposed to a mixture of
biologically-active chemicals.150 Federal scientists have known that chemicals with similar mechanisms of
harm can have cumulative impacts.151 As with mixtures that could harm human health, this presents a
challenge for regulation.



VI. Contaminants of Emerging Concern



Beyond 1,4 dioxane and PFAS, North Carolina can expect to discover other emerging contaminants in our
rivers and water supplies on an ongoing basis. Yet, the state’s regulatory structure is not well-calibrated to
support a timely response by DEQ when emerging toxic contaminants are found. A few well-chosen changes
in narrative standards would put state regulators in a much stronger position to protect public health and
the environment from emerging toxic pollutants without years of delay and unnecessary further exposures.



151 2008 SAB Advisory, at xv.



150 See, e.g., Larry Barber. Effects of biologically-active chemical mixtures on fish in a wastewater-impacted urban
stream. 409 Science of The Total Environment 4720-4728 (2011)(finding over 100 chemicals in water samples
downstream from Chicago WWTPs, and biological responses in exposed male fish).



149 Paul Bradley et al. Expanded Target-Chemical Analysis Reveals Extensive Mixed-Organic-Contaminant Exposure in
USA Streams, 51 Environ Sci Technol 4792–4802 (2017), available at
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5695041/pdf/nihms916453.pdf



148 TN Penland, et al. Food web contaminant dynamics of a large Atlantic Slope river: Implications for common and
imperiled species. 633 Sci Total Environ. 1062-1077 (2018).



147 EPA, Aquatic Life Ambient Water Quality Criterion for Selenium – Freshwater 2016, at xii (2016). Note that in
revising this criteria, EPA in fact did rely on the 1998 Guidelines for Ecological Risk Assessment, not just the 1985
Guidelines.
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A. The EMC must require DWR to enforce the existing law.



The most significant challenge with respect to emerging contaminants is identifying them and the source of
contamination. Water quality standards cannot work if the agency does not know when or where pollutants
are being discharged. Existing law requires dischargers to disclose the pollutants in their wastewater as part
of their permit application.152 DEQ is well aware of this requirement—it was the cornerstone of the agency’s
enforcement action against Chemours—but consistently fails to enforce it during the permitting process. As
a result, dischargers continue to omit harmful chemicals from their permit applications and DEQ issues
permits that do not protect downstream communities. The EMC’s water quality standards cannot work if
DEQ chooses to look the other way during the permitting process. The EMC must direct DEQ staff to enforce
existing disclosure requirements for all dischargers as it did with Chemours.



B. The EMC should adopt a narrative standard to disallow the discharge of persistent toxics



Among the various categories of contaminants of emerging concern, persistent bioaccumulating toxics
(PBTs) stand out. These chemicals are persistent in the environment, bioaccumulate in exposed organisms
(and, in some cases, biomagnify through food webs), and are toxic. Because they do not break down easily,
they will continue to increase as an environmental threat as long as they are produced and discharged into
the environment. For this reason, the European Union has set as a policy that “persistent organic
pollutants”—defined under the Stockholm convention based primarily on persistence, bioaccumulation, and
long range transport—shall not be discharged at any concentration.153 In the United States, Washington
state has shown strong leadership since 2000, setting out criteria to recognize PBTs, developing a list of
them, and drafting plans to monitor for and reduce discharges of a series of prominent PBTs.154 Pollutants
with plans include mercury, PDBE flame retardants, lead, polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAH), polychlorinated
biphenals (PCBs), and (ongoing) per- and polyflouroalkyl substances (PFAS).155



More recently, scientists have identified a related category of persistent mobile toxics (PMT). These are
typically strongly hydrophilic and therefore do not accumulate in the body fat of organisms, but spread
much faster through groundwater and through surface aquatic environments. Short-chain perfluoroalkyl
substances (PFAS), including GenX and perfluorobutylsulfonate (PFBS), are PMTs. Because they are purged
from the body more quickly, they have been marketed as less damaging than PBTs. But because PMTs are
persistent, they will not go away, and because they are mobile, they will keep circulating – and the more of
them that are released into the environment, the greater the ongoing base level of exposure for everyone in
North Carolina, even if individual molecules are purged as others are ingested. For that reason, PMTs also
have essentially no assimilative capacity in the water cycle as a whole.



Counting bioaccumulating and mobile compounds, there are thousands of persistent organic toxics. No
state regulatory process will be able to derive and adopt water quality standards for more than a fraction of
these on a chemical-by-chemical basis. Moreover, a numeric standard could present a challenge for



155 See Washington Dept. of Ecology, Addressing Priority Chemicals,
https://ecology.wa.gov/Waste-Toxics/Reducing-toxic-chemicals/Addressing-priority-toxic-chemicals (last visited July
20, 2021).



154 Washington Administrative Code 173-333 (governing “Persistent Bioaccumulative Toxins”); see also, Washington
Dept. of Ecology, Implementation Plan for the Adoption of Chapter 173-333 (2006), available at
https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/documents/0607010.pdf



153 European Parliament & Council of the European Union, Regulation No. 2019/1021 (June 20, 2019), available at
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:L:2019:169:FULL&from=EN.



152 15A N.C. Admin. Code 02H .0105(j).
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implementation, since many persistent toxics are already ubiquitous at low levels in our rivers, and
therefore in intake waters and effluent. The critical goal for policy should be to prevent concentrations from
increasing. For that reason, we recommend that the EMC adopt a new narrative standard that calls for no
increase in persistent toxics - bioaccumulating or mobile - in North Carolina waters.



One way to accomplish this is to add the following subsection to 02B .0208, Standards for Toxic Substances
and Temperature:



(c) Persistent organic toxic substances: Persistent organic toxic substances may not be
introduced at levels that increase their total loading to waters of the state.



and then to add a new definition to 02B .0202, Definitions:



(#) Persistent organic toxic means a toxic substance or toxicant that is carbon-based and
that when released into the environment remains intact for a period of years or longer.



C. The EMC should strengthen the toxics narrative standard to explicitly address toxics that
bioaccumulate.



North Carolina’s existing rule on standards for toxic substances, 02B .0208, has a number of strengths,
including detailed direction on how to set various kinds of standards. However, in comparison with some
other states, it has some gaps. For example, Oregon has a toxics substance narrative standard that explicitly
prohibits release of pollutants that “accumulate in sediments or bioaccumulate in aquatic life or wildlife to
levels that adversely affect public health, safety, or welfare or aquatic life, wildlife or other designated
beneficial uses.”156 This is notable for its explicit mention of sediments, as well as the prohibition on
discharge of bioaccumulating toxics. Further, in the absence of an adopted water quality standard, Oregon’s
state agency may set “permit or other regulatory limits” based on “public health advisories, and published
scientific literature” and “require or conduct bio-assessment studies to monitor the toxicity to aquatic life of
complex effluents, other suspected discharges or chemical substances without numeric criteria.”157



We recommend that the EMC revise the first paragraph of 02B .0208 to read:
“(a) Toxic Substances: the concentration of toxic substances, either alone or in combination with
other wastes, in surface waters shall not render waters injurious to aquatic life or wildlife,
recreational activities, public health, or impair the waters for any designated uses; and shall not
accumulate in sediments or bioaccumulate in aquatic life or wildlife to levels that adversely affect
public health, safety, or welfare or aquatic life, wildlife or other designated uses. Specific standards
for toxic substances to protect freshwater and tidal saltwater uses are listed in Rules .0211 and
.0220 of this Section, respectively. Procedures for interpreting the narrative standard for toxic
substances and numerical standards applicable to all waters are as follows:”



D. The EMC should revise North Carolina’s formula for calculating toxicity to explicitly address toxics
that have a low dose threshold and/or a non-monotonic dose response.



For years, a rule of thumb among many practicing toxicologists was that most toxics have a linear
dose-response curve. That is, when concentrations of the toxic drop, so should observed effects. A related
idea was the notion that at a low enough dose, observed effects should stop altogether. These two



157 OAR 340-041-0033(4).
156 OAR 340-041-0033(1).
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assumptions have formed a critical framework for the way regulators have set standards, including water
quality standards: animal studies could be used to identify a “no adverse effect level” (NOAEL), below which
exposures are “safe.” Further, once the slope of the dose-response curve was identified, one could scale the
estimated risk based on the size of the exposure.



Increasingly, research has found compounds and categories of compounds for which these assumptions are
false. For example, some endocrine disrupting chemicals appear to have no NOAEL; This means that, even
at very dilute concentrations, they still lead to changes in cells and metabolic processes. Some endocrine
disruptors even appear to cause worse impacts at relatively lower concentrations, a pattern described as
“non-monotonic dose-response.”158 This is not merely a theoretical problem; endocrine disrupting chemicals
that show non-monotonic dose response have been found widely distributed across North Carolina, from
both point- and nonpoint sources.159 Other states have addressed this; for example, since 2003, New York’s
rules deal explicitly with carcinogens that exhibit nonlinear dose-response by incorporating additional safety
factors.160 To begin to address this in North Carolina, we recommend that the EMC hear presentations on
the science of toxics with no NOAEL and those with a non-monotonic dose response curve, because the
policy problem of how to manage these within current regulatory authorities will keep cropping up across
the EMC’s programs.



VII. Pesticides



As previously observed by DWR, “pesticides are widely used each year in North Carolina to control insects,
and other organisms” and pesticides “continue to enter North Carolina streams from application,
atmospheric deposition, and erosion of soils contaminated from past use.” 161 This multi-factorial pathway
means that pesticides with varied use cases such as those listed below are all liable to enter surface waters,
where depending on their water solubility they may become included in the water. Only with a more robust
testing schema that includes the pesticides below and incorporates updated standards can the EMC protect
surface waters for recreational use as well as consumption.



Atrazine. Atrazine and chlorpyrifos were among the ten most commonly-found man-made organic
pollutants found in sampling of streams nationwide in 2017.162 A draft risk assessment published by EPA in
2016 found that:



Atrazine is moderately toxic to freshwater and estuarine/marine fish, highly toxic to freshwater
aquatic invertebrates and very highly toxic to estuarine/marine aquatic invertebrates on an
acute exposure basis. Chronic exposure studies for freshwater and estuarine/marine fish,
aquatic phase amphibians and aquatic invertebrates resulted in significant effects on survival,



162 Paul Bradley et al., Expanded Target-Chemical Analysis Reveals Extensive Mixed-Organic-Contaminant Exposure in
USA Streams, 51 Environ Sci Technol 4792–4802 (2017), available at
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5695041/pdf/nihms916453.pdf



161 DWR, Fact Sheet: Bioaccumulation in North Carolina Fish 2 (Sept. 2016), available at
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/Water%20Quality/Environmental%20Sciences/ISU/DWR%20Fish%20Bioaccumulation%20F
act%20Sheet%20Sept%202016.pdf.



160 6 CRR-NY 702.4(d)(2),(3).



159 Dana Sackett et al. Sources of Endocrine-Disrupting Compounds in North Carolina Waterways: A Geographic
Information Systems Approach. 34 Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry 437–445 (2015), at 443.



158 Laura Vandenberg. Non-monotonic dose responses in studies of endocrine disrupting chemicals: bisphenol a as a
case study. 12 Dose Response 259 (2013), available at
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4036398/pdf/drp-12-259.pdf.
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growth or reproduction, with freshwater fish having the most sensitive reported chronic
endpoint due to reproductive effects.163



The assessment also found that, based on monitoring, rivers in North Carolina already experience
concentrations of atrazine in excess of the chronic levels of concern for fish.164 Based on tests on medaka
(Japanese rice fish, Oryzias latipes), EPA has identified 5 ug/L as a no adverse effect level (NOAEL) for
aquatic vertebrates.165 North Carolina already identifies a protective value for atrazine in drinking water
supplies of 680 ug/L, but the state lacks a water quality standard. We recommend that the EMC adopt a
standard for atrazine for Class C waters of 5 ug/L; that would make the question of a standard for water
supply watersheds moot.



Chlorpyrifos. This organophosphate insecticide kills its targets by breaking down neurotransmitters. As with
other toxics, impacts to aquatic ecosystems depend on the duration and magnitude of exposure.
Chlorpyrifos enters the aquatic environment several ways: in run-off, via erosion of soil particles, and - to a
lesser extent - via drift of sprays and deposition from the atmosphere.166 The insecticide is acutely toxic to
freshwater fish and invertebrates; toxicity increases with temperature and pH, meaning that conditions in
North Carolina’s eutrophying lakes and reservoirs could intensify risks.167 We are concerned that EPA’s
method does not account for movement of pesticides adsorbed to organic carbon in the soil, and the
organisms used to calculate lethal doses are not the most sensitive. Nonetheless, in the absence of a more
robust method, we recommend that the EMC adopt the EPA’s recommended aquatic life criteria for all
fresh- and salt-waters in the state to protect invertebrates.



Neonicotinoids. Also dubbed ‘neonics,’ neonicotinoids are the most commonly used insecticides around the
world; the most commonly-applied neonic in the U.S. is imidacloprid. Only 5% of the active ingredient
neonicotinoid is taken up by the roots, while the other 95% disperses into the wider environment.168



Because neonics are water soluble, they travel easily into the aquatic environment. Neonicotinoids have not
yet been documented as a direct cause of fish kills, but they do kill aquatic invertebrates. “[B]ecause aquatic
invertebrates are a rich food source for many species of fish, depletion and disappearance of this source in
waters contaminated with neonicotinoids could affect fish stocks in freshwater ecosystems.”169 As another
2015 study concluded, “[d]espite large knowledge gaps and uncertainties, enough knowledge exists to
conclude that existing levels of pollution with neonicotinoids and fipronil resulting from presently



169 Francisco Sanchez-Bayo et al. Contamination of the Aquatic Environment with Neonicotinoids and Its Implication
for Ecosystems. 4 Frontiers in Environmental Science (November 2, 2016), available at
https://www.farmlandbirds.net/sites/default/files/2017-04/Sanchez-Bayo et al 2016.pdf.



168 Thomas James Wood, and Dave Goulson. The Environmental Risks of Neonicotinoid Pesticides: A Review of the
Evidence Post 2013. Advances in Pediatrics. 2017. Accessed July 20, 2018.
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5533829/.



167 John Carriger and Gary Rand. Aquatic Risk Assessment of Pesticides in Surface Waters in and Adjacent to the
Everglades and Biscayne National Parks: I. Hazard Assessment and Problem Formulation. 17 Ecotoxicology 660
(2008) at 668, available at
http://chm.pops.int/Portals/0/docs/Responses_on_Annex_E_information_for_endosulfan/UnitedStates_090113_2008
July - Vol. I - Aquatic risk assessment of pesticides.pdf.



166 Jeffrey Giddings et al. Risks to Aquatic Organisms from Use of Chlorpyrifos in the United States. 231 Reviews of
environmental contamination and toxicology 119 (2014), available at
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/261604745_Risks_to_Aquatic_Organisms_from_Use_of_Chlorpyrifos_in_the
_United_States?_sg=UgwtRxXgVYAdf62NdjEw3IZYn8_AbfCLWgbvJSK7RK7xZ85THOoXkVQ5PlZvX6d3Kzv62q
1w7g.



165 Id. at 186.
164 Id. at 442.



163 EPA, Refined Ecological Risk Assessment for Atrazine (2016), at 29, available at
https://www.regulations.gov/document/EPA-HQ-OPP-2013-0266-0315.
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authorized uses frequently exceed the lowest observed adverse effect concentrations and are thus likely to
have large-scale and wide ranging negative biological and ecological impacts on a wide range of non-target
invertebrates in terrestrial, aquatic, marine and benthic habitats.”170



In fact, EPA has calculated aquatic life benchmark values, the concentrations below which pesticides are
not expected to harm aquatic life, for several neonics. We encourage the EMC to adopt these for all
waters in the state to protect fresh- and salt-water invertebrates.



Table 1. Recommended aquatic life standards for neonicotinoids.171



Neonicotinoid Year updated Acute Chronic



Imidacloprid 2017 0.385 ug/L 0.01 ug/L



Thiamethoxam 2017 17.5 ug/L 0.74 ug/l



Clothianidin 2016 11 ug/L 0.05 ug/L



Amongst all of these, there is also the inclusion of PFAS as an inert ingredient in pesticides and the potential
leaching of PFAS from both transport and final container sources. 172 Though this initial study is associated
with the pesticide 10 + 10, which is used for mosquito control, there is no negative proof to suggest that this
is not true to mosquito spraying specifically and pesticide containers generally. Refer to section IV. PFAS for
further recommendations on testing.



VIII. Ammonia



According to the EPA, ammonia is “one of the most important pollutants in the aquatic environment.”173



Despite this, the EMC has repeatedly declined to adopt an ammonia standard and does not propose one
now. We strongly encourage the EMC to adopt an ammonia standard reflecting the best available science.



A constituent of nitrogen pollution, ammonia enters the aquatic environment in a variety of ways, including
“direct means such as municipal effluent discharges and the excretion of nitrogenous wastes from animals,
and indirect means such as nitrogen fixation, air deposition, and runoff from agricultural lands”174 Ammonia
is highly toxic to aquatic life.  Freshwater mussels, of which there are seven endangered species in North



174 Id. One of the biggest sources of ammonia emissions is animal agriculture. Globally, domestic animals reportedly
contribute 50% of ammonia emissions; in the United States, as much as 80% of ammonia emissions originate from
livestock waste. EPA National Risk Management Research Laboratory, Review of Emission Factors and Methodologies
to Estimate Ammonia Emissions From Animal Waste Handling, EPA-600/R-02-017 (April 2002), available at
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/Air%20Quality/inventory/industry/animal/rpt_200208.pdf.



173 EPA, Final Aquatic Life Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Ammonia- Freshwater 2013, 78 Fed. Reg. 52191
(August 22, 2013), available at https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2013-08-22/pdf/2013-20307.pdf.



172 Meador, Dustin et al. “Analytical Report.” 850 (2009): 6–27, available at
https://www.peer.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/3_24_21-Permanone-J31526-1-UDS-Level-2-Report-Final-Report.p
df



171 EPA, Aquatic Life Benchmarks and Ecological Risk Assessments for Registered Pesticides (multiple dates),
available at
https://www.epa.gov/pesticide-science-and-assessing-pesticide-risks/aquatic-life-benchmarks-and-ecological-risk.



170 L.W. Pisa et al, Effects of neonicotinoids and fipronil on non-target invertebrates 22 Environ Sci. Pollut Res Int 68  at
69, 92 (2015).
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Carolina, are particularly sensitive to ammonia.175 Impacts of chronic exposure on bivalves include reduction
of respiration and feeding, depleted carbohydrate stores, and altered metabolism.176 Impacts of acute
exposure include mortality.177



As scientific support for an ammonia standard has grown, so have calls for the adoption of water quality
criteria to protect aquatic life. EPA first recommended water quality criteria for ammonia in 1976. EPA
published revised ambient water quality criteria for ammonia in 1985 and provided additional information
about ammonia criteria in 1989, 1992, 1996, and 1998.178 In 1999, EPA recommended revised ammonia
standards to protect aquatic life.179



As research continued, datasets available to inform water quality standards included species that previously
had not been tested, including sensitive freshwater mussels. During North Carolina’s 2003 triennial review,
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) urged the EMC to consider the toxicity of ammonia on freshwater
mussels; in 2006, the USFWS repeated this call for action and noted “[t]here is ample data for developing a
standard for this common pollutant;”180 The EMC expressed gratitude for data, but made no effort to change
water quality standards.



After the 2007 triennial review, the EMC rejected calls to adopt an ammonia standard, justifying delay by
noting pending EPA studies of ammonia’s toxicity on freshwater mussels as well as EPA’s anticipated
decision on whether or not to revise the aquatic life standard.181 The EMC stated, “After EPA makes its
decision, we will reexamine the standard . . . and determine an appropriate course of action.”182



In 2013, EPA published revised ammonia recommendations.183 In 2014, EPA noted the absence of, and
encouraged the EMC to adopt, an ammonia standard to protect aquatic life in North Carolina.184 Again, the



184 Letter from James Giattina, EPA Region IV, to Tom Reeder, NCDENR 2 (Feb. 4, 2014).



183 EPA, Aquatic Life Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Ammonia – Freshwater 2013 x (2013), available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-08/documents/aquatic-life-ambient-water-quality-criteria-for-ammonia-
freshwater-2013.pdf.



182 Id.



181 NCDENR, “Report of Proceedings on the Proposed Changes to the Surface Water Quality Standards and
Classifications Rules for the Triennial Review,” (July 2006), available at
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/TriennialReview2006_0.pdf



180 Letter from Tom Augspurger, USFWS, to Connie Brower, DWQ (Sept. 1, 2006).



179 EPA, 1999 Update of Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Ammonia, EPA Doc. No. 822-R-99-014 (Dec. 1999),
available at https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi/20003O3L.PDF?Dockey=20003O3L.PDF.



178 EPA, 1999 Update of Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Ammonia, EPA Doc. No. 822-R-99-014 (Dec. 1999),
available at https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi/20003O3L.PDF?Dockey=20003O3L.PDF.



177 Newton, TJ, et al, Effects of ammonia on juvenile unionid mussels (Lampsilis cardium) in laboratory sediment
toxicity tests 22 Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry 2554-2560 (2003); Augspurger T, et al, Water quality
guidance for protection of freshwater mussels (Unionidae) from ammonia exposure, 22 Environmental Toxicology and
Chemistry 2569-2575 (2003).



176 Mummert AK, et al, Sensitivity of juvenile freshwater mussels (Lampsilis fasciola, Villosa iris) to total and
un-ionized ammonia, 22 Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry 2545-2553 (2003).



175 See, e.g., Augspurger T, et al, Water quality guidance for protection of freshwater mussels (Unionidae) from
ammonia exposure, 22 Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry 2569-2575 (2003); Bartsch MR, et al., Effects of
pore-water ammonia on in situ survival and growth of juvenile mussels (Lampsilis cardium) in the St. Croix Riverway,
Wisconsin, USA, 22 Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry 2561-2568 (2003); Mummert AK, et al, Sensitivity of
juvenile freshwater mussels (Lampsilis fasciola, Villosa iris) to total and un-ionized ammonia, 22 Environmental
Toxicology and Chemistry 2545-2553 (2003); Newton, TJ, The effects of ammonia on freshwater unionid mussels, 22
Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry 2543-2544 (2003); Newton, TJ, et al, Effects of ammonia on juvenile unionid
mussels (Lampsilis cardium) in laboratory sediment toxicity tests 22 Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry
2554-2560 (2003).
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EMC failed to adopt, or even propose, a water quality standard for ammonia.  During its review of the 2014
review triennial review package, EPA again encouraged the State to adopt an ammonia standard “during this
current triennial review” and sent additional material directly to North Carolina to inform adoption of
ammonia criteria.185 After the 2014 triennial review, DENR noted it was “appraising” EPA’s 2013
recommendations “for the next Triennial Review.”186



In the 2017-2019 Triennial Review, ammonia standards were once again pushed to the next triennial review.
DWR placed the EPA’s 2013 recommended ammonia standards in a list of topics to be “carefully reviewed
and prioritized for inclusion in the next cycle of the Triennial Review.”187 DWR stated that it would consider
the 2013 EPA aquatic life National Recommended Water Quality Criteria for Ammonia for adoption.188



However, the EMC has failed to propose the 2013 EPA ammonia criteria for adoption in the 2020-2022
Triennial Review.189



As shown in the map below, as of July 2021, North Carolina has one of the most obsolete ammonia
standards in the nation. It is past time for the EMC to adopt EPA’s 2013 criteria. Once the state water
quality standard is adopted, the EMC and DEQ can consider how best to manage discharge limits over time;
but updating the standard to reflect the best available science is well past due.



IX. Metals



Much of the 2018 triennial review focused on metal standards. We appreciate that the EMC has proposed
changes to address selenium and cadmium, and we discuss those below. Aluminum remains without a
standard and we urge the EMC to adopt one consistent with the most current EPA recommendations.



A. Selenium



189 See 35 N.C. Register 22 at 2407 (May 17, 2021).
188 Id. at 12.



187 DEQ, Report of Proceedings to the Environmental Management Commission on the Proposed Changes to the
Surface Water Quality Classifications and Standards for the Protections of Surface Waters Regulations 10 (2019).



186 DEQ, Summary of Surface Water Quality Standards 2007-2014 39 (April 2015), available at
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/Summary%20of%20NC%20standards_Tri%20Rev%20Report_May_4_2015.
pdf.



185 Letter from James Giattina, EPA Region IV, to Tom Reeder, DWR EPA Recommendations on the 2007-2014 NC
Triennial Review 1 (Jan. 3, 2016), available at https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/AppB_EPAComm.pdf
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We applaud the EMC for proposing to adopt the EPA’s 2016 ambient water quality criteria for selenium to
protect aquatic life. The 2016 criteria reflect concerns about Selenium bioaccumulation in aquatic life.190



Selenium bioaccumulation occurs at concentrations too low to trigger acute effects; instead, toxicity
transfers to eggs and harms reproduction.191 The EPA’s 2016 criteria combat these chronic effects by using a
four element approach.192 While the adoption of the 2016 criteria is a positive step forward, the EPA also
recognized that site-specific standards may be necessary at aquatic sites with high selenium
bioaccumulation.193 We urge the EMC to consider the need for site-specific selenium standards where high
rates of bioaccumulation, especially in lentic aquatic systems, suggest the need for additional protection.
We support the EMC’s proposal to adopt the EPA’s recommended standard to protect aquatic life from
chronic exposure to selenium.



B. Cadmium



We also support adoption of water quality standards for cadmium that are consistent with recent EPA
recommendations.194 Cadmium primarily enters the aquatic environment through human activity; per the
EPA, “human sources, such as mining and urban processes, are responsible for contributing approximately
90 percent of the cadmium found in surface waters.”195 EPA revised its 2001 cadmium criteria after
reviewing toxicity studies of the effect of cadmium on 75 species (49 genera). Acute exposure to cadmium
can kill aquatic life, and chronic exposure can impact “growth, reproduction, immune and endocrine
systems, development and behavior in aquatic organisms.”196 We are encouraged that the EMC is proposing
to adopt the EPA’s 2016 ambient water quality criteria to protect aquatic life for freshwater chronic and
class SC waters.197 Additionally, we appreciate that the EMC is proposing to adopt the EPA’s 2016
recommended freshwater acute criteria to protect aquatic life for waters designated as trout waters.198



However, we ask that the EMC propose to adopt the EPA 2016 recommended freshwater acute criteria for
all Class C waters throughout the state, not just those designated as trout waters.



The current proposed rules adopt the original final acute value (FAV) calculated by the EPA in the 2016
criteria for all Class C waters that are not trout waters.199 The EPA lowered their recommendation pursuant
to the 1985 “Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic
Organisms and Their Uses” to protect the  commercially and recreationally important rainbow trout.200 The
original FAV calculated by the EPA is also not protective of the brown trout and the mottled sculpin, which
are found in North Carolina waters.201 Restricting the EPA’s final recommendation to only trout waters could



201Id. at 66; U.S. Dep’t of the Interior, Nonindigenous Aquatic Species, U.S. Geological Survey,
https://nas.er.usgs.gov/queries/FactSheet.aspx?SpeciesID=502 (last visited July 21, 2021); U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service,
Brown Trout, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, https://www.fws.gov/southeast/wildlife/fishes/brown-trout/ (Jan 9, 2020).



200 EPA, Aquatic Life Ambient Water Quality Criteria Cadmium - 2016, at xiv (2016).
199 See 35 N.C. Register 22 at 2417 (May 17, 2021).
198 See 35 N.C. Register 22 at 2417 (May 17, 2021).
197 See 35 N.C. Register 22 at 2417 (May 17, 2021).



196EPA, Aquatic Life Criteria - Cadmium, U.S. Env’t Prot. Agency,
https://www.epa.gov/wqc/aquatic-life-criteria-cadmium#how (last visited July 21, 2021).



195 EPA, Fact Sheet, Aquatic Life Ambient Water Quality Criteria Update for Cadmium - 2016 at 2 (March 2016),
available at https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-03/documents/cadmium-final-factsheet.pdf.



194 See, EPA, Aquatic Life Ambient Water Quality Criteria Cadmium- 2016 at 1 (March 2016), available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-03/documents/cadmium-final-report-2016.pdf.



193 Id. at xiii.
192 Id.
191 Id.
190EPA, Aquatic Life Ambient Water Quality Criterion for Selenium – Freshwater 2016, at xii (2016)
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result in harm to rainbow trout, brown trout, and the mottled sculpin if they are found in waters that do not
have a trout waters designation. The mottled sculpin has native habitats outside of the mountains,202 and
those waters are not classified as trout waters.203 The EMC can ensure that sensitive species are protected
by applying the EPA’s final 2016 recommendation to all Class C waters throughout the state. Thus, we urge
the EMC to propose adopting the EPA’s final 2016 recommended freshwater acute criteria for cadmium to
protect aquatic life in all of the state’s Class C waters.



C. Aluminum



Unlike selenium, cadmium and copper, North Carolina has no water quality standard for aluminum.204 EPA
first recommended ambient water quality criteria for aluminum in 1988.205 In 2018, the EPA issued the new
Aquatic Life Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Aluminum.206 The EMC is not proposing to adopt the EPA’s
new 2018 criteria in this triennial review.207 Aluminum enters water through both natural and anthropogenic
sources.208 Fossil fuel combustion, aluminum production, and aluminum present in fertilizers are the
primary anthropogenic sources of aluminum.209 Aluminum does not play any biologically important
functions nor does it have any beneficial properties for aquatic life.210 Aluminum toxicity in fish primarily
takes place in the gills and results in ionoregulatory, osmoregulatory, and respiratory dysfunction.211



Aluminum toxicity can lead to death in fish.212



The EPA’s new 2018 criteria improve upon the old 1988 criteria by considering the effects of pH, total
hardness, and dissolved organic carbon on aluminum toxicity, all of which impact the toxicity of
aluminum.213 The 2018 criteria are not fixed values like the 1988 criteria.214 Instead, the 2018 criteria utilizes
a multiple linear regression model to provide a range of acceptable values.215 The model calculates the
values using a site’s pH, total harness, and dissolved organic carbon.216 Due to the limited availability of data
concerning current ambient aluminum levels and the parameters needed for the use of the EPA’s model, we
were unable to see if any waters in North Carolina contain aluminum concentrations above the 2018 EPA
recommendations. However, we ask that the EMC use its resources to investigate current ambient
aluminum concentrations in North Carolina waters and utilize the EPA’s model to see if any waters exceed



216 EPA, supra note 208, at 60–61.
215 Id.
214 EPA, Fact Sheet: Final 2018 Aquatic Life Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Aluminum in Freshwaters, at 2 (2018).
213 EPA, supra note 208, at xii.
212 EPA, Fact Sheet: Final 2018 Aquatic Life Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Aluminum in Freshwaters, at 1 (2018).
211Id. at 11.
210 Id. at 10.
209 Id. at 3.
208EPA, Final Aquatic Life Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Aluminum 2018, at 2 (2018).



207 See 35 N.C. Register 22 at 2407 (May 17, 2021).



206 EPA, Final Aquatic Life Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Aluminum 2018 (2018), available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2018-12/documents/aluminum-final-national-recommended-awqc.pdf.



205 EPA, Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Aluminum- 1988 (August 1988),
https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi/2000M5FC.PDF?Dockey=2000M5FC.PDF



204 But see 15A N.C. Admin. Code 2B .0406(incorporating by reference effluent limitations promulgated by EPA for
industrial dischargers engaged in aluminum forming).



203 DEQ, DWR Surface Water Classifications Map,
https://ncdenr.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=6e125ad7628f494694e259c80dd64265 (last visited
July 21, 2021).



202 U.S. Dep’t of the Interior, supra note 201.
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the EPA’s 2018 recommendations. We urge the EMC to correct decades of inaction and adopt freshwater
aluminum water quality criteria consistent with the latest EPA recommendations.217



X. Cyanotoxins



Many North Carolina rivers, lakes, and sounds receive too much nitrogen and phosphorus, leading to algal
blooms. Some species of algae produce cyanobacterial toxins that can kill fish, harm swimmers, and
significantly increase the cost of treating drinking water. Worse, recent studies suggest that climate change
may accelerate eutrophication of North Carolina’s waterways and cause more frequent toxic algal blooms.218



Currently, North Carolina lacks numeric water quality criteria for algal toxins, and the EMC has not proposed
any such standards during this triennial review. We recommend that the EMC adopt a standard based on
the best available science as described below.



EPA has provided ample guidance on the subject. First, in 2015, EPA issued health advisory levels219 for
microcystins and cylindrospermopsin in drinking water.220 Both toxins can be produced by various
cyanobacteria. Cylindrospermopsin can adversely affect liver and kidney function.221 Microcystins primarily
impact the liver.222 EPA has concluded that adverse health effects are not anticipated to occur over a 10-day
exposure to cyanobacteria in drinking water at the following concentrations or below: microcystin, 0.3 µg/L
for infants and 1.6 µg/L for children and adults; and cylindrospermopsin, 0.7 µg/L for infants and 3 µg/L for
children and adults.223



Cyanotoxins can also harm people who are exposed while swimming or boating in or near cyanobacterial
blooms. In 2016, EPA issued draft criteria to protect human health in waters designated for swimming and



223 EPA, Availability of Health Effects Support Documents and Drinking Water Health Advisories for Cyanobacterial
Toxins; and a Support Document Containing Recommendations for Managing Cyanotoxins in Drinking Water, 80 Fed.
Reg. 34637, available at
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2015/06/17/2015-14936/availability-of-health-effects-support-documents-an
d-drinking-water-health-advisories-for



222 EPA, Drinking Water Health Advisory for the Cyanobacterial Microcystin Toxins, (June 15, 2015), available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-06/documents/microcystins-report-2015.pdf.



221 EPA, Drinking Water Health Advisory for the Cyanobacterial Toxin Cylindrospermopsin (June 15, 2015), available
at https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-06/documents/cylindrospermopsin-report-2015.pdf .



220 EPA, Availability of Health Effects Support Documents and Drinking Water Health Advisories for Cyanobacterial
Toxins; and a Support Document Containing Recommendations for Managing Cyanotoxins in Drinking Water, 80 Fed.
Reg. 34637 (June 17, 2015), available at
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2015/06/17/2015-14936/availability-of-health-effects-support-documents-an
d-drinking-water-health-advisories-for In preparing the health advisories, EPA compiled information on relevant health
effects, analytical methods, and treatment technologies. EPA also produced a support document to assist states trying to
address cyanotoxins in drinking water supplies.



219 EPA may issue health advisories for contaminants that are not subject to national primary drinking water regulations.
42 U.S.C. § 300 g– 1(b)(1)(F).



218 Paerl, H.W. & Huisman,  J., Climate change: A catalyst for global expansion of harmful cyanobacterial blooms,
1 Env’t Microbiology Rep. 27-37 (2009); O’Neil et al, The rise of harmful cyanobacteria blooms: The potential
roles of eutrophication and climate change, 14 Harmful Algae 313–334 (2012); Paerl, H.W et al, Mitigating
cyanobacterial harmful algal blooms in aquatic ecosystems impacted by climate change and
anthropogenic nutrients, 54 Harmful Algae 213–222 (2016).



217 “As with  the 1988 AWQC for aluminum, there is still insufficient data on estuarine and marine species to fulfill the
MDRs as specified in  the 1985 Guidelines.  As a result, the EPA cannot recommend criteria for estuarine/marine waters
at this time.” Id. at xv.
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other recreational use.224 The proposal made a convincing case that criteria that protect children, ages 5 to
11, playing in the water, will also protect adults, and will protect people subject to a variety of other
exposures, including breathing aerosol droplets thrown up by jet ski motors, or accidentally ingesting toxins
or absorbing them through the skin while swimming, diving, or otherwise recreating. In 2019, based on the
totality of the evidence, and after considering extensive stakeholder input, EPA finalized a recommended
recreational criterion for microcystin of 8 micrograms/liter (µg/L), and for cylindrospermopsin, 15 µg/L.225



Available data on algal blooms, although complaint driven and therefore far from comprehensive, shows
that both microcystin and cylindrospermopsin threaten the recreational use of North Carolina’s waters. In
recent years, cyanobacteria have been identified at counts above 100,000 cells/mL in the Albemarle Sound
(2012, 2015) as well as in the Cape Fear (2017, 2018, 2019, 2021), Catawba (2017, 2019, 2020), Chowan
(2017, 2018, 2019, 2021), French Broad (2015, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020), Hiwassee (2019), Little Tennessee
(2017, 2019),  Lumber (2021), Neuse (2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021), Pasquotank (2012, 2017, 2018, 2019,
2020, 2021), Roanoke (2019, 2021), Tar-Pamlico (2012, 2016, 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2021), Yadkin basin
(2017, 2019, 2020, 2021), and White Oak (2019) river basins. Cyanobacteria have been identified at counts
between 20,000 and 100,000 cells/mL in the Broad basin (2018), the Chowan basin (2020), the Lumber
basin (2017), the Tar-Pamlico basin (2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2020), the Neuse basin (2014, 2015), the
Lower Cape Fear (2016), and lakes in the Yadkin basin (2012, 2016). Cylindrospermopsis have been
identified in the Albermarle Sound (2013) and in the Broad (2020, 2021), Cape Fear (2013, 2014, 2016,
2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021), Catawba (2017, 2019, 2020), Chowan (2019, 2020, 2021), French Broad
(2017, 2018, 2020), Hiwassee (2019), Little Tennessee (2019), Lumber (2021), Neuse (2015, 2017, 2018,
2019, 2020, 2021), Pasquotank (2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021), Roanoke (2014, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2021),
Tar-Pamlico (2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021), White Oak (2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021),
and Yadkin (2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021) basins.226 Microcystis have been identified in the Broad (2020,
2021), Chowan (2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021), Cape Fear (2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021), Catawba (2017,
2019, 2020), French Broad (2017, 2018, 2019, 2020), Hiwassee (2019), Little Tennessee (2019), Neuse (2017,
2018, 2019, 2020, 2021), Pasquotank (2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021), Roanoke (2019, 2020, 2021) Tar
(2017, 2018, 2019, 2021), White Oak (2018, 2019), and Yadkin (2017, 2019, 2020, 2021) basins.



The data on exposures to toxins is also not systematic. The state Division of Public Health (DPH) in the NC
Department of Health and Human Services collects data on a complaint-driven basis, and only on the edges
of lakes or rivers (that is, not in deep water). Between 2005 and 2012, the agency collected records of 67
algal bloom events, skewed strongly to counties with large populations and concentrated recreational use
close to agency offices. Of the reported events, 80% were tested for algal toxins; cyanobacterial toxins were
found in 74% of tested events, and in all but one of these (38 out of 39), microcystins were detected.227



Ultimately, if algal toxins are present often enough to have generated this record solely through complaints,



227 DHHS, Algal Bloom Events, 2005-2012 Report.



226 DEQ, Division of Water Resources, Annual Reports of Algal Blooms, 2012-2016; see also Email from Elizabeth
Fensin, DWR, to Nathan Schumacher, NCCN (July 30, 2021) (reporting DWR data collected between 2017 and 2021),
attached as Exhibit 3. Cylindrospermopsis raciborskii has also been identified in several Piedmont lakes by academic
researchers. Laura Fondario Grubbs, Quantification of Select Cyanobacteria and Cyanotoxins in Piedmont North
Carolina Lakes using Real-Time PCR, (2014) (Master thesis, The University of North Carolina at Greensboro).



225 EPA, Recommended Human Health Recreational Ambient Water Quality Criteria or Swimming Advisories for
Microcystins and Cylindrospermopsin, (May 2019), available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/documents/hh-rec-criteria-habs-document-2019.pdf.



224 EPA, Draft Human Health Recreational Ambient Water Quality Criteria and/or Swimming Advisories for
Microcystins and Cylindrospermopsin, 81 Fed. Reg. 91929 (Dec. 19, 2016), available at
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2016/12/19/2016-30464/request-for-scientific-views-draft-human-health-rec
reational-ambient-water-quality-criteria-andor.
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it seems likely that many more blooms are happening, and that many more people have been exposed
without notifying state or local authorities.



Yet, without the adoption of applicable water quality standards, the State is unlikely to systematically
sample or analyze concentrations of cyanobacteria or their toxins. North Carolina splits up responsibility for
detecting and responding to algal blooms among several agencies. State management focuses on four
different impacts: ecological harms; recreational exposures; consequences for drinking water treatment;
and the safety of fish and shellfish for human consumption. Four distinct state programs are charged to
address these distinct concerns. Each program has its own statutory authority, and they all respond to
blooms independently of one another. As a result, in the absence of a clear mandate, the State rarely
obtains data on cell concentrations and ambient toxin concentrations from the same event, and never
simultaneously.  Absent improved monitoring and analysis driven by numeric water quality standards, it will
be difficult for North Carolina to impose whatever effluent limitations may be needed to reduce algal
blooms to safe levels. As such, we encourage the EMC to adopt standards to protect both drinking water
resources and recreation.



In adopting standards, the EMC should adopt cell count standards as well as concentration standards for
specific toxins, for three reasons. First, as noted above, North Carolina’s ambient monitoring already collects
cell counts. Second, cyanobacteria of different strains produce various microcystin congeners, but sampling
to measure microcystin concentrations tends to focus on just one: microcystin-LR.228 Blooms are often
composed of more than one species, and sometimes several genera. Because a cell count standard picks up
all the cells, it implicitly protects against the full range of congeners, not just microcystin LR. Finally, separate
from the toxins, cyanobacteria cells can cause inflammatory and allergic reactions. The World Health
Organization (WHO) anticipates a ‘moderate’ probability of adverse health impacts at 100,000 cells/ mL.229



So, we urge the EMC to adopt a drinking water standard for chronic exposures that protects the most
vulnerable (infants), 0.3 µg/L for microcystin and 0.7 µg/L for cylindrospermopsin. For Class B and C waters,
we urge the EMC to adopt both concentration and cell count standards, 8 micrograms/liter (µg/L), and for
cylindrospermopsin, 15 µg/L, and a cell count standard of 100,000 cells/mL.



Finally, we recommend that the EMC consider adopting an algal toxin standard specifically for SA waters and
their tributaries. Research indicates that oysters and mussels can absorb toxins in particulate or dissolved
form and then hold them for weeks. One experiment found that mussels exposed to varying levels of
microcystin for 24 hours retained it for up to 8 weeks; oysters cleaned themselves somewhat faster.230



Cylindrospermopsin can also bioaccumulate in shellfish and fish tissues.231 This suggests that shellfish can
serve as a filter for toxins produced by blooms further upstream in the watershed over a period of weeks or
months. The EMC should examine whether a special standard based on shellfish consumption is needed for
SA waters in North Carolina.



231 Susan Kinnear, Cylindrospermopsin: A Decade of Progress on Bioaccumulation Research. 8(3) Mar. Drugs 542–564
(2010).



230 Corinne Gibble, et. al. Evidence of freshwater algal toxins in marine shellfish: Implications for human and aquatic
health. 59 Harmful Algae 59–66 (2016).



229 World Health Organization, Guidelines for Safe Recreational Water Environments, Volume 1: Coastal and Fresh
Waters (2003)(“A level of 100 000 cyanobacterial cells/ml ... represents a guideline value for a moderate health alert in
recreational waters.”), available at https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/42591.



228 EPA, Human Health Recreational Ambient Water Quality Criteria or Swimming Advisories for Microcystins and
Cylindrospermopsin- Draft, (Dec. 2016), available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-12/documents/draft-hh-rec-ambient-water-swimming-document.pdf.
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XI. Flow



To protect the many designated uses of North Carolina’s waters, the EMC should adopt water quality
standards to ensure necessary stream flow to protect ecological integrity. Aquatic life, primary and
secondary recreation, drinking water, industrial and agricultural water use, and other designated uses
depend on appropriate flow in streams and rivers. These uses warrant protections through the development
and adoption of narrative and numeric flow standards. Federal courts have upheld minimum stream flow
requirements necessary to enforce designated uses of state waters as part of the states’ authority under the
Clean Water Act.232



Absent an explicit flow standard, efforts to achieve the designated uses of water bodies tend to focus on the
chemical component of water quality, with limited consideration of how decisions will impact the physical
and biological integrity of water bodies. It makes little sense, however, to deem a waterbody “protected for
primary recreation which includes swimming”233 because it meets chemical standards if there is inadequate
water volume in the waterbody to swim or otherwise recreate therein. Recreational use of our waters is not
the only designated use that would be better protected by the adoption of flow standards. For instance,
some waters are designated for use as drinking water supplies, yet water can become unfit for consumption
or industrial processes when there is inadequate flow to assimilate nutrients and other pollutants. This is
explicitly demonstrated by algal blooms on the Cape Fear River, which happen more frequently during low
flows during the growing season.234



EPA Region 4 has continued to recommend that State agencies develop flow standards as part of the
triennial review process and has provided state agencies with guidance. In the Southeast, Kentucky, Virginia,
and Tennessee have already adopted flow protections in their water quality standards, allowing for the
protection of flows for aquatic life and recreation. In 2017, the USGS and EPA released a final technical
report on the process to protect aquatic life from the effects of hydrologic alteration.235 This guidance can
further aid the EMC in developing standards that explicitly protect designated uses including aquatic life and
recreation. North Carolina should follow this guidance and develop flow protection standards.



We encourage the EMC to adopt flow standards developed using a ‘natural flow paradigm’236 that
recognizes the importance of seasonal, intra-annual, and inter-annual variable flow patterns necessary to
sustain designated uses during a wide range of annual precipitation patterns. One method that is useful
when site-specific flow data is lacking is the Percent-of-Flow (POF) approach or “presumptive standard.” The
presumptive standard “explicitly recognizes the importance of natural flow variability and sets protection
standards by using allowable departures from natural conditions, expressed as percent alternation.”237 We



237 B.D. Richter, M.M. Davis, et al. Short Communication: A presumptive standard for environmental flow protection.
River Research Applications (2011). DOI: 10.1002/rra.1511.



236 N.L. Poff,  J.D. Allan, et al. The natural flow regime: A paradigm for river conservation and restoration. 47
BioScience 769-784 (1997).



235 EPA & USGS, Final EPA-USGS Technical Report: Protecting Aquatic Life from Effects of Hydrologic Alteration,
EPA Report 822-R-16-007/USGS Scientific Investigations Report 2016-5164 (2016)(acknowledging that too much or
too little flow can have major negative consequences on aquatic life), available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2016-12/documents/final-aquatic-life-hydrologic-alteration-report.pdf.



234 Nathan S. Hall et. al, Presentation to NC WRRI Annual Conference 2017, “Unraveling dual influences of increasing
nutrients and changing flow regimes on bloom potential along the middle Cape Fear”
https://wrri.ncsu.edu/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/Hall.pdf (visited 7/30/18)



233 15A N.C. Admin. Code 2B .0101(c).
232 PUD No. 1 of Jefferson Cnty. v. Washington Dept. of Ecology, 511 U.S. 700, 723 (1994).
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caution against adopting a flow standard based on default measures like 7Q10, which mimic the most
severe drought conditions and are inadequate to protect aquatic life or many other uses.



XII. Methylmercury



North Carolina currently has a water quality standard for mercury in Class C waters, but lacks a standard for
methylmercury, the mercury compound most toxic to aquatic life. Notably, “[w]henever a State reviews
water quality standards . . ., or revises or adopts new standards . . ., such State shall adopt criteria for all
toxic pollutants listed pursuant to section 1317(a)(1) of this title . . . ,” and “[s]uch criteria shall be specific
numeric criteria for such toxic pollutants.”238 The list of toxic pollutants include “mercury and
compounds.”239



The amount of mercury released into the environment has increased throughout the industrial age, and
North Carolina’s power plants continue to be a substantial source of mercury emission in North Carolina.240



After a series of chemical transformations caused by microbial activity, mercury becomes methylmercury, a
harmful neurotoxin with the highest chronic toxicity of any tested mercury compound.241



Methylmercury is absorbed into the tissue of fish, where it bioaccumulates and biomagnifies in the food
chain, so predator fish and older fish typically have high concentrations of methylmercury.242 As observed by
DWR, “[m]ercury is by far the most common metal detected in North Carolina fish.243 According to EPA
studies, nearly 100% of the mercury that bioaccumulates in predatory fish is methylmercury.244



Humans are exposed to methylmercury by eating fish that contain methylmercury.  Such exposure is
particularly problematic to pregnant women and women of childbearing age due to the adverse effects of
methylmercury on childhood development. “Mercury’s harmful effects that may be passed from the mother
to the fetus include brain damage, mental retardation, incoordination, blindness, seizures, and inability to



244 Dana Sackett et al, The Influence of Fish Length on Tissue Mercury Dynamics: Implications for Natural Resource
Management and Human Health Risk, 10 Int’l J. Envtl Research & Pub. Health 638-59 (Feb. 2013),



243 DWR, Fact Sheet: Bioaccumulation in North Carolina Fish (Sept. 2016), available at
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/Water%20Quality/Environmental%20Sciences/ISU/DWR%20Fish%20Bioaccumulation%20F
act%20Sheet%20Sept%202016.pdf.



242 EPA, Water Quality Criterion for the Protection of Human Health: Methylmercury, EPA-823-R-01-001 (Jan. 2001),
available at http://water.epa.gov/scitech/swguidance/standards/criteria/aqlife/methylmercury/document.cfm.; see also
Dana Sackett et al, The Influence of Fish Length on Tissue Mercury Dynamics: Implications for Natural Resource
Management and Human Health Risk, 10 INT’L. J. ENVTL. RESEARCH & PUB. HEALTH 638-59 (Feb. 2013),
available at http://www.mdpi.com/1660-4601/10/2/638.



241 EPA, Quality Criteria for Water 172 (May 1, 1986), available at
http://water.epa.gov/scitech/swguidance/standards/criteria/current/index.cfm#gold.



240 NCDENR, North Carolina Mercury TMDL 8 (Sept. 2012), available at
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/Water%20Quality/Planning/TMDL/FINAL%20TMDLS/Statewide/NCMercuryTMDL_EPAS
ubmit.pdf. As previously observed by the State,



Approximately 80% of the mercury released from human activities is elemental mercury released to
the air, primarily from fossil fuel combustion, mining, and smelting, and from solid waste
incineration. Coal-burning power plants are the largest man-made source of mercury emissions to the
air in the United States, accounting for over 50% of all domestic human-caused mercury emissions.
About 15% of the total is released to the soil from fertilizers, fungicides, and municipal solid waste
(for example, from waste that contains discarded batteries, electrical switches, or thermometers).
Discharges of industrial wastewater account for an additional 5% of mercury released to surface
waters.



Id. at 12.



239 40 C.F.R. § 401.15 (listing toxic pollutants).
238 33 U.S.C. § 1313(c)(2)(B) (emphasis added).
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speak. Children poisoned by mercury may develop problems with their nervous and digestive systems, and
kidney damage.”245



Mercury-related fish consumption advisories issued by the N.C. Department of Health and Human Services
caution against consumption of largemouth bass, blackfish, black crappie, catfish, jack fish, warmouth,
yellow perch, almaco jack, banded rudderfish, cobia, Crevalle jack, greater amberjack, South Atlantic
grouper, king mackerel, ladyfish, little tunny, marlin, orange roughy, shart, Spanish mackerel, swordfish,
tilefish, and Albacore tuna.246 Those advisories offer more stringent precautions for vulnerable populations
like children under 15 and women of childbearing age. However, fish consumption advisories are no
substitute for water quality standards.247



In 2001, EPA recommended a water quality criterion for methylmercury (0.3 mg/kg of fish tissue), reasoning
that such a standard was preferable to a water column-based criterion because it integrates spatial and
temporal complexity that affects methylmercury bioaccumulation.248 In 2010, EPA issued guidance for
implementing that recommendation.249 We urge the EMC to adopt a methylmercury standard that is at
least as protective as the EPA recommendation.250



XIII. Cyanide



Cyanide occurs in water in many forms, including as hydrocyanic acid (HCN), the cyanide ion (CN-), simple
cyanides, metallocyanide complexes, and as simple chain and complex ring organic compounds.251



“Fluctuations in sunlight, pH, photosynthesis, and respiration of aquatic plant life, affect the formation,
stability, and toxicity of hydrogen cyanide, which is the most toxic form for aquatic life.”252 According to the
EPA, “free cyanide” is defined as the sum of cyanide present as HCN and as CN-.253 In contrast, total cyanide
includes nitriles and metallocyanide complexes which are relatively stable.254 For instance, cyano-complexes
of iron are very stable and do not release free cyanide unless the environment is extremely acidic (i.e., a
pH<2), a condition unlikely to be encountered outside of a lab.



254 Id. at 2.



253 Id. Free cyanide is bioavailable and particularly toxic to aquatic life; acute exposure to free cyanide can lead to death
of aquatic organisms. Id.at 4. Chronic impacts include reduced long-term survival and growth. Id. at 6.



252 EPA, Office of Water Regulations and Standards, Cyanide Water Quality Standards Criteria Summaries: A
Compilation of State/Federal Criteria at 2 (Sept. 1988).



251 EPA, Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Cyanide, EPA 440/5-84-028 at 1 (January 1985), available at
http://nepis.epa.gov/EPA/html/DLwait.htm?url=/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=P1002W79.PDF.



250 Research into the human microbiome suggests bacteria in the human gut may convert methylmercury back into the
highly toxic inorganic mercury, suggesting support for a more stringent standard. K.S. Betts, A Study in Balance: How
Microbiomes Are Changing the Shape of Public Health, 119(8) Envtl Health Persp., 340, 343 (2011); Liebert, C.A., et
al., Phylogeny of Mercury Resistance (mer) operons of Gram-Negative Bacteria Isolated from the Fecal Flora of
Primates, 63 Applied & Envtl Microbiology 1006-1076 (Mar. 1977) (discussing ability of intestinal bacteria to
demthylate methylmercury), available at http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC168397/pdf/631066.pdf.



249 EPA, Guidance for Implementing the January 2001 Methylmercury Water Quality Criterion, EPA 823-R-10-001
(April 2010).



248 EPA, Water Quality Criterion for the Protection of Human Health: Methylmercury, EPA 823-R-10-001 (January
2001).



247 Catherine E. LePrevost, Need for Improved Risk Communication of Fish Consumption Advisories to Protect
Maternal and Child Health: Influence of Primary Informants, 10 Int’l J. Envtl Research & Pub. Health 1720-34 (Apr.
2013) (noting that fish consumption advisories often do not reach the population most at risk from bioaccumulated
mercury), available at www.mdpi.com/1660-4601/10/5/1720/pdf.



246 NCDENR, North Carolina Mercury TMDL 9 (Sept. 2012).



245 Agency for Toxic Substances & Disease Registry (“ATSDR”), Mercury, Cas# 7439-97-6 (Apr. 1999), available at
http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/tfacts46.pdf.
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Importantly, however, measurement of only free cyanide fails to capture other forms of weakly-complexed
cyanide that can release HCN or CN- to the environment due to dissociation, photodecomposition, and
hydrolysis.255 We are therefore concerned that the EMC is proposing a cyanide standard under which
compliance could be assessed by measuring only free cyanide. Especially given the infrequency of
monitoring, exclusive measurement of HCN and CN- could drastically underrepresent the threat of cyanide
toxicity to aquatic life in a waterbody by overlooking the presence of weak and moderately strong
metal-cyanide complexes.256



To be clear, a total cyanide standard is justifiable and conservative, as it would protect aquatic life from the
toxic effects of all the various forms of cyanide based on the total species available.257 If, however, the EMC
wishes to permit measurement of something other than total cyanide, we recommend setting a limit of 5
ug/L for cyanide amenable to chlorination to adequately protect against threats to aquatic life.  This is
consistent with the EPA observation that it is “more appropriate” to measure “cyanide amenable to
chlorination or total cyanide” when states do not require sufficient frequency of monitoring over a wide
enough geographic area to rely exclusively on measurement of free cyanide.258 According to the EPA,
measuring cyanide amenable to chlorination provides a conservative estimate of toxicity because, in
addition to free cyanide, it “recovers some weak acid dissociable metal cyanide complexes that may or may
not actually release free cyanide in the environment.”259



XIV. Conclusion



The triennial review of surface water quality standards requires a significant amount of work from DEQ staff
on an ongoing basis, and that the EMC has generally viewed each cycle as an opportunity to make
incremental progress. In this cycle, the most urgent increments are (1) conversion to E. coli as the statewide
freshwater bacterial standard; (2) adoption of a statewide standard for 1,4 dioxane of 0.35 ug/L in all
waters; and (3) adoption of a class standard for PFAS of no more than 20 ppt of the sum of all PFAS
measured with method 537.1.



Beyond those key points, we have recommended establishing more protective standards that reflect the
latest science on toxicological mechanisms, ecological relationships, and the fate and transport of
pollutants; adopting a narrative standard to disallow the discharge of persistent toxics; updating standards
to protect against contamination from common pesticides; heeding EPA recommendations regarding
specific metals (selenium, cadmium, aluminum) and cyanotoxins (microcystin, cylindrospermopsin);
adopting flow standards using a natural flow paradigm; adopting a methylmercury standard reflective of the
risk of bioaccumulation in fish; and adopting a cyanide standard based on cyanide amenable to chlorination.



259 EPA, Clarification of Free and Total Cyanide Analysis for Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) Compliance, EPA
815-B-20-004 at 2 (June 2020), available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2016-08/documents/cyanide-clarification-free-and-total-cyanide-analysis-safe-dr
inking-water.pdf.



258 Id.



257 EPA, Office of Water Regulations and Standards, Cyanide Water Quality Standards Criteria Summaries: A
Compilation of State/Federal Criteria at 2 (Sept. 1988).



256 The EMC offers no support for the assertion in the regulatory impact analysis accompanying this rulemaking, that
“[t]he change to the cyanide standard will provide at least equivalent environmental protection.” DEQ, Regulatory
Impact Analysis D-3, .
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/SW_Triennial_2020-2022_%20Regulatory%20Impact%20Analysis.pdf
(2021)



255 For instance, dissociation of several metallocyanide complexes is very dependent on pH in the range that commonly
occurs in many waters. Id. at 2.
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We appreciate the opportunity to offer these comments, and will be glad to answer questions about any
aspect of them. Please do not hesitate to reach out to Will Hendrick at
hendrick@ncconservationnetwork.org or 919-857-4699 x.110, or Grady McCallie at
grady@ncconservationnetwork.org or 919-802-7592, and they will direct the question or request for more
information to the leads on that issue from among our groups.



Sincerely,



Grady McCallie
Policy Director
North Carolina Conservation Network



La’Meshia Whittington
Deputy Political Director
Advance Carolina



Peter Raabe
Southeast Regional Director
American Rivers



Kemp Burdette
Cape Fear Riverkeeper
Cape Fear River Watch



Rick E. Savage
President
Carolina Wetlands Association



Brandon Jones
Catawba Riverkeeper
Catawba Riverkeeper Foundation



Veronica Oakler
Executive Director
Clean Water for North Carolina



Rebecca Drohan
Water Quality Program Manager/Waterkeeper
Coastal Carolina Riverwatch



Sanja Whittington
Executive Director
Democracy Green



Emily Sutton
Haw Riverkeeper
Haw River Assembly



Steven Pulliam
Dan Riverkeeper
Good Stewards of Rockingham



David Caldwell
Broad Riverkeeper
MountainTrue



Hartwell Carson
French Broad Riverkeeper
MountainTrue



Andy Hill
Watauga Riverkeeper
MountainTrue



Kerri Allen
Coastal Advocate
North Carolina Coastal Federation



Naeema Muhammad
Co-Director of Organizing
North Carolina Environmental Justice Network



George Matthis
President
River Guardian Foundation



Cynthia Satterfield
State Director
NC Sierra Club



Jillian Howell
Pamlico-Tar Riverkeeper
Sound Rivers



Katy Hunt
Lower Neuse Riverkeeper
Sound Rivers
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Matthew Starr
Upper Neuse Riverkeeper
Sound Rivers



Geoff Gisler
Senior Attorney
Southern Environmental Law Center



Larry Baldwin
North Carolina CAFO Coordinator
Waterkeeper Alliance



Jefferson Currie II
Lumber Riverkeeper
Winyah Rivers Alliance



Christine Ellis
Deputy Director
Winyah Rivers Alliance



Connor Kippe
Policy Advocate
Toxic Free North Carolina



Cara Schildtknecht
Waccamaw Riverkeeper
Winyah Rivers Alliance



Edgar Miller
Riverkeeper/Executive Director
Yadkin Riverkeeper
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From: Becky Smith
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Triennial Review Comments
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 4:59:21 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


To: Chris Ventaloro
 
I am writing as a citizen of Pittsboro who has done a great deal of reading on the 4 contaminants
that affect Pittsboro’s DRINKING water due to the fact that our source water is the Haw River and
our intake is downstream of the Greensboro WWTP. I have attended several presentations OF Dr.
Detlef Knappe (NCSU) who has advocated for higher restrictions on the limits of 1,4,-Dioxane, PFAS,
PFOS, and Bromide.
 
What I have found very interesting is that the recommended EPA exposure limits, particularly for 1,4
– Dioxane, are exceeded in such high numbers. For example,  the recommended limit may be
0.35ug/L but the amount measured at the Pittsboro intake will be in the hundreds – 500 ug/L,
600ug/L, 700 ug/L.
 
What I have also noticed about his research was that the data collection of these samples only
occurs about once a month. There could be high exposure levels on other days during the month,
but without testing, this is an unknown. While a recent Consent Decree requires Greensboro to
report this contamination, their lack of cooperation in the past does not make anyone downstream
feel reliably comfortable.
 
Last month Pittsboro experienced another high exposure to 1,4 -Dioxane and many of my neighbors
asked me about the effectiveness of their water filters. Some use the built-in-refrigerator kind, the
pitcher style, and a few even have reverse osmoses (RO) filters under their kitchen sink. While the
PFAS & PFOS can be removed with RO – 1,4 -Dioxane CANNOT. Many people feel “safe” because
they use filters, but that is not the case with 1,4 -Dioxane.
 
This is the important point I really want to share with you – Pittsboro citizens cannot do anything to
remove 1,4 -Dioxane. We cannot buy expensive RO filters to fix the problem - we must buy bottled
water from somewhere else. And, because it is unregulated, we must rely on Facebook posts to even
be notified of our exposure.
 
To add insult to injury, this year Pittsboro citizens experienced a 45% increase in water rates in order
to finance a new filtration system at our WTP and yet it cannot remove 1,4 – Dioxane – again,
because it CANNOT be removed. I would ask that the State consider the effect of not setting a lower
limit for 1,4 -Dioxane, particularly on the Town of Pittsboro.  
 
Thank you,
Becky Smith
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Becky Smith, PE


Project Engineer
126 Commerce Court | Pittsboro, NC 27312
919/542.5002, ext. #233 (office)
919/428.7169 (cell)
Becky.Smith@Hydrostructures.com
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From: Jill Howell
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Triennial Review Comments
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 4:46:12 PM
Attachments: Triennial Review Comments WKC (1).pdf


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Please see attached for comments submitted on behalf of Waterkeepers Carolina for the
Triennial Review.
Thank you,
Jill Howell


Jillian Howell, MEM


Pamlico-Tar Riverkeeper


Sound Rivers, Inc.


P.O. Box 1854


Washington, NC 27889


(252) 946-7211 (office)


(781) 307-1524 (cell)


www.soundrivers.org


Join our mailing list
Follow us on Facebook: www.facebook.com/pamlicotar
Follow us at Twitter:  www.twitter.com/ptriverkeeper
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August 3, 2021



Christopher Ventaloro via email: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov
NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section
1611 Mail Service Center
Raleigh NC 27699-1611



Re: Comments on the 2021 Triennial Review of North Carolina’s Water Quality Standards



Dear Mr. Ventaloro,



Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the North Carolina Environmental Management
Commission’s (EMC) proposed changes to North Carolina’s surface water quality standards during this
Triennial Review.



These comments are submitted by Waterkeepers Carolina (WKC), a science-based, clean water advocacy
group representing 15 Waterkeepers from the mountains to the coast in North Carolina. WKC’s purpose is
to protect and improve the environmental integrity of North Carolina’s waterways, safeguard drinking
water supplies for our state’s residents, and sustain the recreational water resources that North Carolinians
hold dear. Together, our member organizations represent thousands of North Carolinians who fish, swim
and drink from the state’s waters within the Tar-Pamlico River, Neuse River, Cape Fear River, White-Oak
New River, Lumber River, Waccamaw River, Yadkin River, Haw River, Dan River, Catawba River, Broad
River, French Broad River, Green River, and Watauga River basins as well as the Crystal Coast.



While there are different water quality impacts and pollution issues that affect each of these river basins
across North Carolina differently, there are certain issues that are impacting all waters, and all
communities across the state. WKC has identified three priority water quality standards outlined below
that are notably absent from the proposed set of surface water quality updates, yet are critical to ensuring
our surface waters are adequately protected:



● Adoption of E. coli as the pathogenic indicator for all surface waters
● Adoption of surface water quality standards for Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) as a



class
● Adoption of surface water quality standards for algal toxins



Background



State water quality standards play a central role in a state’s water quality management program and the
Triennial Review requirement is designed to ensure that state water quality standards are adequate to
protect the public health or welfare, enhance the quality of water and serve the purposes of the Clean
Water Act. WKC believes that the recommendations set forth by this Triennial Review fall short of
meeting these goals. WKC has chosen to comment on three issues given their impact on watersheds
across the state, the urgency of the issues, best available scientific evidence, and data gathered by
Riverkeepers themselves and the fact that they have been left off the table. We believe that the EMC and
DEQ have not gone far enough with their recommendations, and should address the following issues in
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order to actually meet their obligations of the Triennial Review process and Clean Water Act to
implement water quality standards protective of human health.



It should be noted that individual riverkeepers will also be submitting comments to address water quality
standards specific to issues within their river basins, however, the below recommendations have been
prioritized by WKC as critical to addressing three statewide water quality issues.



Recommendation: EMC should adopt E. coli as the pathogenic indicator statewide for all Class B
and Class C surface waters.



Currently, North Carolina uses fecal coliform as the pathogen indicator to measure the suitability of
freshwaters for recreational use. The same numeric fecal coliform standards currently apply to both Class
B and C waters, while additional narrative standards are in place to protect primary contact recreation in
Class B waters. The EMC is proposing to replace fecal coliform with E. coli as the pathogen indicator as a
“site-specific” standard that would apply only to Class B waters in the 19 counties within DEQ’s
Asheville Regional Office area. This proposal is inadequate in that the best available science and
information is not being extended to update standards for the entire state, nor does it recognize the reality
that North Carolinians use both Class B and C waters for primary recreation.



In 1972, in response to concerns regarding the fecal coliform standard, EPA initiated a long term
recreational water quality monitoring research program to better assess the relationship between water
quality and swimming-associated acute infectious diseases. These studies demonstrated that enterococci
are good predictors of gastrointestinal illnesses in marine and fresh recreational waters; E. coli are good
predictors of such illnesses in freshwaters; and fecal coliforms are poor predictors of gastrointestinal
illness. E. coli is a coliform bacterium commonly found in the lower intestine of warm-blooded organisms
and is expelled into the environment within fecal matter. Unlike other species in the fecal coliform group,
E. coli does not generally grow or reproduce in the environment and is considered the best indicator of
fecal pollution and the possible presence of pathogens. In 1986, EPA formally recommended that E. coli
or enterococci replace fecal-coliform bacteria as the indicator pathogen in state water quality standards.1



In the decades since, EPA has urged states to adopt E. coli standards to protect recreational water quality
in freshwaters. The agency has also repeatedly reviewed its recommended recreational water quality
criteria based on the latest science; in 2012, the agency refined its recommendations for pathogen
indicators to consist of both a geometric mean and a statistical value threshold for E. coli and enterococci
bacteria. Recommendations also included limits on the magnitude, duration, and frequency of excursions.
In addition, EPA recommended Beach Action Values (BAVs), defined as the 75th percentile of the water
quality distribution of values of E. coli and enterococcus in epidemiological studies, to assist state
notification programs.2 In 2017, EPA conducted a five-year review of the 2012 recommendations and
offered no amendments to its recommendations.3



North Carolina is one of only a handful of states remaining that have failed to adopt EPA’s
recommendations and continues to use fecal coliform as the standard. Without a state E. coli standard,
government monitoring efforts and discharge limits in state-issued permits will fail to reflect the most
current science. As a result, these actions will fail to ensure that North Carolinians can safely fish, swim,
or wade in the state’s waters.



3 EPA. 2018. 2017 Five-Year Review of the 2012 Recreational Water Quality Criteria, available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2018-05/documents/2017-5year-review-rwqc.pdf.



2 EPA. 2012. Recreational Water Quality Criteria, available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-10/documents/rwqc2012.pdf.



1 EPA. 1986. Bacteriological Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Marine and Fresh Recreational Waters.
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WKC wants to let people know if it is safe to swim in their local waterways and believe North Carolinians
should be able to recreate without risking their health. As a science-based organization, we agree with
EPA that measuring E. coli is the best way to evaluate the suitability of freshwaters in North Carolina for
recreation. So while the state continues to use outdated standards, Riverkeepers are using the best
available science. In 2020, Riverkeepers conducted E. coli sampling weekly between Memorial Day and
Labor Day to capture peak recreational use of surface waters during the summer months to assess the
safety of swimming in our waters at 161 sites across North Carolina, for a total of 2,200 samples. We used
the IDEXX Colilert® Test for the detection of E. coli, a method that EPA, along with leading regulatory
agencies worldwide, has approved. Results from sampling are compared to BAVs, which EPA describes
as a “conservative, precautionary tool for making beach notification decisions.” E. coli concentration
exceeded the EPA’s Beach Action Value in 561 (25.5%) samples during the summer of 2020,
demonstrating that E. coli contamination is a statewide issue that should be a priority for this Triennial
Review.4



As non-profit organizations, we have implemented the use of the E. coli standards and have invested in
sampling programs and equipment to ensure we are able to do this. This is not a new technology or
standard; there is no need for a limited rollout of this program. After decades of being behind the science,
this standard should be implemented statewide; no single county, river basin, or region should be
prioritized over another. The best available science, technology, and information should be available to
the communities and the waters of the entire state.



We also recognize that failing to protect both Class B and Class C waters and limiting the use of E. coli as
a standard to only Class B surface waters will not fully protect recreational users. As on the ground
experts of our individual watersheds, we know that use of our waters is not dictated by DEQ’s
classifications. Many of the most popular recreational areas where people are having full body contact
with waters, whether that be swimming or wading, are classified as Class C, not Class B. The current
fecal coliform standard applies to both Class B and Class C waters, and we recommend retaining this
uniformity in numeric standards for an E. coli standard.



Recommendation: EMC set a surface water standard for PFAS as a class of no more than 20 ppt for
the sum of all PFAS.



In recent years, North Carolina has become a focus of nationwide concern around drinking water
contamination from PFAS compounds. The lack of any meaningful standards to address the per- and
polyfluoroalkyl substance (PFAS) contamination across the state is a significant issue with this proposed
packet of standards given the growing list of scientific studies and known health impacts of industrial
contaminants.



We know that the source of these contaminants is from industrial pollution and landfill leachate,
wastewater effluent to surface waters, land application of contaminated biosolids, and air emissions.5
PFAS contamination in our waters has been well documented in the Haw River and the Cape Fear River
watersheds, where residents’ drinking water has been contaminated at alarming levels. PFAS
contamination is not an issue specific to these basins though; based on data collected from every drinking



5 De Silva et. al. 2020. PFAS Exposure Pathways for Humans and Wildlife: A Synthesis of Current Knowledge and Key Gaps in
Understanding. Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry. Available at https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.4935.



4 Waterkeepers Carolina. 2021. Is it Safe to Swim? Protecting Recreational Water Quality in North Carolina, available at
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5ef24b5095ad893250273bac/t/60b0017124a0c1591522c2de/1622147470704/Waterkeepers
+Carolina+-+2020+Bacteria+Report+-+UPDATED+5-27.pdf
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water intake in North Carolina by the PFAS Testing Network, PFAS are present in varying levels in
waters across the state.6



North Carolina can not afford to wait to regulate PFAS compounds. Communities have been drinking
contaminated water for decades and are continuing to be exposed every day. More research is being
conducted to show the full extent of health impacts that these communities will continue to face. As other
states begin to set protective standards, including sum totals for the class of PFAS, we may see these
polluting industries begin to take advantage of weaker regulations in North Carolina. The science is clear:
PFAS must be regulated as a class in order to protect impacted communities. Compounds in this class of
pollutants share similar health risks, even at low detection levels.



Based on the available science, a water quality standard of no more than 20 ppt for the sum of all PFAS
should be set to adequately protect human health.



Recommendation: Adopt the 2019 EPA-recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria
for recreational use to address algal toxin contamination.



Currently, North Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins and the state is not proposing one during this Triennial Review despite the growing problem
of nutrient pollution fueled algal growth and Harmful Algal Blooms (HABs) across the state.



Excess nutrients, mainly nitrogen and phosphorus, in our lakes and rivers can produce algal blooms.7 In
some cases, blooms can be dominated by cyanobacteria, which may produce cyanotoxins that can
adversely affect drinking water and endanger humans, pets. and aquatic life. These blooms are known as
Harmful Algal Blooms or “HABs.” Increased nutrient loading from wastewater treatment plants, urban
stormwater, residential fertilizer, and runoff from agricultural operations, including concentrated animal
feeding operations (CAFOs), is compounded by elevated water temperatures due to climate change,
further fueling the growth of HABs.8 Warmer surface water temperatures enhance algal growth, with the
heaviest growth or blooms often seen in mid to late summer when the water body has warmed sufficiently
to lessen nocturnal cooling of the surface. As climate change continues to affect average temperatures, we
expect to see both more intense and longer-lasting algal growth. This trend has been noted in waters
throughout the Southeastern U.S. as well as the North American Great Lakes. Increased periods of
drought and stagnation will further exacerbate the problem in some water bodies. The combination of
higher temperatures and climbing nutrient loads in many North Carolina waterways indicates that algal
blooms will continue to increase. With that increase comes the possibility of more HABs and associated
toxins adversely affecting both human and environmental health.



According to EPA, human exposure to elevated levels of cyanotoxins can impact the kidneys, liver, and
the neurological system. According to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, depending on the
particular cyanotoxin, symptoms may range from skin, eyes, nose, and throat irritation, to headaches and
abdominal pains, to more serious neurological or respiratory system impacts. Similarly, pets that have
come into contact with toxic algae or ingested water contaminated with cyanotoxins may also experience
adverse health impacts. Exposure can cause health impacts that include too much salivation, general
weakness, staggered walking, and difficulty breathing. In some severe cases, animals exposed to toxic
algae may die within hours or days of exposure.



8 EPA. 2020. Causes Of Cyanohabs, available at: https://www.epa.gov/cyanohabs/causes-cyanohabs.
7 EPA. 2020. Cyanobacterial Harmful Algal Blooms (CyanoHABs) in Water Bodies, available at https://www.epa.gov/cyanohabs.
6 North Carolina PFAS Testing Network. Data and Tools, available at https://ncpfastnetwork.com/data-and-tools/.
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Even without the production of toxins, HABs have the potential to cause catastrophic impacts on an
ecosystem. HABs may keep sunlight from reaching deeper in the water and may remove dissolved
oxygen from the water as they decompose, leading to hypoxia or reduced dissolved oxygen levels, which
have potential to harm fish and plant life. HABs can also have significant negative impacts on local
economies. Health and swim advisories resulting from HABs directly affect recreational uses and limit
related economic activity. In addition, HABs may reduce property values if the problem is not addressed
and/or becomes dangerous. In cases where HABs impact aquatic ecosystems, fisheries may suffer,
limiting commercial and recreational fishing opportunities. Perhaps the most significant risk posed by
HABs is to community drinking water supplies, which may be directly threatened by contamination from
cyanotoxins, resulting in expensive treatment costs and potential negative health effects and related health
care costs.



Each summer, Riverkeepers across the state expect to hear calls and reports from concerned community
members out on the water who are seeing algal blooms. We know this is a growing concern, and so does
DEQ. Despite the lack of water quality standards, DEQ tracks algal blooms. Though the process is
complaint-driven and therefore not comprehensive, their data still shows that both microcystin and
cylindrospermopsin threaten the recreational use of North Carolina’s waters. In recent years,
cyanobacteria have been identified at counts above 100,000 cells/mL in the Pasquotank River (2012),
Albemarle Sound (2012, 2015), Pamlico River (2012, 2015, 2016), and Waterville Lake in the French
Broad basin (2015). Cyanobacteria have been identified at counts between 20,000 and 100,000 cells/mL
in the Tar-Pamlico basin (2012, 2014, 2015, 2016), the Neuse basin (2014, 2015), the Lower Cape Fear
(2016), and lakes in the Yadkin basin (2012, 2016). Cylindrospermopsis have been identified in the
Roanoke basin (2014), Albemarle Sound (2013), the Tar-Pamlico basin (2014, 2015, 2016), the Neuse
basin (2015), the Lower Cape Fear basin (2013, 2016), and the middle Cape Fear (2014).9 The state
Division of Public Health (DPH) in the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) also collects
data on a complaint-driven basis. Between 2005 and 2012 (most recent available data report), the agency
collected records of 67 algal bloom events. Eight percent of these reports were tested for algal toxins;
cyanobacterial toxins were found in 74% of tested events, and in all but one of these (38 out of 39),
microcystins were detected.10 This week (August 2, 2021) DEQ advised the public to avoid contact with
green or blue water in the Chowan River near Edenton due to an algal bloom that has lingered in the area
since July 27, 2021.11 It was determined that the bloom was dominated by the cyanobacteria
Dolichospermum and Microcystis, and microcystin was detected at 350 μg/L which exceeds public health
advisory levels.12



In 2019, EPA published recommended recreational ambient water quality criteria reflecting the latest
scientific knowledge on the potential human health effects from recreational exposure to these two
cyanotoxins.13 The EMC should adopt these 2019 EPA-recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality
criteria for recreational use of 8 micrograms/L for microcystins and 15 micrograms/L for
cylindrospermopsin.14



14 US EPA. 2019. Recommended Human Health Recreational Ambient Water Quality Criteria or Swimming
Advisories for Microcystins and Cylindrospermopsin.



13 US EPA. 2020. Communicating about Cyanobacterial Blooms and Toxins in Recreational Waters, available at
https://www.epa.gov/cyanohabs/communicating-about-cyanobacterial-blooms-and-toxins-recreational-waters.



12 EPA. 2019. Recommended Human Health Recreational Ambient Water Quality Criteria or Swimming Advisories for
Microcystins and Cylindrospermopsin, available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/documents/hh-rec-criteria-habs-factsheet-2019.pdf.



11 “Public Cautioned to Avoid Algal Bloom in Chowan River,” DEQ. 2 Aug. 2021. Press Release, available at
https://deq.nc.gov/news/press-releases/2021/08/02/public-cautioned-avoid-algal-bloom-chowan-river?fbclid=IwAR0gSWyus8yY
_c8O7sOJknfop0Q4hzY9ZPd0ZFN1o0SOARcvL2K41oH96Ow



10 NC Department of Health & Human Services. Algal Bloom Events, 2005-2012 Report, available at
https://testyourwell.nc.gov/oee/docs/HAB_Events_2005_2012.pdf.



9 DEQ, Division of Water Resources. Annual Reports of Algal Blooms, 2012-2016.
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Conclusion



WKC urges DEQ to consider inclusion of the aforementioned water quality standards during this
Triennial Review. Without their inclusion, waters of the state and the communities that use and rely on
these waters will not be adequately protected. North Carolinians deserve to have waters that are fishable,
swimmable, and drinkable, and it is the responsibility of this agency to ensure that the best available
science, technology, and information is being utilized to update surface water quality standards to do so.



For the rivers and our communities,



Jill Howell
Pamlico-Tar Riverkeeper
On behalf of Waterkeepers Carolina
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August 3, 2021



Christopher Ventaloro via email: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov
NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section
1611 Mail Service Center
Raleigh NC 27699-1611



Re: Comments on the 2021 Triennial Review of North Carolina’s Water Quality Standards



Dear Mr. Ventaloro,



Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the North Carolina Environmental Management Commission’s
(EMC) proposed updates to North Carolina’s surface water quality standards during this Triennial Review. These
comments are submitted by Sound Rivers, a clean water advocacy non-profit organization that monitors, protects,
and preserves the Tar-Pamlico and Neuse River watersheds through environmental justice. Sound Rivers’
comments focus on three water quality standards outlined below that were not included in the proposed set of
Triennial Review surface water quality updates, but are critical to ensuring our surface waters are adequately
protected:



● Adoption of E. coli as the pathogenic indicator for all surface waters
● Adoption of surface water quality standards for ammonia
● Adoption of surface water quality standards for algal toxins



Background



State water quality standards play a critical role in a state’s water quality management program and the Triennial
Review is designed to ensure these standards are protective of the public health or welfare, enhance water quality,
and serve the purposes of the Clean Water Act. Sound Rivers believes that the recommendations set forth by this
Triennial Review fall short of meeting these goals, and has chosen to comment on three issues related to bacteria
and nutrient pollution given their impact on the Tar-Pamlico and Neuse River watersheds, the urgency of the
issues, best available scientific evidence, and data gathered by our Riverkeepers. EMC and DEQ should address
the following issues in order to meet their obligations of the Triennial Review process and Clean Water Act to
implement water quality standards protective of human health. It should also be noted that Sound Rivers supports
the comments submitted by Waterkeepers Carolina and North Carolina Conservation Network.



Recommendation: Adopt E. coli as the pathogenic indicator statewide for Class B and C surface waters.



Currently, North Carolina uses fecal coliform as the pathogen indicator to measure the suitability of freshwaters
for recreational use. The same numeric fecal coliform standards are used for both Class B and C waters, with
additional narrative standards in place for Class B waters. EMC’s proposal to replace the fecal coliform standard
with E. coli as the pathogen indicator for only Class B waters in the 19 counties within DEQ’s Asheville Regional
Office area is inadequate in that the best available science is not being extended to update standards for the entire
state, nor does it recognize the reality that both Class B and C waters are used for primary recreation.



In 1972, in response to concerns regarding the fecal coliform standard, EPA initiated a long term recreational
water quality monitoring research program to better assess the relationship between water quality and
swimming-associated acute infectious diseases. These studies demonstrated that enterococci are good predictors
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of gastrointestinal illnesses in marine and fresh recreational waters; E. coli are good predictors of such illnesses in
freshwaters; and fecal coliforms are poor predictors of gastrointestinal illness. E. coli is a coliform bacterium
commonly found in the lower intestine of warm-blooded organisms and is expelled into the environment within
fecal matter. Unlike other species in the fecal coliform group, E. coli does not generally grow or reproduce in the
environment and is considered the best indicator of fecal pollution and the possible presence of pathogens. In
1986, EPA formally recommended that E. coli or enterococci replace fecal-coliform bacteria as the indicator
pathogen in state water quality standards.1 In the decades since, EPA has urged states to adopt E. coli standards to
protect recreational water quality in freshwaters. The agency has also repeatedly reviewed and affirmed its
recommendation in 20122 and again in 2017.3 North Carolina is one of only a handful of states that have failed to
adopt EPA’s recommendations and continues to use fecal coliform as the standard. .



As a science-based advocacy organization, Sound Rivers agree with EPA that measuring E. coli is the best way to
evaluate the suitability of freshwaters in North Carolina for recreation. While the state continues to use outdated
standards, Sound Rivers is using the best available science to measure E. coli levels and inform the public about
the safety of recreating in the waters of the Tar-Pamlico and Neuse River basins. In 2020, Sound Rivers conducted
E. coli sampling at 36 sites across the Tar-Pamlico and Neuse River basins weekly from Memorial Day to Labor
Day to capture peak recreational use of surface waters during the summer months. We used the IDEXX Colilert®
Test for the detection of E. coli, a method that EPA, along with leading regulatory agencies worldwide, has
approved. Results from sampling were compared to EPA’s Beach Action Values (BAVs) and results were made
available to the public. Of the 530 total samples collected, E. coli concentrations exceeded the EPA’s BAV in 71
samples (~13%).4



As a small non-profit organization, we have implemented the use of the E. coli standards and have invested in
sampling programs and equipment to ensure we are able to do this. This is not a new technology or standard; there
is no need for a limited rollout of this program in just the Asheville region. After decades of being behind the
science, this standard should be implemented statewide; no single county, river basin, or region should be
prioritized over another. The best available science, technology, and information should be available to the
communities and the waters of the entire state.



We also recognize that failing to protect both Class B and Class C waters and limiting the use of E. coli as a
standard to only Class B surface waters will not fully protect recreational users. We know that use of our waters is
not dictated by DEQ’s classifications. Many of the most popular recreational areas where people are having full
body contact with waters, such as the Tar River in Greenville, and Little Goose Creek at Goose Creek State Park,
are classified as Class C, not Class B waters. The current fecal coliform standard applies to both Class B and
Class C waters, and we recommend retaining this uniformity in numeric standards for an E. coli standard.



Recommendation: Adopt EPA’s 2013 ammonia criteria.



Failure to include an ammonia standard during the Triennial Review ignores both best available science, and
previous commitments by the EMC.



4 Waterkeepers Carolina. 2021. Is it Safe to Swim? Protecting Recreational Water Quality in North Carolina, available at
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5ef24b5095ad893250273bac/t/60b0017124a0c1591522c2de/1622147470704/Waterkeepers+Carolina
+-+2020+Bacteria+Report+-+UPDATED+5-27.pdf



3 EPA. 2018. 2017 Five-Year Review of the 2012 Recreational Water Quality Criteria, available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2018-05/documents/2017-5year-review-rwqc.pdf.



2 EPA. 2012. Recreational Water Quality Criteria, available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-10/documents/rwqc2012.pdf.



1 EPA. 1986. Bacteriological Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Marine and Fresh Recreational Waters.
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According to EPA, ammonia is “considered one of the most important pollutants in the aquatic environment.”5



Ammonia is a constituent of nitrogen pollution and enters the aquatic environment in a variety of ways, including
through direct means such as municipal effluent discharges and the excretion of nitrogenous wastes from animals,
and indirect means such as nitrogen fixation, air deposition, and runoff from agricultural lands”6 Recognizing the
importance of ammonia in aquatic environments, EPA first recommended water quality criteria for ammonia in
1976. Revised ambient water quality criteria was published in 1985 and additional information was provided
about ammonia criteria in 1989, 1992, 1996, and 1998.7 In 1999, EPA recommended revised ammonia standards
to protect aquatic life.8 Despite decades of information from EPA, North Carolina has failed to address ammonia
pollution, which is especially concerning given that there are seven endangered freshwater mussel species in the
state’s waters and freshwater mussels are particularly sensitive to ammonia.9



During the 2003 triennial review, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) urged the EMC to consider the
toxicity of ammonia on freshwater mussels; in 2006, the USFWS repeated this call for action.10 After the 2007
triennial review, the EMC rejected calls to adopt an ammonia standard, justifying their delay by noting pending
EPA studies into ammonia’s toxicity on freshwater mussels as well as EPA’s anticipated decision on whether or
not to revise the aquatic life standard.11 In 2013, EPA published revised ammonia recommendations that the EMC
said they were waiting on.12 The following year, EPA noted the absence of, and encouraged the EMC to adopt, an
ammonia standard to protect aquatic life in North Carolina.13 During its review of the 2014 review triennial
review package, EPA again encouraged the state to adopt an ammonia standard and sent additional material
directly to North Carolina to inform adoption of ammonia criteria,14 however the state did not adopt, or even
propose adoption of the criteria. After the 2014 triennial review, DENR noted it was “appraising” EPA’s 2013
recommendations “for the next Triennial Review.”15 During the 2018 Triennial Review though, no action was
proposed on ammonia criteria. Again, during this year’s Triennial Review, ammonia is absent from the proposed
recommendations. It is well past the time for the state to adopt EPA’s 2013 ammonia criteria to protect critical
aquatic species and recognize ammonia pollution as a serious concern to the health of our waterways.



15 DENR. 2015. Summary of Surface Water Quality Standards 2007-2014 39, available at
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/Summary%20of%20NC%20standards_Tri%20Rev%20Report_May_4_2015.pdf.



14 Letter from James Giattina, EPA Region IV, to Tom Reeder, DWR EPA Recommendations on the 2007-2014 NC Triennial Review 1 (Jan.
3, 2016), available at https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/AppB_EPAComm.pdf



13 Letter from James Giattina, EPA Region IV, to Tom Reeder, NCDENR 2 (Feb. 4, 2014).



12 EPA. 2013. Aquatic Life Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Ammonia – Freshwater 2013, available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-08/documents/aquatic-life-ambient-water-quality-criteria-for-ammonia-freshwater-2013.pdf.



11 NCDENR. 2006. “Report of Proceedings on the Proposed Changes to the Surface Water Quality Standards and Classifications Rules for
the Triennial Review,” available at https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/TriennialReview2006_0.pdf



10 Letter from Tom Augspurger, USFWS, to Connie Brower, DWQ (Sept. 1, 2006).



9 See, e.g., Augspurger T, et al, Water quality guidance for protection of freshwater mussels (Unionidae) from ammonia exposure, 22
Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry 2569-2575 (2003); Bartsch MR, et al., Effects of pore-water ammonia on in situ survival and growth
of juvenile mussels (Lampsilis cardium) in the St. Croix Riverway, Wisconsin, USA, 22 Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry 2561-2568
(2003); Mummert AK, et al, Sensitivity of juvenile freshwater mussels (Lampsilis fasciola, Villosa iris) to total and un-ionized ammonia, 22
Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry 2545-2553 (2003); Newton, TJ, The effects of ammonia on freshwater unionid mussels, 22
Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry 2543-2544 (2003); Newton, TJ, et al, Effects of ammonia on juvenile unionid mussels (Lampsilis
cardium) in laboratory sediment toxicity tests 22 Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry 2554-2560 (2003)



8 Id.



7 EPA. 1999. 1999 Update of Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Ammonia, EPA Doc. No. 822-R-99-014, available at
https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi/20003O3L.PDF?Dockey=20003O3L.PDF.



6 Id.



5 EPA, Final Aquatic Life Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Ammonia- Freshwater 2013, 78 Fed. Reg. 52191 (August 22, 2013),
available at https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2013-08-22/pdf/2013-20307.pdf.
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Recommendation: Adopt the 2019 EPA-recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for
recreational use to address algal toxin contamination.



Currently, North Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins and the state is not proposing one during this Triennial Review despite the growing problem of
nutrient pollution fueled algal growth and Harmful Algal Blooms (HABs) across the state.



Excess nutrients, mainly nitrogen and phosphorus, in our lakes and rivers can produce algal blooms16 and in some
cases, blooms can be dominated by cyanobacteria, which may produce cyanotoxins that can adversely affect
drinking water and endanger humans, pets. and aquatic life. These blooms are known as Harmful Algal Blooms or
“HABs.” Increased nutrient loading from wastewater treatment plants, urban stormwater, residential fertilizer, and
runoff from agricultural operations, including concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFOs), is compounded
by elevated water temperatures due to climate change, further fueling the growth of HABs.17 Warmer surface
water temperatures enhance algal growth, with the heaviest growth or blooms often seen in mid to late summer.
As climate change continues to affect average temperatures in our region, we expect to see both more intense and
longer-lasting algal growth.. The combination of higher temperatures and increasing nutrient loads in many North
Carolina waterways indicates that algal blooms will continue to increase. With that comes the possibility of more
HABs and associated toxins adversely affecting both human and environmental health.



Even without the production of toxins that are harmful to public health and aquatic life, HABs have the potential
to cause catastrophic impacts on an ecosystem. HABs may keep sunlight from reaching deeper in the water and
may remove dissolved oxygen from the water as they decompose, leading to hypoxia or reduced dissolved oxygen
levels, which have potential to harm fish and plant life. HABs can also have significant negative impacts on local
economies with health and swim advisories resulting from HABs directly affect recreational uses and limit related
economic activity.



Each summer, we expect to receive calls and reports from concerned community members out on the water who
are seeing algal blooms and fish kills; last October fish kills lasted on the Pamlico and Neuse Rivers for more than
a month. We know this is a growing concern, and so does DEQ. Despite the lack of water quality standards, DEQ
tracks algal blooms. Though the process is complaint-driven and therefore not comprehensive, their data still
shows that both microcystin and cylindrospermopsin threaten the recreational use of waters in the Tar-Pamlico
and Neuse River basins. In recent years, cyanobacteria have been identified at counts above 100,000 cells/mL in
the Pamlico River (2012, 2015, 2016), and cyanobacteria have been identified at counts between 20,000 and
100,000 cells/mL in the Tar-Pamlico basin (2012, 2014, 2015, 2016) and the Neuse basin (2014, 2015).
Additionally, cylindrospermopsis have been identified in the Tar-Pamlico basin (2014, 2015, 2016) and the Neuse
basin (2015).18



In 2019, EPA published recommended recreational ambient water quality criteria reflecting the latest scientific
knowledge on the potential human health effects from recreational exposure to these two cyanotoxins.19 The EMC
should adopt these 2019 EPA-recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use of 8
micrograms/L for microcystins and 15 micrograms/L for cylindrospermopsin.20



20 US EPA. 2019. Recommended Human Health Recreational Ambient Water Quality Criteria or Swimming Advisories for
Microcystins and Cylindrospermopsin.



19 US EPA. 2020. Communicating about Cyanobacterial Blooms and Toxins in Recreational Waters, available at
https://www.epa.gov/cyanohabs/communicating-about-cyanobacterial-blooms-and-toxins-recreational-waters.



18 DEQ, Division of Water Resources. Annual Reports of Algal Blooms, 2012-2016.
17 EPA. 2020. Causes Of Cyanohabs, available at: https://www.epa.gov/cyanohabs/causes-cyanohabs.
16 EPA. 2020. Cyanobacterial Harmful Algal Blooms (CyanoHABs) in Water Bodies, available at https://www.epa.gov/cyanohabs.
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Conclusion



Sound Rivers urges DEQ to consider inclusion of the aforementioned water quality standards during this Triennial
Review. Without their inclusion, waters of the state and the communities that use and rely on these waters will not
be adequately protected. North Carolinians deserve to have waters that are fishable, swimmable, and drinkable,
and it is the responsibility of this agency to ensure that the best available science, technology, and information is
being utilized to update surface water quality standards to do so.



For the rivers and our communities,



Jill Howell
Pamlico-Tar Riverkeeper
Sound Rivers



Matthew Starr
Upper Neuse Riverkeeper
Sound Rivers



Katy Hunt
Lower Neuse Riverkeeper
Sound Rivers
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attachment to Report Spam.


NC DEQ:


Please include the following updates to the changes for the current Triennial Review of NC
water quality standards:


1.  Set a groundwater standard for PFAS of no more than 20 ppt for the sum of all PFAS.
2.  Set a standard for 1,4 - Dioxane of 0.35ug/L in all surface waters
3.  Set a statewide standard for E. Coli bacteria in Class B waters.


My family lives very close to the Haw River in Alamance County.  Our family water supply
comes from a drinking water well on our property.


Thank you very much.


David Hill
Saxapahaw, NC
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From: Deborah Milkowski (debmilkowski@centurylink.net) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 2:30:19 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


All people deserve clean water and air. It is ludicrous to me that communities are being burdened to clean up toxic
waste in their water infrastructure. Polluting corporations need to be held accountable. They must be held to certain
standards to include the financial responsibility of cleaning up their messes and they must be held accountable for
inflicting harm on citizens when harm is done. For too long companies have gotten away with harming the
environment and injuring people with absolutely no consequences. This is the reason they keep polluting. They are
not forced to factor in the complete cost of doing business. If they are held accountable they will have not choice but
to comply with reasonable but strict environmental standards.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Deborah Milkowski
573 Deer Run Rd
New Bern, NC 28562
debmilkowski@centurylink.net
(252) 571-4330


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: David Sowinski
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Re: Protect Badin Lake
Date: Monday, August 2, 2021 10:13:56 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


I am a resident and concerned citizen for Badin Lake. Please require Alcoa to measure both total and free cyanide to
properly monitor levels in order to protect the lake, wildlife and citizens.  Thank you for making this a priority.
>
> David Sowinski
> 191 Old North State Lane
> New London, NC 28127
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From: Brittany Iery
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Triennial Review community petition
Date: Monday, August 2, 2021 4:10:24 PM
Attachments: image001.png


image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
8-2-21 NCCN Triennial Review Petition Signers.pdf


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear Mr. Ventaloro,
 
Please see the attached petition signed by 1,406 North Carolina residents urging the NC Department
of Environmental Quality to strengthen the proposed changes made in this year's Triennial Review
process.
 
Thank you,
Brittany
 
 


Brittany Iery
NC Conservation Network
Online Organizer


brittany@ncconservationnetwork.org
P: 919.857.4699 x 108
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August 2, 2021 



Christopher Ventaloro  
NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section 
1611 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, NC 27699-1611 



Dear Mr. Ventaloro, 



Please see the attached petition signed by 1,406 North Carolina residents urging 
the NC Department of Environmental Quality to strengthen the proposed 
changes made in this year's Triennial Review process. As written, the proposal 
needs to do a much better job of protecting North Carolinians from bacteria 
pollution and the ongoing discharges of toxic chemicals. 



With the prevalence of forever chemicals, bacteria, and a dangerous 
chemical called 1,4-dioxane, it’s critical that DEQ put the health and quality 
of our water first. 



Thank you for your time. 



Sincerely, 



Brittany Iery, Online Organizer 
NC Conservation Network 











Dear NC Department of Environmental Quality, 



 



We the undersigned, ask the NC Department of Environmental Quality to strengthen the proposed changes made in this year's 



Triennial Review process. As written, the proposal needs to do a much better job of protecting North Carolinians from bacteria 



pollution and the ongoing discharges of toxic chemicals.  



 



1. Bacteria: North Carolinians can get sick from pathogens while engaged in recreation including swimming, diving, and water-



skiing. Our standards should be updated so that all waters North Carolinians swim and boat in are tested and kept safe by 



limiting e. coli levels, as recommended for more than three decades by the U.S EPA. The EMC is proposing protective e. coli 



limits, but only for waters in NC's 19 westernmost counties. Many of the state’s low income and minority residents reside in 



the other 81 counties; as written, the proposal is inconsistent with the principles of environmental justice.  



 



2. PFAS (also known as "forever chemicals"): The proposal fails to address this class of toxics that circulate for decades in the 



environment, even as health impacts have been tied to increasingly small exposures. Too many North Carolina communities 



are forced to take on the burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water; the Environmental Management Commission 



should ensure this burden rests on the polluters.  



 



3. 1,4-dioxane: The proposed standard allows high concentrations of 1,4-dioxane, which is toxic at very low concentrations. The 



proposed standard is more than 200 times higher than what DEQ has deemed safe for people to drink. Further, a strong 



standard should apply in all waters, rather than only river segments designated for drinking water. 1,4 dioxane is difficult to 



treat and readily contaminates downstream segments in addition to the stretch of the river where it is discharged. 1,4-



dioxane pollution has been a problem for years and stronger action is long overdue. 



 



Thank you. 



Sincerely, 











Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



First Name Last Name Address City State Zip



1. George Spruill 134 Elizabeth Ct Murfreesboro NC 278559202



2. Sharon Beasley 199 Shelly Dr Plymouth NC 27962-9217



3. Peri Satterthwaite 3002 Cherry Hill Church Rd Tarboro NC 278868095



4. Ben Barnes 210 N Railroad St Elm City NC 27822



5. Hunter Roberson 2180 Valley View Dr Henderson NC 27536



6. Stephanie Scaramelli 383 Bellwood Dr Henderson NC 275364805



7. John Hinnant 503 Mount Vernon Dr Nw Wilson NC 27893



8. Cookie Reynolds 3611 Crosswinds Dr Stem NC 275819244



9. Holly Potthoff 306 N Country Club Dr Oxford NC 27565-2820



10. Stephen Welgos 1081 Woodland Church Rd Wake Forest NC 275877560



11. Christine Drea 1709 Rosedale Ave Durham NC 277072111



12. Ted Frazer 6 Drakesway Ct Durham NC 277132042



13. Kenneth Crews 3589 W Thollie Green Rd Stem NC 275819596



14. Keval Khalsa 1215 Carroll St Durham NC 27707



15. Lisa Mcdowell 7 Guilford Pl Durham NC 27713-6277



16. Casey Therrien 614 Glen Hollow Dr Durham NC 27705



17. Pablo Robles 2425 Pickett Rd Durham NC 27705-5735



18. Elaine Levine Po Box 99 Newport NC 28570



19. Connie Raper 2614 Woodmont Dr Durham NC 277052760



20. De Corum 2805 Herring Blvd Durham NC 277043133



21. Keith Levene 108 W Edgewood Dr Durham NC 27704



22. Nancy Branch 821 Nancy St Durham NC 27701-1446



23. Anthony Madejczyk 2705 Highland Ave Durham NC 27704-4307



24. Tracy Feldman 5306 Pelham Rd Durham NC 277132532



25. Trevor Bower 112 Truss Way Durham NC 27704-6126



26. Angela Vieth 3009 Bexley Ave Durham NC 277072843



27. Hedwig Metzen 3201 Lassiter St Durham NC 27707



28. John Wiles 5205 Langford Ter Durham NC 277136542



29. Claudia Kaplan 4911 Victoria Dr Durham NC 277138023



30. Sarah Bickley 12 Streamview Ct Durham NC 27713



31. Vicky Brandt 3318 Coachmans Way Durham NC 27705



32. Bryan Cullen 6320 Mimosa Drive Chapel Hill NC 27514



33. Carol Rist 1 Barratts Chapel Court Durham NC 27705
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Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



34. Claiborne Clark 4200 Livingstone Pl Durham NC 27707-5515



35. Charles Weil 3115 William Penn Ct Burlington NC 272159818



36. Diane Allen 2622 Pickett Rd Durham NC 27705



37. Gary Gartner 6 Scotland Pl Durham NC 277055440



38. Janet Elmo 709 Gaston Manor Dr Durham NC 27703-8114



39. Jayne Boyer 4316 Thetford Rd Durham NC 27707



40. Joy Metelits 411 Cedar Club Cir Chapel Hill NC 27517-7213



41. Karla Brown 3208 Waterbury Dr Durham NC 27707



42. Laurie Fox 1408 Alabama Ave Durham NC 27705



43. Linda Spallone 5223 Niagra Dr Chapel Hill NC 275178175



44. Marian Dessent 10 Macgregor Ct Durham NC 277055446



45. Patrick Hennessey 4427 Hope Valley Rd Durham NC 277075611



46. Kim Piracci 101 Flamingo Rd Durham NC 277057940



47. Susan Saenger 6 Scotland Pl Durham NC 27705



48. Thomas Struhsaker 2953 Welcome Dr Durham NC 27705-5555



49. Wendy Edds 2721 Sevier St Durham NC 27705



50. Catherine Kastleman 321 Monmouth Ave. Durham NC 27701



51. David Katzenmeyer 904 Monmouth Ave Durham NC 27703



52. Elizabeth Norman 1013 Demerius St Durham NC 27701



53. John Compton 404 W Knox St Durham NC 277011638



54. Laura Ballance 1800 Glendale Ave Durham NC 27701-1324



55. Sarah Allen 730 Donlee Dr Durham NC 27712



56. Beth Owls Daughter 1105 Trails End Rd Durham NC 27712



57. Polly Letourneau 2304 Mont Haven Drive Durham NC 27712



58. Lou Gadol 1404 Country Club Dr Durham NC 27712-2668



59. Beth Livingston 1105 Trails End Rd Durham NC 277129101



60. Gillian Iery 608 Short Spoon Cir Rocky Mount NC 278046412



61. Lisa Lewis 112 Carrington Dr Garner NC 275297744



62. Douglas Van Luvender 1051 Fayetteville Ave Calabash NC 28467



63. Lynne C. 6032 Kentworth Dr Holly Springs NC 275407670



64. W. Marvin Winstead, Jr. 540 Sandy Cross Rd Nashville NC 27856



65. Anne Sickinger 6619 Squirrel Den Rd Bailey NC 278078709



66. Corinne Lewis 45 Neuse Landing Drive Clayton NC 27527



67. Toni Hutto 109 Roundtree Ct Clayton NC 27520
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Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



68. James Wadsworth 42 Wadsworth  Road Selma NC 27576



69. Leo Burkett 103 E Meadowbrook Dr Smithfield NC 27577-4355



70. Lesia Mills Po Box 1183 Clayton NC 27528



71. Lesia Mills Po Box 1183 Clayton NC 275281183



72. Kimberly Rodriguez 3957 Sherron Hill Ln Fuquay Varina NC 27526-5491



73. Robert Brown 333 Chinaberry Ln Angier NC 275018470



74. James T Beck 188 Yellow Belle Ct Zebulon NC 27597



75. Jacqueline Kosnik 1208 Amber Acres Ln Knightdale NC 27545



76. Chris Anthony 400 Hundsford Place Wake Forest NC 27587



77. John Godfrey 709 Montville Ct Wake Forest NC 275872461



78. Karin Petzold 3517 Mount Prospect Cir Raleigh NC 27614



79. Sharron Parker 49 Forest At Duke Dr Durham NC 27705-5639



80. Richard Potts 1720 Farmington Grove Dr Raleigh NC 27614



81. Thomas Cadwallader 901 Calton Hill Ct Cary NC 275116723



82. Carl Sigel 11116 Bremerton Ct Raleigh NC 27613-6800



83. Karen Purcell 6200 Bayview Dr Wake Forest NC 275878687



84. John Franklin 11504 Hyde Pl Raleigh NC 276149626



85. Jackie Franklin 11504 Hyde Place Raleigh NC 27614



86. Lisa Lambert 1136 Mauldin Cir Wake Forest NC 275874420



87. Todd Fields 2413 Pleasant Union Church Rd Raleigh NC 27614-7111



88. John Mcmains 114 Seaward Ct Kure Beach NC 28449



89. Julia Myers 10108 Whitestone Rd Raleigh NC 27615-1457



90. Lawrence Fetter 7601 Audubon Dr Raleigh NC 276153402



91. Michael Wei 2701 Hawtree Dr Raleigh NC 27613-5423



92. Nicholas D'Avanzo 8512 Bell Grove Way Raleigh NC 27615



93. Peter Van Dorsten 7301 Rainwater Rd Raleigh NC 276155460



94. Barbara Harvey 102 Ayr Ct # 25 Cary NC 275116402



95. Barry Rosett 2419 Tiltonshire Ln Apex NC 27539



96. Jeffrey Snow 3108 Hunters Bluff Dr Raleigh NC 276069623



97. David Biesack 3671 Echo Farms Blvd Wilmington NC 284122378



98. Don Enichen 104 Lochwood East Dr Cary NC 275189735



99. Erika Bort 2205 Newleaf Dr Apex NC 275396263



100. Farshid Bondar 128 Castlewood Dr Cary NC 275115510



101. Robert Peek 7328 Bedford Ridge Dr Apex NC 27539
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Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



102. Steve Stallings 317 King George Loop Cary NC 27511-6324



103. Debbie Kenyon 509 Gablefield Lane Apex NC 27502



104. Hillary Harris 104 Sturminster Dr Holly Springs NC 27540



105. Jaime Zabala 1010 Swandon Ct Apex NC 27502-4648



106. Jocelyn Willis 9904 Old Stage Rd Raleigh NC 27603



107. Miriam Youngquist-Thurow 6209 Thurlow Ct Holly Springs NC 275407810



108. Joe Fleming 1939 Gray Meadow Dr Apex NC 27502-9513



109. Paige Polito 517 Lyndenbury Dr Apex NC 27502-9644



110. Stephen Boletchek 1106 Elbury Dr Apex NC 275022250



111. Jessica Smith 135 Cherrylaurel Dr Youngsville NC 27596



112. Sheila Spencer-Stover Po Box 99, 204N Franklin St Bunn NC 27508



113. Joann Green 129 Delterra Dr Youngsville NC 27596-9651



114. Mary Alden Hanson 7412 Rocky Ridge Rd. Wake Forest NC 27587



115. Virginia Ohagan 8437 Hollister Hills Dr Raleigh NC 27616-8458



116. Josephine Burnett 1508 Marshall Farm St Wake Forest NC 27587



117. Julie Nye 407 River Trace Dr Rougemont NC 27572



118. Alicia Clark 156 N Honey Springs Ave Fuquay-Varina NC 27526



119. Amy Popp 6905 Pinnacle Ridge Rd Raleigh NC 27603



120. Rachel Wendel 920 Open Field Dr Garner NC 275297043



121. Mae Basye 501 Quest Ridge Dr Fuquay Varina NC 27526



122. Melanie Kaufman 5808 Turner Store Ln Raleigh NC 276039519



123. Megan Burns 1116 Durbin Way Fuquay Varina NC 27526-9352



124. Helga Loose 644 Timber Dr Wendell NC 27591



125. Diana Brink 102 South St Moyock NC 27958-8620



126. Jennifer Symonds 110 Windy Hill Ct Aydlett NC 27916-9750



127. Roxy Darling 936 Waterlily Rd Coinjock NC 279239735



128. Barry Anderson 111 W Oregon Ave Kill Devil Hills NC 279489034



129. Jonathan Cole 40305 Williams Rd Avon NC 29715-0064



130. Elsa Desrochers 497 Salter Path Rd Pine Knoll Shores NC 28512-6015



131. Ginny Nolan 3204 S Memorial Ave Nags Head NC 279599362



132. Lele Judy 406 Bay Dr Washington NC 27889-8712



133. Walter Saffell 131 Old County Rd Manteo NC 27954



134. Michele Henry Darden 721 Canal Dr Kill Devil Hills NC 27948-8428



135. Brian Hallquist 6016 Cardinal Dr New Bern NC 285607163
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Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



136. William Cresswell 18 Sassafrass Loop Arapahoe NC 28510-8503



137. Peg Vick 413 Whittaker Point Rd Oriental NC 285719667



138. Deborah Fox 102 Balboa Court New Bern NC 28560



139. Harrison Curtis 702 Tarragon Ct New Bern NC 28562-4936



140. William Haacker 2015 Gum Branch Rd Apt 901 Jacksonville NC 28540



141. April Hardee 7528 Sound Dr Emerald Isle NC 285942900



142. Robert Austin 135 Williston Creek Rd Williston NC 285799582



143. Mary Forsyth 650 Cedar Point Blvd Apt B15 Cedar Point NC 285848212



144. Penny Hooper 273 East City Rd, Po Box 186 Smyrna NC 28579-0186



145. Dr Greg & Teresa Rice 105 S 28Th St Morehead City NC 28557



146. Peter Budzynkiewicz 6005 Stern Ct New Bern NC 28560-9045



147. Barbara Conrad 6212 N Highland Blvd Grifton NC 28530



148. Karen Thomson 1068 W Pueblo Dr Jacksonville NC 28546-9586



149. Lawrence East 329 Richlands Ave Apt 8 Jacksonville NC 285405581



150. Trudie Turner 125 Aberdeen Ln Jacksonville NC 28540-8429



151. June Richardson Irish Lane Winterville NC 28590



152. Brian Ohara 2061 Mares Way Greenville NC 278587940



153. Martina Christie 235 Buckingham Drive Winterville NC 29590



154. Frank Rabey 2249 Shire Dr Winterville NC 28590



155. Lonnie Foreman 723 Corbett St Winterville NC 285908661



156. Peter Sword 2508 E. Dolphin Oak Island NC 28465



157. Scott Duke 2223 Locksley Woods Dr Apt C Greenville NC 27858-5455



158. Susan Howell 513 Plymouth Dr Greenville NC 278580005



159. Susan Snellings 1427 Saddlewood Dr Greenville NC 278588298



160. Joel Adams 301 Fayetteville St Unit 3108 Raleigh NC 27601



161. Jessica Robinson 1116 S State St Raleigh NC 27601-2056



162. George Ann Ricks 1001 Barmkin Pl Knightdale NC 275457907



163. Brittany Iery 1116 Holburn Pl Raleigh NC 27610-1016



164. Chris Conley 4800 Walden Ct Apt B Raleigh NC 27604



165. Celeste Winterberger 3901 Rim Ct Raleigh NC 276160720



166. Chico Scott Po Box 25982 Raleigh NC 276115982



167. Lily Wilson 1410 E Lenoir St Raleigh NC 276103374



168. Peter Walz 1116 Culpepper Ln Raleigh NC 276101117



169. Sterling Bowen 109 N King Charles Rd Raleigh NC 276102412
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Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



170. Victor Julio Valverde 5318 Stowecroft Ln Raleigh NC 27616



171. Vicki Parker 2053 Willow Spring Ln Burlington NC 27215



172. April Wilson 1704 Sorrell Brook Way Raleigh NC 276095096



173. Ben Wetzel 9005 Walking Stick Trl Raleigh NC 27615



174. Karen Bearden 1809 Lakepark Dr Raleigh NC 27612-6516



175. Joe Bearden 1809 Lakepark Dr Raleigh NC 276126516



176. Karla Heinen 408 Northclift Dr Raleigh NC 276093725



177. Kathryn Pritchett 6513 Thetford Ct Raleigh NC 27615



178. Ken Bosch 4404 Quail Hollow Dr Raleigh NC 276096018



179. Susan Allen 6824 Gloucester Rd Raleigh NC 27612-2474



180. Vickie Penninger 711 Kimbrough St Raleigh NC 276082723



181. Joann Ockerlander 9939 Treymore Dr. Raleigh NC 27617



182. Lena Gallitano 2907 Hostetler St Raleigh NC 27609-7701



183. Chris Magri 4501 Pike Rd Raleigh NC 276134071



184. Emily Brown 1502 Springmoor Cir Raleigh NC 27615-5704



185. Emmy Moore 2110 St Mary'S Street Raleigh NC 27608



186. Elizabeth Kearse 2113 Oakcrest Ct Raleigh NC 276126913



187. Cindy Levey 8012 Clear Brook Dr Raleigh NC 276155103



188. Donna Sheaves 4441 Six Forks Rd # 106-274 Raleigh NC 27609



189. Jeff Kulp 5417 Oldtowne Rd Raleigh NC 276126111



190. Kelly Rose 5117 Bridlington Ln Raleigh NC 276123422



191. Martha Cooper 10014 Whitemark Ln Cary NC 27511-7102



192. Michael Voigt 7404 Valley Lake Dr Raleigh NC 276126936



193. Robin Hammond 416 Latimer Rd Raleigh NC 276095906



194. Stephen Radford 4204 Riverport Rd Raleigh NC 27616



195. Timothy Throndson 7437 Capstone Dr Raleigh NC 276155711



196. Jen Weaver 5060 Edwards Mill Rd Apt F Raleigh NC 276124425



197. Colleen Payne 131 Skipwyth Cir Cary NC 27513



198. Donna Newman 710 Powell Dr Apt D Raleigh NC 276061652



199. D. Thalheimer 417 Tynemouth Dr Cary NC 27513



200. Ivette Griffin, Jr. 310 Cranbrook Hill Dr Apt 307 Raleigh NC 27606



201. Michi Vojta 3725 Eakley Ct Raleigh NC 27606-2518



202. Patricia Cook 117 S Academy St Cary NC 27511



203. Stephanie Bishop Schweickert 1125 Stoneferry Ln Raleigh NC 276068092
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Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



204. Valerie  & Jed Moyer 5252 Vann St Raleigh NC 27606-1532



205. Wj Richardson 3712 Bryn Mawr Ct Raleigh NC 27606-2515



206. Andreas Batz 1007 Manchester Dr Cary NC 275114808



207. Mary Frazer 1716 Evergreen Ave Raleigh NC 27603



208. Jessica Heironimus 913 W Morgan St Raleigh NC 276031511



209. Anne Kepplinger 2844 Wycliff Raleigh NC 27607



210. Barbara Gerlach 2737 Rosedale Ave Raleigh NC 27607



211. Mary Aldridge 515 Holden St Raleigh NC 27604-1946



212. Ann Juric 511 Adams St Raleigh NC 276051201



213. Erica Hess 3633 Allendale Dr Raleigh NC 27604



214. Shelley Frazier 1200 East Oak Dr Durham NC 27712-3213



215. David Goist Po Box 17129 Asheville NC 28816



216. Helen Gray 1020 W Peace St Apt U8 Raleigh NC 276051430



217. Jeffrey C. Beane 3620 Mill Run Raleigh NC 27612-5218



218. Mike Lento 905 Canterbury Rd Raleigh NC 27607



219. Lynne Walter, Msw 3228 Glenridge Dr Raleigh NC 27604



220. Lynn Lyle 700 N East St Raleigh NC 276041240



221. Nina Allen 2128 Clark Ave Apt 505 Raleigh NC 276051690



222. Rebecca Carina 2815 Bedford Ave Raleigh NC 276077011



223. Ron Thigpen 1621 Sunrise Ave Raleigh NC 27608



224. Shannon Wylam 3405 Victor Pl Raleigh NC 276042555



225. Donna Duerr 508 Harding St Raleigh NC 27604-2024



226. Andrea Thompson 1525 1/2 Hanover St Raleigh NC 27608



227. Zola Packman 1011 Nicholwood Dr Raleigh NC 27605-3239



228. Jason Cashwell 314 Fairfield Ln Cary NC 275115408



229. Samuel Brewer 1203 Kilmory Dr Cary NC 275115094



230. Sarah Warren 921 Brookgreen Dr Cary NC 27511



231. Susane Boukamel 200 Fox View Pl Cary NC 275117223



232. David Gardener 110 Hidden Rock Ct Cary NC 27513



233. Sandra Hutchinson 2309 Duck Pond Cir Apt H Morrisville NC 27560



234. Donald & Judith Fuchs 4609 Wee Burn Trl Raleigh NC 276126369



235. Kay Reibold 4108 Yates Mill Pond Rd Raleigh NC 27606-9488



236. Thomas Holland 7431  Almaden Way Cary NC 27518



237. Carl Gipson 2114 Tryon Towne Cir Cary NC 27518-7139
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Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



238. Pat Vescio 312 Arvo Ln Cary NC 275135342



239. Ricke Savage 101 Bonner Ct. Cary NC 27511



240. Charlotte Speltz 112 Altair Cir Apex NC 275028552



241. Elaine Corbitt 102 Duxbury Dr Cary NC 27513-6270



242. Frank Moore 52 Hill Creek Blvd Chapel Hill NC 275160380



243. Jeff Headley 4006 Vallonia Dr Cary NC 275196622



244. Krissa Johnson-Sotomayor 106 Spring Needle Ct Cary NC 275133500



245. Michael Welke 3108 Bluff Oak Dr Cary NC 275190106



246. Francis Pflug 1012 Wakehurst Dr Cary NC 27519-5164



247. Kimberly Hurtt 2712 Quail Point Dr Raleigh NC 276038926



248. Nancy Bradley 3528 Castlegate Drive Raleigh NC 27616-8552



249. Curtiss Devereux 21 Gloucester Ct Durham NC 277132641



250. Karin Bryant 5826 Shamrock Rd Durham NC 27713-2630



251. Carol Young 5808 Williamsburg Way Durham NC 277132636



252. Susan Ricker 135 Montclair Cir Durham NC 27713



253. Alton Tyre 217 Sawmill Rd Cedar Grove NC 272319750



254. Ann Koppelman 2308 Wabash Rd Chapel Hill NC 27516-5827



255. Burwell Ware 126 Kingston Dr Chapel Hill NC 27514-1630



256. Paul Collins Jr 2224 Western Park Ln Hillsborough NC 27278



257. Hart Palmer 4919 Silver Fox Ln Efland NC 272439508



258. Ivy Brezina 120 Red Bud Ln Chapel Hill NC 275141736



259. Jami Haigler 249 Blalock Dr Prospect Hill NC 27314



260. Janine Tokarczyk 109 N Oakland Dr Mebane NC 273023301



261. Jeanette Sarbo 180 Providence Rd Ste 9 Chapel Hill NC 27514-2206



262. Kathleen Caldwell 2319 White Cross Rd Chapel Hill NC 275169731



263. Kaselehlia Sielken 136 Kingston Dr Chapel Hill NC 27514



264. Lisa Price 2200 N Lakeshore Dr Chapel Hill NC 27514-1726



265. Linda Brown 116 Woodbridge Ln Chapel Hill NC 275141831



266. Lawson Henry Lowrance 5990 Hathaway Ln Chapel Hill NC 27514-9618



267. Patty Daniel 1904 Jo Mac Rd Chapel Hill NC 27516



268. Richard Duke 1008 Carraway Ln Durham NC 27703



269. Suzy Lawrence 8622 Ryan Rd Chapel Hill NC 275164899



270. Thomas Williams 4409 Kerley Rd Durham NC 27705



271. Melaina Dyck 112 Meeting St Chapel Hill NC 27516
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Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



272. Sarah Jacobson Cohen 1213 Bradburn Dr Durham NC 27713



273. Arielle Schechter 440 Bayberry Dr. Chapel Hill NC 27517



274. Barbara Thornton 7111 Union Grove Church Rd Chapel Hill NC 27516



275. Sue-Anne Solem 310 Umstead Dr Chapel Hill NC 27516



276. Kenneth Friedman 409 Longleaf Dr Chapel Hill NC 275173036



277. Chris Moses 125 Sprunt St Chapel Hill NC 27517



278. Dann Carnes 145 Windsor Cir Chapel Hill NC 275161208



279. David Flora 550 Carolina Meadows Villa Chapel Hill NC 27517



280. Doug Wilkerson 5337 Summerwood Dr Greensboro NC 27455



281. Donna Howell 8908 Laurel Springs Dr Chapel Hill NC 275169484



282. Don Wells 308 Mitchell St Hillsborough NC 27278



283. Wendy Costa 500 Umstead Dr Apt A202 Chapel Hill NC 275161618



284. Eli Celli 407 Legends Way Chapel Hill NC 27516



285. Marc Pendergast 203 Glenview Pl Chapel Hill NC 275141950



286. Eric Horlbeck 405 Simerville Rd Chapel Hill NC 275177805



287. Kate D Torrey 501 Dogwood Dr Chapel Hill NC 275162807



288. Lesley North 222 Ridge Trl Chapel Hill NC 275161641



289. Leslie Stewart 414 Dark Forest Dr Chapel Hill NC 275163708



290. James Corrrigan 11010 Lake Grove Blvd Ste 100 Morrisville NC 27560



291. George Phillips 101 Boyd Dr Apt 2D Flat Rock NC 287318785



292. Pamela Benbow 1929 Front St Unit B4 Durham NC 27705



293. Pamela Seamans Feldman 304 Parkridge Ave Chapel Hill NC 27517



294. Philip Carl 345 Carolina Meadows Villa Chapel Hill NC 275177519



295. Piper Honigmann 1215A Hillsborough Rd Chapel Hill NC 27516-8712



296. Susan Stone 112 Rock Spring Ct Carrboro NC 275104105



297. William Stone 112 Rock Spring Ct Carrboro NC 275104105



298. Kathy Shea 1 Buttons Rd Chapel Hill NC 27514-4200



299. Michele Clark 109 Shadowood Dr Apt V Chapel Hill NC 27514



300. Margaret Zircher 330 Carolina Meadows Villa Chapel Hill NC 27517-8338



301. Catherine West 1002 Willow Dr Apt 61 Chapel Hill NC 275142938



302. Paul Kim 4009 City Of Oaks Wynd Raleigh NC 27612-5310



303. Alice Kiger 1200 Huckleberry Ln King NC 270218385



304. Andra Eich 121 Ashley Ln King NC 270217837



305. James Hoots 3455 Mountain View Rd Germanton NC 27019
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Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



306. Rebecca Dresser Po Box 316 Danbury NC 27016-0316



307. Kathy Royal 374 Green Mountain Rd Hendersonville NC 28792-2024



308. Ronald De Shon 126 Basswood Ter Wilkesboro NC 28697-7300



309. Donna Thompson 14591 Elkin Highway 268 Ronda NC 286708711



310. Iris Carman 327 Lakewood Dr Wilkesboro NC 286978459



311. Patricia English 313 Deer Creek Ln Wilkesboro NC 286978153



312. Alicia Tucker 1101 K St North Wilkesboro NC 28659-3623



313. Frances Brett Pesce 121 Redhill Rd Holly Springs NC 27540



314. Simone Caron 2950 Hope Valley Rd Winston Salem NC 271065006



315. Cama Merritt 1244 Arbor Rd Apt 224 Winston Salem NC 271041136



316. Robyn Bilfelt 464 Dartmouth Rd Winston Salem NC 27104-2043



317. Betsy Butner 1069 Old Mission Rd. - Suite B Whittier NC 28789



318. Joel Wooten Po Box 851 Yadkinville NC 270550851



319. Anne Markey Jones 158 Buckingham Rd Winston Salem NC 27104



320. Christine Duffer 700 Quarterstaff Rd Winston Salem NC 271041641



321. Marjorie Geer 4203 Gateway Place Ln Kernersville NC 27284-3480



322. Jennifer Lane 6690 Dale St Germanton NC 27019-9513



323. John Olson 5842 Woodsway Dr Pfafftown NC 270409540



324. Robert Hafner 115 Chillingham Ct Kernersville NC 27284



325. Cathy Pickeral Po Box 54 Tobaccoville NC 270500054



326. Ruby Coughenour 2705 Saint Johns Pl Winston Salem NC 271063800



327. Bobbie Calgaro 7285 Orchard Path Dr Clemmons NC 270128564



328. Hellen Shore 414 S Main St Kernersville NC 272842738



329. Althea Taylor Jones, Phd 1469 Country Meadow Lane Kernersville NC 27284



330. John Cardarelli 2423 Hoyt St Winston Salem NC 27103



331. Shelley Hood 5036 Peppertree Rd Clemmons NC 27012-8241



332. Paul Williams 236 Logan Ct King NC 270219462



333. Khari Cunningham 821 Korner Rock Rd Kernersville NC 27284-9826



334. Joanne Heckel 115 Sir Patricks Ct Clemmons NC 27012



335. Kimberly Nelson 501 Commonwealth Dr Winston Salem NC 271042514



336. Susan Miller 6064 Hedgerow Cir Clemmons NC 27012-8625



337. Thomas Mutton 9671 Lissara Camp Ct Lewisville NC 27023



338. Betsy Smith 11 Blue Bottle Ln Durham NC 27705



339. Charles Moore 126 Vintage Ave Winston Salem NC 27127
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Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



340. Chris Mclaughlin 221 E Sprague St Winston Salem NC 271273013



341. Toni Becker 532 Kyle Road, Winston Salem NC 27104



342. Frank Peplowski 518 Tanners Park Ct Winston-Salem NC 27101



343. Jeff Bohan 900 Teague Rd Winston Salem NC 271076933



344. Jo Ann Mount 1238 W 4Th St Winston Salem NC 27101



345. Kimberly Brand 111 Gloria Ave Winston Salem NC 27127



346. Debora Horning 3619 Marlowe Ave Winston Salem NC 271064118



347. Donna Pellett 5578 Pinebrook Ln Winston Salem NC 271051706



348. Kenneth Hoglund 5037 Cobblestone Rd Winston Salem NC 271069618



349. Heather Prior 3815 Shattalon Dr Winston Salem NC 271063525



350. Braima Dabo 4240 Lindsey Ln Winston Salem NC 27106



351. David Fairall 4828 Selwyn Dr Winston Salem NC 27104



352. Nadine Duckworth 804 Deal Farm Ln Taylorsville NC 286818062



353. Jane Maupin 450 Woods Walk Way Taylorsville NC 28681



354. Kim Lucas 48 Laurel Ln Moravian Falls NC 28654-9308



355. William Garrard 472 22Nd Ave Ne Hickory NC 28601



356. Beth Lyons 466 Scene A Rama Drive Boone NC 28607



357. Edie Tugman 216 Cherry Dr Boone NC 28607-3717



358. Kristina Heiks 2786 Nc Highway 194 N Boone NC 28607



359. Dale Kirkley 180 Maple Ridge Dr Boone NC 28607-8691



360. Leila Jackson 606 Northridge Dr Boone NC 28607-7139



361. Deborah Kite 338 Dogwood Ln Blowing Rock NC 286056064



362. Sandy Windelspecht 1221 Niley Cook Rd Blowing Rock NC 28605



363. Nickki Hearn 1741 Blackberry Rd Boone NC 28607



364. Theresa Waldspurger Po Box 271 Boone NC 28607



365. Wes Weaver 342 Dogwood Knl Boone NC 286078134



366. Lu Ann Guiguignard 904 Dobbins Rd Banner Elk NC 28604-7797



367. Lisa Gould 272 N Hawthorne Rd Winston Salem NC 27104-4330



368. Richard Marter 3250 Midkiff Rd Winston Salem NC 27106-3030



369. Dawn Ehli 129 Lantern Ridge Ln Cary NC 275197163



370. Tamara Lewis 418 Arlington Cir Sanford NC 27330



371. Jay Yager 200 Park Ave Sanford NC 27330-4029



372. Armstrong Pillow 16 Glenmore Dr Durham NC 27707-3975



373. Earlene Gentry 10620 Nc Highway 700 Pelham NC 273118150
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Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



374. Phil Cohen 1088 John Oakley Rd Prospect Hill NC 27314



375. Jerry Kaylie 1085 Fearrington Post Pittsboro NC 27312



376. Dr. Daniel Graham 123 Grace Ave. Chapel Hill NC 27517



377. Jeannie Ambrose 675 Lichen Trl Pittsboro NC 27312-5907



378. Jason Palivoda 6513 Thetford Ct Raleigh NC 276156332



379. Lonnie Sliger 513 Bosworth Pl Cary NC 275191584



380. Julia Young 457 Meadow Branch Rd Pittsboro NC 27312-7056



381. Eileen Mccorry 4103 Fearrington Post Pittsboro NC 27312-5049



382. Martha Girolami 473 Mt. Pisgah Church Rd. Apex NC 27523



383. Mary Monaco 156 Cliffdale Rd Chapel Hill NC 27516-4147



384. Alice Kirkman 455 Stage Coach Rd Siler City NC 27344



385. Ellen Pearson 246 Indian Orchard Rd Pittsboro NC 27312-5103



386. Johnny Mayall 86A Willow Way Chapel Hill NC 275169469



387. Rondy Elliott 369 Chatham Glen Dr Durham NC 27713-7029



388. Mary Lindsey 3000 Galloway Rdg Pittsboro NC 27312



389. Thelma Sharon Garbutt 595 Pokeberry Ln Pittsboro NC 27312-5408



390. Richard Strowd 41115 Moring Chapel Hill NC 275177703



391. Teresa Ladd 601 Jamestown Rd Pittsboro NC 273126764



392. Vickie Shea 1075 Fearrington Post Pittsboro NC 27312-8514



393. Barbara Kueider 104 Paddle Ct Mebane NC 27302-2248



394. Glenda Walden 2241 Sandy Ln Mebane NC 27302



395. Bruce Kirchoff 5504 Ashmont Dr Greensboro NC 27410



396. Lynn Moseley 1442 Old Coach Rd Graham NC 27253



397. Harry Phillips 8719 Morrow Mill Rd Mebane NC 27302-9232



398. Rebecca Barnatt 128 Bauman Ct Graham NC 272538459



399. Alexis Lamere 3265 Northwest Trce Elon NC 27244-9518



400. Anne Cassebaum 3469 Amick Road Elon NC 27244



401. Christine Chaplik 7974 Garrett Rd Liberty NC 27298-8656



402. Louisa Dang 1236 Jamestowne Dr Elon NC 272448322



403. Jackie Allen 8152 Sylvan Rd Liberty NC 272988388



404. Sandra Dishman 1883 Prince Edward Dr Elon NC 27244



405. Chris Tall 2925 Shelly Graham Dr Graham NC 27253-8256



406. Laurinda Reinhart 8773 Holman Mill Rd Snow Camp NC 273499308



407. Claude Morris 4627 Springbrook Dr Burlington NC 272157023
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Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



408. Tim Benbow 2736 Cedar Falls Road Franklinville NC 27248



409. Corinne Benbow 2736 Cedar Falls Rd Franklinville NC 272488062



410. John Freeze 648 Chaney Rd Asheboro NC 272058219



411. Barbara Carper 2692 Willie Wright Rd # 18 Ramseur NC 273168669



412. Wanda Buckmaster 3895 Randolph Church Rd Liberty NC 272988101



413. Lara Farrar 3232 Tracer Dr Graham NC 27253



414. Anne Jones 2304 Brandt Vlg Greensboro NC 274552168



415. Elizabeth George 7262 Strawberry Rd Summerfield NC 27358-7225



416. Dale Weston 48 Milpond Ln Greensboro NC 27455-2179



417. Nancy Kondracki 5211 Flintrock Ct Greensboro NC 274551377



418. Carol Carlson 6719 Brookbank Rd Summerfield NC 273589109



419. Mary Wallace-King 3901 Battleground Ave Greensboro NC 27410



420. Elretha Perkins 1135 Lawson St. Eden NC 27288



421. Tim Stevenson 2615 Oak Ridge Rd Oak Ridge NC 273109708



422. Vicki Walker 8016 Nc Highway 700 Ruffin NC 27326-9366



423. Katherine Williams 2102 Bryant St Madison NC 27025



424. Elizabeth Harless Po Box 845 Stoneville NC 27048-0845



425. Roy Forrest 5448 Wild Turkey Rd Whitsett NC 27377



426. Martha Cline 4448 Old Julian Rd Julian NC 272839211



427. Cathy Way 4133 Old Way Rd Sophia NC 27350-8871



428. Gaylon Green 3740 Lynn Oaks Dr Trinity NC 273709445



429. Kristiana Van Eyk 632 Mountain Rd Asheboro NC 272054222



430. Elizabeth Chappell 7217 Bobby Jean Rd Julian NC 272839232



431. Diana Hales 528 Will Be Lane Siler City NC 27344



432. Leona Whichard 344 Cedar Club Cir Chapel Hill NC 275177211



433. April Mayberry Chatham County Pittsboro NC 27312



434. Paula Stober 3607 Timberoak Drive Greensboro NC 27410



435. Thomas Carson 4320 Kingfisher Ln Durham NC 277055769



436. Catherine Byrd 600 E Forest Hill Dr Goldsboro NC 275341820



437. Mindy Hodgin 249 Community Dr Goldsboro NC 27530-9481



438. Casey Giraudy 4805 James Street Surf City NC 28445



439. Gloria Aman Po Box 1595 Richlands NC 28574



440. David Meier 467#207 Racine Dr. Wilmington NC 28403



441. Donna Carlson 113 White Heron Cove Rd Hampstead NC 28443
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Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



442. Lee Glembot 19 Gate 1 Carolina Shores NC 28467



443. Michele Hickman 341 Lafayette St Wilmington NC 284116796



444. Barry Auman 543 Sunset Lakes Blvd. Sw Sunset Beach NC 28468



445. Craig Brown 670 Kings Trl Sunset Beach NC 28468-5316



446. Celeste Rogers 1807 Baywater Ct Se Bolivia NC 28422-8085



447. Christina Gallo 95 Carolina Shores Dr Carolina Shores NC 28467



448. Cynthia Mclaughlin 6435 Bryson Dr Sw Ocean Isle Beach NC 28469



449. Emily Wilkins 126 Oceangreens Ln Caswell Beach NC 28465



450. Edana Donohue 332 Auburn Ln Nw Calabash NC 28467



451. Margaret Halfpenny 3445 St James Dr Southport NC 28461



452. Cheryl Villante 919 Wedge Pointe Drive Sunset Beach NC 28468-4319



453. Kandace Williams 1122 E Dolphin Dr Oak Island NC 28465



454. E. Ledford 636 Kingfisher Ln Sw Sunset Beach NC 28468-4906



455. Meta Carriker 6092 Turtlewood Dr Southport NC 28461



456. Martin Hazeltine 7614 Dunbar Dr Sw Sunset Beach NC 284684616



457. Sherry Wibberley 1609 Zion Hill Rd Se Unit 2 Bolivia NC 28422-8297



458. Yvonne Moody 609 Marsh Grass Ct. Southport NC 28461-2997



459. Joseph Fudge 3826 Lemon Drop Ln Leland NC 284514802



460. Fredrick Milano Po Box 1518 Boone NC 286071518



461. Richard Kelly 2266 Compass Pointe South Wynd Ne Leland NC 284516439



462. Stephen Carroll 1017 Garden Club Way Leland NC 28451-9599



463. Thomas Barker 1263 Nightingale Ct Leland NC 28451-4138



464. Adrienne Moore 418 Wayne Dr Wilmington NC 28403



465. Arrow Ross 717 N 5Th Ave Wilmington NC 28401-3424



466. Elizabeth Wood 1415 Barouche Ct Wilmington NC 28412



467. April Smith 3910 Spicetree Dr Wilmington NC 28412-7398



468. David Norris 602 Larchmont Drive Wilmington NC 28403



469. Esther Murphy 7235 Darden Rd. #127 Wilmington NC 28411



470. James Zizzo 2304 Wrightsville Ave Wilmington NC 284032578



471. Kar Lang 3613A Saint Johns Ct Wilmington NC 284034171



472. Kathy Lambui 712 Orange St Wilmington NC 28401-4641



473. Kimberly Poetzscher 141 Cheyenne Trl Wilmington NC 28409



474. Kathy Haigh 4226 Masonboro Loop Rd Wilmington NC 28409



475. Karen Langelier 3613A Saint Johns Ct Wilmington NC 284034171
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Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



476. Glenn Tetterton-Opheim 319 South Fifth Avenue Wilmington NC 28401



477. Luke Williams 1003 Pandion Dr Wilmington NC 28411



478. William Taylor 2012 Creecy Ave Wilmington NC 28403-1010



479. Sharon Swartzlander 209 Brookwood Ave Wilmington NC 284031111



480. Nikki Spears 5042 Pine St Wilmington NC 28403



481. Nancy Walker 324 N 25Th St. Wilmington NC 28405



482. Wendie Schneider 120 Church St Wilmington NC 28401



483. William St. George 2217 Camellia Dr Wilmington NC 28403



484. Andy Sefton 4937 Crosswinds Dr Wilmington NC 284098944



485. Edward Barkley 4770 Robinson Trl Northwest NC 284514010



486. Chass Hood 777 Liberty Landing Way Wilmington NC 28409



487. Beth Hansen 3722 Amber Drive Wilmington NC 28409



488. Janis Wootten 3805 Mayfield Ct Wilmington NC 284120971



489. Kimberly West 1912 Washington St Wilmington NC 284016714



490. Joseph Sandera 309 K Ave Unit A Kure Beach NC 28449



491. Andrew Marhevsky 5017 Dockside Dr Wilmington NC 284093722



492. M Stanley 126 Central Blvd Wilmington NC 284016947



493. Nancy Sharp 609 Holbrooke Ave. Wilmington NC 28412



494. Chris Skane 3920 Gillette Dr Wilmington NC 284035420



495. Steve Currie 239 Water Oak Ct Kure Beach NC 28449



496. Starr Watson 3720 Merestone Dr Wilmington NC 28412-5155



497. Valerie Goodman 248 Chimney Ln Wilmington NC 28409



498. Virginia Perschbacher 210 River Gate Ln Wilmington NC 28412-2642



499. Amanda Morgan 105 Mishoe Rd Castle Hayne NC 28429



500. Adja Catalano 121 Rogersville Rd Wilmington NC 28403-0321



501. Anthony Snider 350 Valhalla Rd Southern Pines NC 28387



502. Ann Brooks 6222 Trowbridge St. Wilmington NC 28403



503. Clarice Reber 7919 Blue Heron Dr W, #305 Wilmington NC 24811



504. Bette Bauereis 416 Black Diamond Dr Wilmington NC 284118376



505. Frances Callanan 1008 Butler National Ln Wilmington NC 28411



506. Isabella Payonk 129 White Oak Dr Wilmington NC 284095211



507. Katherine Lorenz 1509 Meridian Ter Wilmington NC 284119263



508. Mary Golob 1431 Futch Creek Rd Wilmington NC 28411



509. Mercedes Hyman 6832 Main St Wilmington NC 28405
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Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



510. Ariadne Decarvalho 6243 Turtle Hall Dr. Wilmington NC 28409



511. Tom Riggins 710 Bayshore Dr Wilmington NC 284119421



512. Renee Ertischek 539 Windstar Ln Wilmington NC 284118401



513. Ronald Leuchs 1813 S Moorings Dr Wilmington NC 28405



514. Sondra Vitols 8208 Bald Eagle Ln Wilmington NC 28411



515. Sharon Kehaya 2307 Middle Sound Loop Rd Wilmington NC 28411-7827



516. Tracey Kruger 3401 Bragg Dr Wilmington NC 28409-6952



517. Wanda Duchesne 7436 Whitney Dr Wilmington NC 284111017



518. Jonathan Covey 150 N Belvedere Dr Wilmington NC 28405



519. Mercedes Hyman 601 S College Rd Wilmington NC 284033201



520. Len Gregorio 1332 Cape Fear National Dr Leland NC 284516477



521. Monica Rolquin 101 Nutt Street #126 Wilmington NC 28401



522. Miles Murphy 5052 Park Ave Wilmington NC 28403



523. Peggy Fry 115 Pine Cone Rd Wilmington NC 284095113



524. William E Sisson Jr 16 Shore Dr Wrightsville Beach NC 28480-1979



525. Val Mahoney 2815 Echo Farms St Wilmington NC 28403



526. Camryn Pate 2567 Hunter Rd Clinton NC 28328



527. Carrie Kluiter 273 Parrish Farm Ln Benson NC 27504



528. Janice Giddens 856 Woods Crossroads Rd Benson NC 27504-7271



529. Edward Walsh 457 Madison Ave Princeton NC 27569-7274



530. Jen Johnson 1720 Orange St Wilmington NC 28403



531. Maureen Costa 8101 Furtado Drive, Wilmington NC 28411



532. Joan Ryder 3305 Woolwitch Ct N Castle Hayne NC 284295965



533. Robert Milton 114 S 3Rd St Wilmington NC 284014556



534. Laura Faber 6346 Pawling Ct Fayetteville NC 283045566



535. Bretton Little 2711 Bennington Rd Fayetteville NC 283035235



536. C Fisher 1619 Fort Bragg Rd Fayetteville NC 28305-4711



537. David Nikkel 2641 Lockwood Rd Unit 102 Fayetteville NC 283035021



538. Judy Dewar 714 Murray Hill Rd Fayetteville NC 283035168



539. James Kerchmar 824 Azalea Dr Fayetteville NC 28301-4804



540. Allison Weatherford 1921 Faber St Fayetteville NC 28304



541. Michael Harris 3942 Village Drive Fayetteville NC 28304



542. Mark Zalaznik 2861 Skye Dr Fayetteville NC 28303-5924



543. Scott Grumelot 230 Pinecrest Dr Apt C Fayetteville NC 28305-4903
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Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



544. Walt Dietrich 429 Summerlea Dr Fayetteville NC 28311



545. Henry Louis Rodriguez Cruz Jr 7718 Eunice Dr Fayetteville NC 28306-8625



546. Sharon Pugh 703 Fleming St Ne Wilson NC 27893-2624



547. Jacquelyn Hough 305 Andrews Rd Red Springs NC 283778665



548. Shelley Burton 494 Berwick Dr Raeford NC 28376



549. Cliff Long 118 Linwood Dr Albemarle NC 28001



550. Ruthi Cohen-Joyner 202 Old Hickory Rd Locust NC 28097-9790



551. Cindy Shoaf 225 Playground Ln Salisbury NC 281467534



552. Glenn Ahrendt 140 Winged Foot Rd Pinehurst NC 283748578



553. Mary Lynn Carubba 10 Short Rd Pinehurst NC 283748552



554. Colleen Wehner 120 Countess Ct Whispering Pines NC 28327-9215



555. Donna Baker 161 Starland Ln Southern Pines NC 283872975



556. H. Alan Helsing 2500 E Indiana Ave Southern Pines NC 28387-7400



557. Holly Matt 872 Yadkin Rd Southern Pines NC 28387-3620



558. Ann Collins 188 Murray Hill Rd Southern Pines NC 283876364



559. William Carothers 40 Inverrary Rd Pinehurst NC 283746901



560. Kathryn Wright 620 Lighthorse Cir Aberdeen NC 283153774



561. Cathleen Pritchard 4 Georgia Ct Pinehurst NC 283749647



562. Patricia Griffin 1275 Seven Lakes N West End NC 27376



563. Suzanne Schenkel 106 Belmont Ct Southern Pines NC 28387



564. Joanne Thornton Po Box 2162 Southern Pines NC 283882162



565. Gaynelle Brown 136 Pennington Fry New London NC 281279165



566. Kenneth Johns 122 Club House Dr New London NC 28127



567. Kendrick Miller 218 Park Gq Ave Salisbury NC 28146



568. Carol Ann Minor 10372 Singletree Ln Davidson NC 280367751



569. Cynthia Bernett 10636 Rippling Stream Dr Nw Concord NC 28027



570. Karen Kaser-Odor 278 Fryling Ave Sw Concord NC 28025



571. Dianne Miller 910 Woodbrook Pl Ne Concord NC 280252953



572. Jill Stewart 44 Edgewood Ave Ne Concord NC 28025



573. Lisa Stewart 3677 Old Airport Rd Concord NC 28025



574. Melissa Young 1263 Boswell Ct Nw Concord NC 280279072



575. Susan Hannah 476 Caldwell Dr Se Concord NC 28025



576. Ann Floyd 8545 Chickenfoot Rd Saint Pauls NC 28384-9524



577. David L Gibson 10627 River Rd White Oak NC 28399-9699
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Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



578. Amanda Brewer 735 Ann Rd Orrum NC 283699758



579. Ryuu Nishikawa 2900 Freedom Dr Lumberton NC 28358



580. Stacey Cummings 5056 Highway 710 North Pembroke NC 28372



581. Dagmar Williams 1750 Wade Stedman Rd Stedman NC 28391-8704



582. Raymond Harris 210 Tiffany Ct Apt D Fayetteville NC 283013799



583. Phillip Davis 239 Bowers Ln Ellerbe NC 283389305



584. Christine Hofford 7317 Mockingbird Ln Waxhaw NC 28173



585. David Harkin 5817 Stonebridge Ln Waxhaw NC 281739192



586. Jill Welte 498 Peru Rd Sneads Ferry NC 284606662



587. Medic247 O'Brien 600 N 35Th St Morehead City NC 28557



588. Cory Riback 1206 Waybridge Way Weddington NC 28104



589. Elaine Jones 6015 Charing Pl Charlotte NC 28211-4322



590. Jennifer Barbara 609 Appomatox Dr Marvin NC 28173



591. Cary James 4348 Frying Pan Rd. Se Southport NC 28461



592. Frank Stroupe 329 Raintree Dr Matthews NC 281047319



593. Mark Sullivan 4016 Logan Cir Indian Trail NC 280796516



594. Helena Guiles 3722 Park Rd Unit Q Charlotte NC 28209



595. Betty Gunz 1409 Maryland Ave Charlotte NC 282091527



596. John Crosland 5960 Fairview Rd Ste 200 Charlotte NC 28210-0109



597. Jean Hopkins 7324 Ricewell Rd Charlotte NC 282263824



598. Mary Bowman 1612 Myers Park Dr Charlotte NC 282072670



599. Nancy Behrens 2304 Gunners Ct Charlotte NC 282709729



600. Ruby Edmondson 2809 Greenbriar Rd Charlotte NC 28209-1738



601. Francis Sanady 6538 Rosemary Ln Charlotte NC 28210



602. Steve Copulsky 6614 Lynn Ave Charlotte NC 28226



603. Lucie Laberge 6442 Donnegal Farm Rd Charlotte NC 282700875



604. Alyson Winters 650 Vendue Pl Charlotte NC 28226



605. Bill Staton 2431 Hartmill Ct Charlotte NC 28226-6463



606. Denise Finck-Rothman M.D. 5220 Amherst Trail Dr Charlotte NC 28226



607. Jo Sherman 3633 Maple Glenn Ln Charlotte NC 28226



608. Stephen Wagnet 4301 Morrowick Rd Charlotte NC 28226-4335



609. Jennifer Holston Po Box 277 Pineville NC 28134



610. Sami Kirdar 5803 Bruntsfield Pl Charlotte NC 28277



611. Sami Kirdar 5803 Bruntsfield Pl Charlotte NC 282779650
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Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



612. Edward Turner 11226 Coachman Cir Charlotte NC 282779173



613. Carol Marshall 1216 Lightwood Dr Matthews NC 281053881



614. Dane Bowen 8740 Blair Rd Mint Hill NC 282277640



615. Adele Schiessle 6910 Hollow Oak Dr Mint Hill NC 28227-9585



616. Debbie & Jeff Long 210 Savannah Dr. West Jefferson NC 28694



617. Kim Adams 516 Melrose Avenue Ext Tryon NC 287823374



618. Chrisanne Mitchell 379 7Th St Nw Hickory NC 28601-4828



619. Connie Clark 2830 4Th Street Pl Nw Hickory NC 286018056



620. Derek Chase 55 40Th Avenue Dr Ne Hickory NC 286019088



621. Karen Boyd 2705 N Center St Apt 16 Hickory NC 286011343



622. Lynn B. Spees 280 28Th Avenue Place, Ne Hickory NC 28601



623. Patrick Jean 3910 Herman Sipe Rd Conover NC 28613



624. Paul Magnuson 4945 Brookridge Dr Ne Hickory NC 28601



625. Trina Hoyle 6147 Wiltshire Dr Hickory NC 28601



626. Wilfred Robin 549 11Th Avenue Cir Nw Hickory NC 28601



627. Richard Mccrary 1759 Yellowstone Ct Apt I Gastonia NC 280541772



628. Cindy Henderson 824 Adams Dr Gastonia NC 280525361



629. Steven Tracy 1118 Heatherloch Dr Gastonia NC 280546442



630. Karrie Cash 330 W Main St Lincolnton NC 28092-2616



631. Heather Newell 703 Dogwood Dr Gastonia NC 28054



632. Mark Rosenberg 3406 E Highway 27 Lincolnton NC 28092-8125



633. Cheryl Rotatori 104Timberside Dr. Davidson NC 28036



634. Jennifer Thompson 4408 Lake Shore Rd N Denver NC 28037



635. Richard Klett 4245 Little Fork Cove Rd Denver NC 280379425



636. Wanda Farrell 104 Abbington Ln Shelby NC 28150-6224



637. David Marshall 930 W Warren St Shelby NC 281505025



638. David Campbell 1007 Brookhaven Dr Shelby NC 28152-8617



639. Connie Tracy 580 Piney Ridge Rd Forest City NC 280439018



640. Mari Elvi 17 W Main St Forest City NC 28043



641. Leslie Richardson 82 Denton St Columbus NC 287226409



642. Kari Dacey 301 N Trade St Tryon NC 28782



643. Clarence Kammerer 100 Vista Ter Tryon NC 287823441



644. Shelly Whiteside 218 Markham Rd Tryon NC 287823022



645. Becky Cleland 2142 Coxe Rd Tryon NC 28782-7773
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Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



646. Sierra Fowler 164 George Parker Dr Rutherfordton NC 281397572



647. Carole Schaefer 40 Gerber Rd Asheville NC 28803



648. C. Warren Pope 12 Mountain Site Ln Ext Asheville NC 28803



649. Laurie Anderson 28 Glen Cove Rd Arden NC 28704-3229



650. Howard Yarborough 14 Beaver Valley Road Asheville NC 28804



651. J.A. Perry 24 Ridge Ave Asheville NC 28803



652. Amanda Levesque 1 Battle Sq Apt 309 Asheville NC 288012740



653. Betty Lawrence 142 Hillside St Asheville NC 288011206



654. Carolyn Kanter 118 Maple Dr Apt 1A Asheville NC 288051166



655. Deborah Compton 7 Montview Drive Asheville NC 28801



656. Douglas Fisher 74 Forsythia Dr Brevard NC 287126609



657. Emily Likens 100 Jeanie Ave Black Mountain NC 28711



658. Gloria Shen 40 Rocking Porch Ln Asheville NC 288054304



659. Gwen Keller 10 Spooks Mill Cv Asheville NC 28804-7900



660. Helen Hyatt 14 Swindale St Asheville NC 28801-3928



661. Jane Laping 14 Concord Pl Asheville NC 28803-1010



662. Janice Stevenson 21 Von Ruck Ter Asheville NC 288012027



663. Jan Ross 93 Circle E Ranch Rd Burnsville NC 287148992



664. Jean Wheelock 53 Trail Top Dr Asheville NC 28805-0049



665. Justin Landry 119 Chestnut Pl Arden NC 287042902



666. Jude Maglione 10 Moreview Dr Asheville NC 288032713



667. Edith Simpson 15 Springdale Rd Asheville NC 288051736



668. Marcia Greenstein 15 Oregon Ave Asheville NC 288063480



669. Marilyn Bollinger 28 Forestdale Dr Asheville NC 288031850



670. Marla West 81 Wild Cherry Rd Asheville NC 288041726



671. Scott Duncan Po Box 15103 Asheville NC 28813-0103



672. Sarah Rubin 17 Maywood Rd Asheville NC 28804-2532



673. Buck Schall 31 Elizabeth St Asheville NC 28801-2267



674. Terry Faulkner 160 Chatham Rd Asheville NC 288043339



675. Sharon Tompkins 11 W Rolling Acres Weaverville NC 28787-9311



676. Mr. Michael Morgan 501 Dennis St Swannanoa NC 28778-3211



677. Philip J Bisesi Pe 15 Hi View Drive Black Mountain NC 28711



678. Alyssa Melton 1 Rocket Dr Asheville NC 288039100



679. Aa Lloyd 6 Quinn Ct Asheville NC 28805-9756
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680. Barbara Sloss 5 Wagon Rd Asheville NC 28805-2613



681. Roberta Rosell 219 Pine St Black Mountain NC 28711



682. Miriam Sexton 18 Cedarwood Trl Asheville NC 288038822



683. Diane Hutchins 501 Azalea Ave Black Mountain NC 28711-2901



684. Susan Brown 15 Mill Race Ln Swannanoa NC 28778



685. Fiddle Witch 28 Tranquil Trl Swannanoa NC 287782331



686. Julie Irwin Po Box 1197 Pisgah Forest NC 287681197



687. Marilyn Hamer 220 Dye Leaf Rd Fairview NC 287309651



688. Irene Moser 307 Wilson Cove Rd Swannanoa NC 28778-2826



689. Leslie Bennis 21 Leannas Way Asheville NC 28805-8763



690. Margaret Sigman 8 Littleberry Dr Black Mountain NC 28711-0379



691. Larissa Bowman 425 Flat Top Mountain Rd Fairview NC 28730



692. Peter Lourekas Po Box 18738 Asheville NC 288140738



693. Robert Swett 301 Montreat Rd Black Mountain NC 287113119



694. Ruth Lovinsohn 58 Hutchins Rd Black Mountain NC 28711-9219



695. Tom Schultz 414 Hiawassee Ave Black Mountain NC 287112829



696. Susan Casar 32 Poplar Creek Dr Asheville NC 28805



697. Beverly Ohler 210 N  Fork Rd Black Mountain NC 28711



698. Theresa Long 71 Botany Dr Asheville NC 28805-1607



699. Z. Vijay Director 27 Hunting Lodge Dr Black Mountain NC 28711



700. Nancy Brown 48 Elijah Hall Rd Black Mountain NC 287118805



701. Forrest Chambless Pobox 1181 Lincolnton NC 28093



702. Helen Fisher 506 Jefferson Ct Lenoir NC 286458366



703. Barbara Barcomb 311 Virginia St Sw Lenoir NC 28645



704. Mary Martorano 605 Gwendolyn Ct Granite Falls NC 28630



705. Jeanette Sheets 9183 Wilson Rd Hildebran NC 28637-8205



706. David Smith 1538 Braxton Gate Dr Morganton NC 28655



707. Janet Harris 202 Salem Rd Morganton NC 286554768



708. Bill Schmaltz 2622 Buford Dr Morganton NC 28655



709. Henry Belada 1971 Sunnyside Dr Morganton NC 286557419



710. Wayne Giese 112A Wesley Drive Morganton NC 28655



711. Charles V King Po Box 226 Weaverville NC 28787-0226



712. Cody Jones 262 Hicks Chapel Loop Marion NC 28752-8197



713. Pat Hollifield 100 Woodland Dr Marion NC 28752-4190
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714. Becky Brookshire 3187 Anderson Branch Rd Marshall NC 28753-6300



715. Jane Goldthwait 200 Tabernacle Rd Unit F43 Black Mountain NC 28711-7739



716. Jerry Pinkham 206 Firefly Hill Dr Marshall NC 28753



717. Laura Boggess 501 Bailey St Mars Hill NC 28754



718. Janet Phillips 1444 Roaring Fork Rd Hot Springs NC 28743-8669



719. Patricia Momich 7839 Nc 208 Hwy Marshall NC 287537536



720. Gareth Wynn 122  Bag End Road Hendersonville NC 28739



721. Barbara Hodik 97 Village Greenway Flat Rock NC 28731-7604



722. Bobby Wynn 122  Bag End Road Hendersonville NC 28739



723. Brett Rodgers 123 Swiss Ave Apt 8 Burnsville NC 28714



724. Peggy Wynn 122 Bag End Rd Hendersonville NC 28739-2286



725. Fred Coppotelli 383 Seldon Emerson Rd. Cedar Mountain NC 28718



726. Christopher Berg 6 Rosemary Trail Flat Rock NC 28731



727. Donna Byce 137  Essex Circle Brevard NC 28712-4894



728. Don Huneycutt 77 Flat Rock Fields Ln # 6 Hendersonville NC 287396363



729. Heide Coppotelli 383 Seldon Emerson Rd Cedar Mountain NC 28718



730. David Weintraub Po Box 1066 Flat Rock NC 28731-1066



731. Helen Voris 615 Laurel Lake Dr A-103 Columbus NC 28722-7425



732. Janet Mcgill 106 Creekside Dr Brevard NC 28712-3473



733. Julie Shoemaker 1569 Folly Road Hendersonville NC 28739



734. Julie Davis 165 E Rambling Crk Tryon NC 28782



735. Brian Blackwell 128 N Main St Unit A Hendersonville NC 287925065



736. Liz Davis 586 Salola Ln Brevard NC 287128489



737. Joe Webb 241 Hilt St Brevard NC 28712-3421



738. Sylvan Copelof 100 Park Ave Brevard NC 287123536



739. Suzanne Null 69 Grove Cir Brevard NC 28712



740. Victoria Reiser 387 Stoney Fork Rd Barnardsville NC 287099799



741. Ariel Wynn 122 Bag End Rd Hendersonville NC 28739-2286



742. Adrienne Ferriss 27 Pheasant Dr Asheville NC 288033370



743. Cynthia Degrave 35 Yorktown Cir Arden NC 287049692



744. Jude Pasqualini 354 Davis Creek Rd Candler NC 28715



745. Beth Pensiero 128 Exeter Ct Hendersonville NC 28791



746. Barbara Holland 147 Country Ridge Rd Hendersonville NC 28739



747. Deborah Dobson 32 N Clear Creek Rd Hendersonville NC 287928133
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748. Ellen Winner 90 Woody Farm Drive Pisgah Forest NC 28768



749. Virginia Voedisch 3033 Middleton Way Ct Hendersonville NC 28791-1844



750. Chris Mitchell 149 Cold Springs Rd Hendersonville NC 287929495



751. Jacqueline Knable 878 Sandburg Ter Hendersonville NC 287912992



752. Jim Reed 179 Glade Rd Mills River NC 28759-8514



753. John Mahan 1224 Pinebrook Cir Hendersonville NC 28739-5146



754. Lois Henrickson 47 Blue Heron Drive Mills River NC 28759



755. Rebecca Reid 111 Breckenridge Ct Hendersonville NC 287398803



756. Rosanne Martino 4103 Wood Duck Way Hendersonville NC 28792-7980



757. Ruth Parlin 102 Boyd Drive Flat Rock NC 28731



758. Susan Mack 13 Dover Ln Hendersonville NC 287397003



759. Walter Kross 32 Imperial Dr Hendersonville NC 287928105



760. Jessica Giles Alderete 500 East King St East Flat Rock NC 28726



761. Anne Lanzi 34 Montana Ave Asheville NC 288064116



762. Carol Wilson 33 Pruitt St Asheville NC 288063460



763. Pat Cole 6 Galahad Pl Asheville NC 28806



764. Laurie Timmermann 1 Wellspring Ln Asheville NC 28806-0051



765. Melinda Bates 35 Morris St Asheville NC 28806-2931



766. Terri Lefler 305 Martin St Wilmington NC 284016235



767. Cathy Nieman 312 Ivy Hill Rd Weaverville NC 28787



768. Edward Wolfsohn 8024 Parknoll Dr Huntersville NC 28078-9346



769. Grant Todd 101 Parkway Ct Asheville NC 28803-4100



770. Loveeta Baker 25 Turtle Wallow Weaverville NC 28787



771. Marion Danforth 9 Williams St Weaverville NC 287879430



772. Debi Treleaven 111 Mountain Dr Biltmore Lake NC 287158918



773. Donald Harland Po Box 2080 Candler NC 28715



774. Keith Curry 38 Rose Point Dr Leicester NC 28748-5540



775. Robert Allyn 59 Luther Cove Rd Candler NC 28715-9696



776. Samantha Ward 984 Old Leicester Hwy Asheville NC 28806-9775



777. Susan Wilson 100 Randall Cove Rd Leicester NC 28748-5502



778. Greta Camp Po Box 1045 Asheville NC 288021045



779. Caryl Brt 845 Stevens Creek Rd Waynesville NC 28785-7494



780. Danna Mclintock 920 Tumbling Fork Rd Waynesville NC 287856010



781. Evelyn Coltman 90 Evergreen Cir Waynesville NC 28786
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782. Chanda Farley 117 Ford St Canton NC 287164005



783. Keri Kelley 591 Reed Cove Rd Waynesville NC 28786



784. Mary Tomlinson 227 Soco Acres Rd Maggie Valley NC 28751



785. Anthony Scardaci 298 East St Waynesville NC 28786



786. Anne Damitz 119 Belle Flower Cir Maggie Valley NC 287517662



787. George Rector 947 Bo Cove Rd Cullowhee NC 287236930



788. Carol Brennan 285 Assembly St Waynesville NC 287863905



789. Joanne Mcgrath 924 Chestnut Cove Rd Sylva NC 287797244



790. Catherine Carter 241 Oak Forest Dr Cullowhee NC 287237224



791. Joan Parks 1102 Rockdale Rd Whittier NC 287899123



792. Jane Perlmutter 454 S Country Club Dr Cullowhee NC 28723



793. James Nicholl 3454 Cullowhee Mountain Rd Cullowhee NC 28723-8520



794. Leigh-Ann Renz 278 Apple Creek Rd Waynesville NC 28786-9291



795. Leigh-Ann Renz 278 Apple Creek Rd Waynesville NC 28786



796. Madison Watson 300 Long Shoals Rd Apt 8G Arden NC 28704-7721



797. Paul Cooper Po Box 1234 Dillsboro NC 28725-1234



798. Rose Brostic 75 Meadow Ln Bryson City NC 28713-6720



799. Stewart Swartz Po Box 36 Tuckasegee NC 28783



800. Sylvia Smythe 14 King St Sylva NC 28779-3012



801. Paul Starnes 428 Lakeview Dr Waynesville NC 28785-8994



802. Susan Wilson 547 Old Buck Ln Franklin NC 28734



803. Jerry Starr 2851 Fulton Rd Franklin NC 28734-4935



804. Kevin Fitzpatrick 54 Barney Rd Highlands NC 28741



805. Elizabeth Whitt 1116 Scaleybark Rd Apt 116B Charlotte NC 28209-4509



806. Frank Lorch 1522 Lynway Dr Charlotte NC 282036044



807. Heather Hensley 4525 Bradbury Dr Charlotte NC 28209



808. Laura Weaver 9249 Essen Ln Charlotte NC 282107770



809. Traci Hamilton 3328 Chalmers Dr Wilmington NC 28409



810. Michelle Lee 6746 Vlosi Dr Charlotte NC 28226



811. J S 14535 Harmonious St Charlotte NC 282788179



812. Steve Rundle 4331 Eagle Lake Dr Charlotte, Nc NC 28217



813. Christian Ayers 2621 Hilliard Dr Charlotte NC 282052264



814. Christie Driscoll 2327 Laburnum Ave Charlotte NC 28205



815. Elizabeth Bakatsias 2734 Kilborne Dr Charlotte NC 28205
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816. Karen Hodges 2641 Palm Ave Charlotte NC 28205-2239



817. Mary Tuma 4020 Larkspur Ln Charlotte NC 282054972



818. Eric Innes 1421 Iris Dr Apt 4113 Charlotte NC 282056161



819. Michael Adams 201 Dinadan Dr Apt H Charlotte NC 282175164



820. Suzanne Elsberry Schweikert 5721 Courtview Drive Charlotte NC 28226



821. Betty Rash 610 N Pine St Charlotte NC 28202-1724



822. Fred Martin 3215 Ravencliff Dr Charlotte NC 28226



823. Sandy Deoliveira 833 Farmhurst Drive Charlotte NC 28217



824. Ann Rowell 7001 Thermal Rd Charlotte NC 28211-6150



825. Linda Levy 7058 Burlwood Rd Charlotte NC 28211



826. Heather Cummings 9135 Brocklehurst Lane Charlotte NC 28215



827. Yvonne Tulley 5709 Ebley Ln Charlotte NC 282270632



828. Brandon Williams 7239 Lockmont Dr Charlotte NC 28212



829. James Rogerson 9500 Robert Burns Ct Charlotte NC 28213



830. Janet Fortner 10505 Kerns Rd Huntersville NC 280783607



831. Mary Burnham 15625 Carrington Ridge Dr Huntersville NC 280781215



832. Todd Kreps 13220 Kennerly Dr Huntersville NC 28078



833. John Mcgimsey 1168 S Kings Dr Charlotte NC 28207-1806



834. Chris Micolucci 20811 Island Forest Dr Cornelius NC 280317099



835. Sally Cleveland 22035 Lady Glencirn Ct Cornelius NC 28031-8159



836. Catherine Krug 7123 Windaliere Dr Cornelius NC 28031



837. Gary Andrew 319 N Downing St Davidson NC 280360269



838. Sharon Zeiner 8903 Kestral Ridge Dr Charlotte NC 28269-6166



839. Deborah Steiner 10102 Mountain Apple Dr Mint Hill NC 28227



840. Sonja Bryant 15102 Oldcorn Lane Charlotte NC 28262



841. Karen Kimbrel 2101 Matheson Ave Charlotte NC 28205-3138



842. Kelly Martinez 14800 Crooked Branch Ln Charlotte NC 28278



843. Walter Betts 2312 N Elm St Greensboro NC 27408-5120



844. Julie Clark 535 Woodland Drive Greensboro NC 27408



845. Michael Sileno 1509 W Cornwallis Dr Greensboro NC 274086311



846. Karen Nehlsen 1804 Ashton Dr Greensboro NC 274102145



847. Paul Price 2901 Sherrill Ave High Point NC 27260



848. Aaron Beversdorf 1509 Seminole Dr Greensboro NC 27408



849. Mitchell Ward 1403 Whilden Pl Apt B Greensboro NC 27408
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850. Ann Steighner 1218 Lakewood Dr Greensboro NC 274104440



851. Kathron Griffin 2506 Wright Ave Greensboro NC 27403



852. David Stubbs 3705 Brown Bark Dr Greensboro NC 27410



853. Ellen Rothenberg 1374 Long Pond Rd Ocean Isle Beach NC 28469



854. Carol Simpson 3000 W Cornwallis Dr Greensboro NC 27408-6730



855. Betsabe S 598 Montrose Dr Greensboro NC 274105911



856. Marvene Shore 310 Nc Highway 62 W Randleman NC 27317-9714



857. Chris Ekstedt 1615 York Avenue High Point NC 27265



858. Elizabeth Watkins 409 S Lindell Rd Greensboro NC 27403



859. Cindee Roberts 7023 Ocean Dr Emerald Isle NC 28594



860. Sarah Charles 1701 Gentry Ct High Point NC 27265-9241



861. Scott Brown 2204 Gordon Road High Point NC 27265



862. Inga Lyons 5308 Coveview Ct Greensboro NC 27407-5828



863. John Porter 915 Woodbrook Dr Greensboro NC 27410



864. Marty Goldstein 1708 Lakemont Drive Greensboro NC 27410



865. Virginia Sparks 5810 Old Fox Trl Greensboro NC 274075077



866. Sandra Resner 7607 Middle Dr Greensboro NC 274099014



867. Stephen Mccollum 3225 Pleasant Garden Road, Apt. 1B Greensboro NC 27406



868. Nancy Lenk 1005 South Josephine Boyd Street Greensboro NC 27403



869. Ronald Mcirvin 605 W Market St Unit 210 Greensboro NC 27401-2244



870. Becky Berrier 604 Ashland Dr Greensboro NC 27403-1910



871. Nancy Foster 4346 Edith Ln Apt A Greensboro NC 27409-2746



872. Laurie Tuttle 304 Village Ln Greensboro NC 27409-2505



873. Sharon Daugherty 4312 Bramlet Pl Greensboro NC 27407



874. Micah Moody 6121 Hedgecock Cir Apt 2D High Point NC 272652639



875. Margaret Herke 212 Heron Cv Denton NC 272396950



876. Jennifer Brandon 174 Brody Ln Lexington NC 27295



877. Judith Williams 16 Vance Circle Lexington NC 27292



878. Judith Williams 16 Vance Cir Lexington NC 27292



879. Sandra Petteway 465 Collingswood Dr Winston Salem NC 271273149



880. Jamie Bargas 334 Staplewood Rd Lexington NC 27295



881. Monica Wicks 102 Westover Dr Lexington NC 27292-2340



882. Barry Smith 120 Hampton Cir Salisbury NC 28144-7950



883. Robert Hunt 415 Idlewood Dr Salisbury NC 28144-7756
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884. Frances Shelton 106 Bent Street Advance NC 27006



885. Doug Stobbe 353 Colony Rd Statesville NC 28677-3815



886. Gary Lavinder 348 S Greenbriar Rd Statesville NC 28625



887. Burt Melton 7035 Marching Duck Dr Charlotte NC 28210



888. Burt Melton 7035 Marching Duck Dr Charlotte NC 28210



889. John Carter 149 Brawley Point Cir Mooresville NC 28117-5344



890. Mary Ellen Glover 5495 Gunpowder Dr Hickory NC 286019480



891. Michael Spruell 102 Ashford Hollow Ln Mooresville NC 28117-9695



892. Zach Whitson 182 Normandy Rd Mooresville NC 28117-8430



893. Heather Edmonds 44 Teptal Terrace Bryson City NC 28713



894. Amanda Strawderman 34 Sheppard Dr Asheville NC 28806



895. Kevin Watson 3 West Raleigh Rd Asheville NC 28803-1144



896. Debbie Mcmannis 467 Governors View Rd Asheville NC 28805



897. Josh Kelly 29 N Market St Asheville NC 28801-2951



898. Sybil West 6523 Zack Rd Oak Ridge NC 27310-9738



899. Alice Summey Po Box 460 Saluda NC 287730460



900. Charles Talley 8643 Windsor Ridge Dr Charlotte NC 28277



901. Allora Graham 10146 Morecamble Blvd Leland NC 28451



902. Robert Weber 104 Cypress Pt New Bern NC 285609481



903. Barbara Defonce 425 33Rd Street Sunset Beach NC 28468



904. Anne Roberts 400 Charlotte St Apt 201 Asheville NC 28801



905. Darleen Tomayko 1092 Indigo Branch Rd Sw Supply NC 28462



906. Ken Goldsmith 710 Parkham Ln Raleigh NC 27603-1787



907. C Grimes 6317 Rustic Rdg Hope Mills NC 283482712



908. Linda Voelker 330 Crowell Ln Salisbury NC 28146-8856



909. Patricia Fetzer 11 Cane Creek Circle Fairview NC 28730



910. Katherine Schlosser 1402 Bearhollow Rd Greensboro NC 27410



911. Pamela Culp 42 River Walk Dr Asheville NC 288044405



912. Tina Vazquez 50 Compass Park Dr Weaverville NC 287874517



913. Alexander Houmann 3616 Alamito Lane Charlotte NC 28214



914. Lucy Tyndall 2958 Caldwell Ridge Pkwy Charlotte NC 28213-5888



915. Frances Gregory 3812 Cloee Circle Hillsborough NC 27278



916. Bonnie Harvell 553 Oak Hammock Dr Harkers Island NC 28531-9692



917. John Gerwin 1008 Ravenwood Dr Raleigh NC 27606-1638
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918. Carl Vander Vere 2503 Northwoods Dr. Jacksonville NC 28540-4566



919. Doug Christensen 1215 Areca Way Durham NC 277034666



920. Carolynn Lombardo 3716 Greenville Loop Road Wake Forest NC 27587



921. Dianne Sacchetti 335 Barn Hill Lane Wake Forest NC 27587



922. Douglas Evans 105 Summerwalk Ct Cary NC 275189146



923. Donald Rumph 3238 Quail Pointe Dr Greenville NC 278587335



924. Emily Bradford 4143 Donnelly Ln Wilmington NC 28409



925. Gavin Dillard 528 Padgettown Rd Black Mountain NC 287119408



926. William Phillips 1914 Sutphin Rd Sanford NC 27330-7629



927. Jacob Panici 2619 Brighton Bluff Dr Apex NC 275397978



928. James Kapetsky 7706 Meadowlark Ln, Apt 2 Wilmington NC 28411



929. Judith Utley 111 Halls Creek Dr Swansboro NC 28584-9675



930. Justin Fry 409 Cricketfield Lane Cary NC 27518



931. Kimberly Geddes 232 Bowman Road Aberdeen NC 28315



932. Karen Pruitt 1200 Hadrian Court Garner NC 27529



933. Doug Franklin 383 Boundary St Waynesville NC 287863205



934. Sarah Gentry 3784 Guess Rd Durham NC 27705



935. Mhhamad Arnous 2025 Stargrass Ct Charlotte NC 28213-2165



936. M Win 1008 Pine Valley Dr Durham NC 27712



937. Arnold Gordon 1121 Tunstall Way Durham NC 27703-9824



938. Ellen Osborne 6731 Hunt Rd Pleasant Garden NC 273139701



939. Jennifer A Hill 2811 Watauga Dr Greensboro NC 274085228



940. Jennifer Hill 2811 Watauga Dr Greensboro NC 27408



941. Patricia Ruge 2829 Springfield Dr Wilmington NC 28405



942. Linda Taranto 8330 Deerfoot Dr Linden NC 28356-9624



943. Richard Starling 3216 Hubbard Rd Charlotte NC 28269



944. Randall Dail 495 River Bluff Dr Unit 3 Shallotte NC 284705894



945. Susan Bartlett 4 Lagrange Dr Asheville NC 28805



946. Becky Shepherd 111 Brampton Ln Apt 1B Cary NC 275135207



947. Stephanie Reineke 103 Sweet Clover Ln Weaverville NC 28787-8599



948. Sandra Sly Po Box 2974 Surf City NC 28445



949. Katherine Solomita 1010 Leesburg Dr Leland NC 284519386



950. Shannon Ryan 15046 Deshler Ct Charlotte NC 28273



951. Mary Ann Harrison 7283 Nc Highway 42 # 102-405 Raleigh NC 27603-7529
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952. Barbara Dornbush 41 Fox Falls Ln Highlands NC 28741-6661



953. Mike Schmieg 6000 Falstaff Dr Charlotte NC 282272511



954. Nancy Buckingham 126 Hickory Knoll Rd., 126 Hickory Knoll Rd. Wilmington NC 28409



955. Tameka Davis 1511 Pinewinds Drive Apt 203 Raleigh NC 27603



956. Therese Duffy Po Box 36 Zirconia NC 28790



957. Ramona Campbell 1686 Kings Landing Rd Hampstead NC 28443-8372



958. Ruth & Bernie Dehoog 554 Woodstock Ln Belhaven NC 278109312



959. Carole Dupre 500 W Poplar Ave Carrboro NC 27510



960. Alicia Willard 1554 Danny Bell Rd Asheboro NC 27205



961. Marina Little 101 Pender Ln Brevard NC 28712-0074



962. Gabriel Mccurdy 1320 12Th St Ne Hickory NC 28601



963. Elizabeth Eitelman 166 Spring Creek Lane Wilmington NC 28411



964. Priscilla Rebillard 6209 Motts Village Rd Wilmington NC 28412



965. Lynn Anderson 2001 Bay Gull Court Wilmington NC 28405



966. Sandra Cooke 937 Baker Dr Haw River NC 272589755



967. Shannon Vasamsetti 6832 Main St Wilmington NC 28405



968. Forrest Hoffman 222 E Bland St Unit 394 Charlotte NC 28203-6150



969. Leslie Antos 306 Coral Drive Wrightsville Beach NC 28480



970. Josh Allen 1601 Painted Horse Dr Indian Trail NC 28079-5797



971. Todd Patton 4512 Bracada Dr Durham NC 277051653



972. Kelli Raker 7 Coriander Ct Durham NC 27713-3109



973. Dena Watts 139 S. Turkey Creek Rd Leicester NC 28748



974. Robert Phipps 3991 Rising Hills Dr Lenoir NC 28645-8430



975. Diane Gandara 8124 Garden Pointe Dr Leland NC 28451



976. Annette Sheppard 3613 Rock Creek Dr Raleigh NC 27609



977. Marsha Earp 6498 River Rd Vanceboro NC 285868576



978. Stephanie Schweickert 1125 Stoneferry Ln Raleigh NC 27606



979. Linda Hartford 1403 Ashewood Cr Asheboro NC 27203



980. Samuel Rees 821 E Country Club Rd Mount Airy NC 27030



981. Emily Donovan 130 Emberwood Dr. Winnabow NC 28479



982. Katherine Gray 8115 Masonboro Sound Rd Wilmington NC 28409-2678



983. John Poulos 606 Huske St Fayetteville NC 28312



984. Lisa Lytton 407 Hanna St Gastonia NC 28052-4069



985. Ruth Lovinsohn 58 Hutchins Rd Black Mountain NC 28711
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986. Ellyn And Neil Kirschner 326 Tranquil Ave Charlotte NC 282092116



987. Jon Racioppi 14119 Lake Crossing Dr Charlotte NC 28278-7661



988. Edgar Miller 846 W 4Th St Winston Salem NC 27101



989. Mary Marinucci 47 Bungalow Way Brevard NC 28712



990. Lori Del Negro 6900 Three Bridges Cir Raleigh NC 276133551



991. Dale Tilson 319 Durham Creek Ln Edward NC 27822



992. Ellen Dowling 3280 Mannington Dr Charlotte NC 28270



993. Peyton Vaughn 2732 University Dr Durham NC 27707-2864



994. Stacey Anderson 18716 Greyton Ln Davidson NC 28036-7807



995. Alix Stephanski 4116 Hearthside Dr Apt 303 Wilmington NC 284128392



996. Eric Moyle 3027 Vernell Ln Shelby NC 28150-9724



997. Jolanta Lewtak 211 Parsley Ln Mocksville NC 270286771



998. Thomas De Walle 10013 Fountain Chapel Hill NC 27517



999. Rhonda Lyons 5100 Ela Road, Unit C7 Bryson City NC 28713



1,000. Sharon Van Horn 45 Pine Hill Rd Franklin NC 287343708



1,001. Debby Hanks 1703 Farm Lake Dr Holly Springs NC 275408805



1,002. Jolanta Lewtak 4820 Kinnamon Rd Winston Salem NC 27103-9734



1,003. Mel Hanks 1703 Farm Lake Dr Holly Springs NC 275408805



1,004. Susan Skoda 7728 Monarch Dr Wilmington NC 284118711



1,005. Maria Cichetti 17 Branch Ct Greensboro NC 27408-6305



1,006. Sherry Porter 1020 Maplechase Drive Leland NC 28451



1,007. Richard Usanis 818 Woodburn Road Raleigh NC 27605-1163



1,008. Keith Goolsby 2461 Middleton Loop Walnut Cove NC 27052-6116



1,009. Anna Frisbie 125 Isabella Ave Washington NC 27889-5231



1,010. April Ingle 6240 Spurgeon Way High Point NC 272653188



1,011. Dick Christensen 1213 Areca Way Durham NC 27703-4666



1,012. Crystal Dreisbach 108 Bennett Ct Durham NC 27701-1401



1,013. Erin Healy 3301 Foxridge Rd Charlotte NC 28226-7388



1,014. Jesse Mackenzie 5722 Judy Ln Winston Salem NC 27127-9827



1,015. Jingyuan Zhang 104A Duncan Ct Chapel Hill NC 27514-5160



1,016. Janice Phillips 840 Bermuda Ave Gastonia NC 280546026



1,017. Michael Jones 1725 Hammond St Rocky Mount NC 27803-2314



1,018. John Valaika 1013 Leesburg Dr Leland NC 28451-9386



1,019. Madeline Bujold 10004 Falmouth Ln Charlotte NC 28269-7029
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1,020. Donna Bonarrigo 606 Watson Ave New Bern NC 285603148



1,021. Monika Klein 8215 Shadow Oaks Dr Apt 421 Charlotte NC 282692410



1,022. Susie Yates 104 Squire Drive Winterville NC 28590



1,023. Lorraine Loren 40 Rocky Springs Rd Taylorsville NC 28681



1,024. Brian Mihans 280 Dreamcatcher Trl Youngsville NC 27596-9280



1,025. Dannie Ingle 4495 Greenfield Way Dr Winston Salem NC 27103



1,026. Gary Richards 601 W Rosemary St Unit 602 Chapel Hill NC 27516-2359



1,027. Robert Voelker 330 Crowell Lane Salisbury NC 28146



1,028. Ann Green 740 Three Mile Knob Rd Pisgah Forest NC 287689060



1,029. Ann Scott Thompson 8405 Bells Lake Rd Apex NC 27539-8383



1,030. Ann Murray 7531 Cedar Creek Rd Fayetteville NC 283127797



1,031. Ellen Cohen 363 Fearrington Post Pittsboro NC 273128517



1,032. Douglas Norton 1313 Pine Valley Drive New Bern NC 28562-2901



1,033. Robert Hearn 1082 Nichols Dr Raleigh NC 276051108



1,034. Susan Allen 6824 Gloucester Rd Raleigh NC 27612-2474



1,035. Tricia Hayes 1139 Woodlawn Cir Newton NC 28658-9041



1,036. Nancy Maclean 1808 Woodburn Rd Durham NC 27705



1,037. Tawanna Spainhour 360 Moore Rd King NC 27021



1,038. Paula Marchio 2405 Palisade Ct Ne Leland NC 28451-6050



1,039. David Caldwell 540 Belwood Lawndale Rd Lawndale NC 28090



1,040. Kathy Lehmkuhler 42194 Park Dr # 600 Avon NC 279151324



1,041. Rebecca Williams 3880 Whitehaven Rd Winston Salem NC 27106



1,042. Jeffery And Pamela Mastin 417 Hawk Ridge Rd Deep Gap NC 28618-9337



1,043. Kimberly Richmond 4429 Timberfield Dr Pfafftown NC 27040



1,044. Sally Thomas 720 Brockbank Rd Charlotte NC 28209-4924



1,045. Alexandrea Lassiter 1090 S Fifth St Mebane NC 27302



1,046. Beverly Kirkman 5605 Groomsbridge Ct Raleigh NC 27612-6401



1,047. Anne Baldwin 107 Lobster Ln Sneads Ferry NC 28460



1,048. Mary Louise Bellamy 6 Church Street Wilmington NC 28401



1,049. Barbara Benson 104 Deerfield Ct Cedar Point NC 285848047



1,050. Marlene Pratto 105 Ridgeway Drive Greensboro NC 27403



1,051. David Macqueen 625 Woodland Forest Ct Wilmington NC 28403



1,052. Gloria Green 1306 Maple Ridge Rd Wilmington NC 28411-7410



1,053. Stanage Elling 7922 Greenside Ct Charlotte NC 28277



31 of 42











Triennial Review
Petition Signers in support of strong water quality standards for North Carolina.



1,054. Faisal Amod 107 W Main St Plymouth NC 27962



1,055. Clark Pearson 1128 Kitchens Branch Rd Sylva NC 28779-7760



1,056. Walter Wood 304 Hedrick St Beaufort NC 285162085



1,057. Laura Lathan 1312 Gateshead Ln Matthews NC 281052525



1,058. Mame Johnston 2433 Fiddich Ln Fuquay Varina NC 27526



1,059. Rhonda Candler Kilby 244 Mimosa Road Columbus NC 28723



1,060. Grant E Todd 101 Parkway Ct Asheville NC 28803



1,061. Alisa Rushing 1001 Chadwyck Dr Monroe NC 28110-9114



1,062. Jennifer Dimarco 1715 Kool Park Rd Ne Hickory NC 286018276



1,063. Carole Newsome 7211 Emerald Dr Emerald Isle NC 28594-3010



1,064. Katherine Tripp 4240 Lake Brandt Rd Greensboro NC 27455



1,065. Gwen Lackey 5062 Poplar Ridge Rd Trinity NC 273708103



1,066. Lidia Lucaciu 2446 27Th Avenue Cir Ne Hickory NC 28601-7238



1,067. James Seramba 1501 Crows Landing Cir Wilmington NC 284035355



1,068. Diane Leonard 722 Tallman Cir Midway Park NC 28544



1,069. Maryann Goins 503 Beaumonde Ave Shelby NC 28150



1,070. Barbara Zumsteg 335 Queens Rd Sanford NC 27330-3411



1,071. John Hayes 10043 Dominion Village Dr Charlotte NC 28269-7905



1,072. Pamela Albert 1107 Stanford Ave Apt 104 Burgaw NC 28425-4273



1,073. Marcia Mandel 5 Radley Pl Durham NC 277056180



1,074. Miriam Angress 2608 University Dr Durham NC 277072862



1,075. Michelle Smith 2310 Deerbrook Forest Ln Greensboro NC 27406-9868



1,076. Albert Armstrong 622West7Thst Newton NC 28658



1,077. Joseph Mccarthy 16408 Holly Crest Ln Huntersville NC 28078-5149



1,078. Karlan Barker 1612 Morton Street Greensboro NC 27403



1,079. Barbara Veliskakis 6205 Morrison Blvd Apt 813 Charlotte NC 282115147



1,080. Diane Clark 4115 Castleford Dr Colfax NC 272359704



1,081. Irene Thomas 73 River Overlook Dr Sapphire NC 28774



1,082. Lillie Anthomy 235 Lyles St Elkin NC 28621-2229



1,083. Max Drake 1050 Beaver Dam Rd Chapel Hill NC 27517



1,084. Karen Fitzpatrick 472 Carver Rd Prospect Hill NC 27314



1,085. Leslie Zimmerman 732 Solomon Road Leasburg NC 27291



1,086. Beverly Mathews 14607 Batteliere Dr Charlotte NC 282780145



1,087. Mary Baldwin 6516 Red Cedar Rd Wilmington NC 28411
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1,088. Cynthia Young 210 Briarcliff Rd Troutman NC 28166



1,089. Gallina Fiedler 10020 Monroe Rd Matthews NC 28105-5485



1,090. Teri Earl 9221 Holly Springs Rd Apex NC 27539



1,091. Ruth Nair 8318 Harris Pond Dr Apt G Charlotte NC 28269



1,092. Tacye Lang 6406 Rosny Rd Raleigh NC 27613-3111



1,093. Garry Massey 2051 Westover Terrace Burlington NC 27215



1,094. Julie Byrd 809 Spring Ave Murfreesboro NC 27855



1,095. Sue Ellen Johnson 660 S Lakeside Dr Raleigh NC 276062234



1,096. Andi Li 278 Old Nc Highway 86 N Yanceyville NC 27379



1,097. Jessica Sheffield 4404 Guess Rd Durham NC 27712



1,098. Alice Setliff 1166 Narrow Gauge Rd Reidsville NC 27320



1,099. Joyce Scola 102 W Ashley Pl Etowah NC 28729-8776



1,100. Elizabeth Ui Mcmahon 320 S Turners Run Apt 105 Wilmington NC 28405-7605



1,101. Sarah Disorbo 2108 Molly Exchange Dr Holly Springs NC 27540



1,102. Ben Graham 422 Carolina Circle Durham NC 27707



1,103. Miranda Calhoun 38 6Th St Woodfin NC 28804



1,104. Ronald Marchesano 376 Norwood Dr Clayton NC 27527



1,105. Elaine Minier 4145 Lake Lynn Dr Apt 108 Raleigh NC 276133454



1,106. Eugenie Lancaster 210 Bellamy Parke Way Wilmington NC 28412-3617



1,107. Carroll Ipock 414 Surrey Ln Trent Woods NC 285627524



1,108. Lilla Gutay 5 Bramerton Ct Durham NC 27705-1780



1,109. Ileana Clavijo 513 Green Meadows Dr Wilmington NC 284053719



1,110. Mary S Myers 2660 Kecoughtan Rd Pfafftown NC 270408504



1,111. Wayne Manahan 6516 Weldon Cir Nw Concord NC 280278018



1,112. Kurt Nichols 9204 Four Mile Creek Rd Charlotte NC 282779063



1,113. William Daniels 313 Silver Bluff St Holly Springs NC 27540-9805



1,114. Corinna Basler 130 Overlook Dr Flat Rock NC 28731-9700



1,115. Joyce Binning 245 S Peach St Pinebluff NC 28373



1,116. Lora Aspiotis 21 River Glen Dr Arden NC 28704-9240



1,117. Patricia Winkler 4938 Looking Glass Trl Denver NC 28037



1,118. Sandra Rogers 5104 Wickham Rd Raleigh NC 27606-2548



1,119. Darrell Keller 906 Griffis St Cary NC 27511-3748



1,120. Eugene Chase 5358 Beacon Ridge Dr Granite Falls NC 28630



1,121. Joanna Crane 16515 Old Statesville Rd Apt 429 Huntersville NC 28078-9425
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1,122. Sara Joyce 2629 K Fork Rd Madison NC 27025-6812



1,123. Mona Strandburg 140 Glade Valley Avenue Mooresville NC 28117



1,124. Caren Woods 204 Theys Mill Way Fuquay Varina NC 27526



1,125. James Cooper 76 Dougs Dr. Bakersville NC 28705



1,126. Sandra Richardson 5331 Eneida Sue Drive Charlotte NC 28214



1,127. Crystal Abernathy 10008 Red Bluff Ct Charlotte NC 28269



1,128. Mary Jeffrey 1381 River Club Ridge Lenoir NC 28645



1,129. Cheryl Dalton 404 W Decatur St Apt 202 Madison NC 27025-1977



1,130. Barbara Goodrich 8316 Dallas Bay Rd Charlotte NC 28278



1,131. Carol-Ann Greenslade 149 Tinderwood Fearrington Village NC 27312-8614



1,132. Deacon Brown Po Box 25631 Raleigh NC 27611-5631



1,133. Jane Ohara 312 Cape Lookout Loop Emerald Isle NC 28594



1,134. Lavera Parato 407 Ketner Blvd Havelock NC 285329541



1,135. Shirley Good 450 Cherry Cove Dr Apt Apt-A Kernersville NC 272842034



1,136. Cindy Jones 983 Caswell Station Rd Kinston NC 285019509



1,137. Maria Shelton Raleigh Raleigh NC 27604



1,138. Melissa P. Martin 220 Wimbish Road Eden NC 27288



1,139. Judith Harris 4311 Windfield Ct Elm City NC 27822-8742



1,140. Jewell Spataro 162 Water Tower Dr Forest City NC 280437064



1,141. Pauline Jernigan 29-D River Oaks Dr. Greensboro NC 27409



1,142. Ann Milligan 506 Edmund Ct Elon NC 27244-8030



1,143. Frank Hartig 1220 Thompson Road Durham NC 27704



1,144. Constance Mitchell 28 Robinhood Rd Asheville NC 288041637



1,145. Lisa Fisk 325 Tryon St Burlington NC 272173047



1,146. Eleanor Chouiniere 3263 Alamance Rd Apt 1 Burlington NC 27215-5666



1,147. Darren Hollar 5072 Bert Dr Catawba NC 286099700



1,148. Lester Wiggins 8655 Prison Camp Rd Robersonville NC 27871-8963



1,149. Sheila Kerrigan 2310 Stansbury Rd. Chapel Hill NC 24516



1,150. Matthew Hoh 339 E Pine Ave Wake Forest NC 275872656



1,151. Kimberly Willis 329 Cape Lookout Dr Harkers Island NC 28531-9613



1,152. Audrey Porter 844 Hawley Avenue Unit 211, Belmont NC 28012



1,153. Donald Steelman 9155 Lasater Rd Clemmons NC 27012



1,154. Juanita Bonds 1423 Milton St Spring Lake NC 28390-2511



1,155. Linda Eastman 7048 Sevilleen Dr Sw Ocean Isl Bch NC 284695865
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1,156. Dani Bahena Bustos 700 Finsbury St Apt 101 Durham NC 277039828



1,157. Elyse Clark 599 Hearthside Dr Se Bolivia NC 28422



1,158. Michael Anderson 6940 Wadsworth Pl Fayetteville NC 28314



1,159. Tyler Kindschuh 134 Forest Lane Garner NC 27529



1,160. David Clyde 882 Deck Hill Rd Boone NC 286078909



1,161. James Stockwell 125 Morning Glory Ln Burnsville NC 287147337



1,162. Dianne Grimes 7907 North Balfour Dr Nw Calabash NC 28467-2478



1,163. Patricia Brown 209 Landsbury Dr Durham NC 277072413



1,164. Jackie Bennett 5939 W Friendly Ave Apt 14D Greensboro NC 27410



1,165. Jackie Cummings 206 White Oak Blvd Jacksonville NC 28546



1,166. Steven Ivers 5203 Windlass Rd Southport NC 284610050



1,167. Kenneth Chester 1310 Rebecca Bailey Dr Charlotte NC 28262-0633



1,168. Gloria Wright 4112 Breezewood Dr Apt 102 Wilmington NC 28412-5162



1,169. Georgia Bernstein 710 Wellingham Dr Durham NC 27713-7504



1,170. Nancy Hanley 4611 Dolwick Dr Durham NC 277136527



1,171. Kimberley Isaac Po Box 505 Blowing Rock NC 28605-0505



1,172. Bobby Barnwell 108 Woods Dr. Dudley NC 28333



1,173. Christine Reel Brander 107 Sicily Drive Clayton NC 27527



1,174. Carletta Allen 2307 Sonora St Raleigh NC 27607-6925



1,175. Doug Morrison 342 W Grover St Shelby NC 28150-3710



1,176. Zafirah Hannibal 1701 Remount Rd  Apt 8 Charlotte NC 28208



1,177. Jessica Starkey 108 Jennifer Rd Surf City NC 28445-9416



1,178. Elizabeth Whitt 1116 Scaleybark Rd Apt 116B Charlotte NC 282094509



1,179. Maryanne Serino Sanair Ct Apex NC 27502



1,180. Jeremy Stubbs 38 Grouse Ln Brevard NC 28712-9766



1,181. Diane Sawyer 1434 Turnpike Rd Elizabeth City NC 27909-7524



1,182. Gloria Jones 5709 Indian Wood Dr Matthews NC 28104-8536



1,183. Benita Auge 5 Forest Knoll Dr Weaverville NC 28787-8417



1,184. Patricia Almeida 914 Athens Dr Apt C Raleigh NC 27606-1574



1,185. Valerie Harvey 1035 Ryan Ln Walnut Cove NC 270526921



1,186. Jamila Patterson 2031 Sugar Hill Rd Lot B Marion NC 28752



1,187. William Reavis 1105 Piney Grove Rd Kernersville NC 272847216



1,188. Mary Beth Lemon 5023 Revelation Way Monroe NC 28110



1,189. Forrester Spears 312 Smoot Ave Currie NC 284355710
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1,190. Tuesday Whalen 7111 Orchard Trce Wilmington NC 284092835



1,191. Michael Yates 6861 Belews Creek NC 27009



1,192. Ben Graham 422 Carolina Cir Durham NC 27707



1,193. Joy Rochester 2840 Regency Dr Winston Salem NC 27106



1,194. Mary Abrams 351 Luke Meadow Ln Cary NC 27519



1,195. Deborah Shipwash 2505 Banner Whitehead Rd Sophia NC 27350



1,196. Victoria O'Connor 30 Candlewood Cir Waynesville NC 28785



1,197. Connor Moore 804 Southstone Dr Stallings NC 28104



1,198. Laura Rollins 970 New Haw Creek Rd Asheville NC 28805



1,199. Robyn Farschon 660 Saint Clairs Creek Road Bath NC 27808



1,200. Derek Pearsall 1227 Dobson Dr Waxhaw NC 28173-7975



1,201. Angie Shiveley 3907 River Front Pl Unit 103 Wilmington NC 28412-7016



1,202. Susan Redding 601 S Elm St Greenville NC 278582825



1,203. Karen Floyd 906 Emory Dr Chapel Hill NC 275173412



1,204. Cynthia Steed 2763 Granville St High Point NC 272632188



1,205. Ann Delucas 444 Starboard Dr Oriental NC 28571



1,206. Paula Mcphail 2122 Clinchfield Dr Fayetteville NC 28304



1,207. Barbara Boix 621 Pearson Rd Maxton NC 28364



1,208. Judith Mellor 119 Saddle River Rd Apex NC 27502-4421



1,209. Sally Buchanan 904 Caswell Beach Road Caswell Beach NC 28465



1,210. Linda Anderson 1518 Reynard Dr Kernersville NC 272849426



1,211. Rose Greear 902 Riverwood Dr Lexington NC 27292



1,212. Laura Glover 326 Foxwood Ln Wilmington NC 28409



1,213. Jim&Susan Kenny 120 Wilkshire Dr Greenville NC 27858-4830



1,214. Michelle Trajanovska 3813 Woodridge Ct Clayton NC 275208148



1,215. Jennifer Crump 2625 Trenton Park Lenoir NC 286457324



1,216. Stephen Koska 3517 Rockwood Court Greenville NC 27834



1,217. Samuel Todd 8801 Brigadier Ln Mint Hill NC 282279731



1,218. Pamela Mason 901 Hadley Rd Raleigh NC 276104826



1,219. Rose Marie Giglio-Grasso 10625 Eddings Dr Apt 102 Charlotte NC 28270-1195



1,220. Paula Taylor 237 S Winstead Ave Apt E3 Rocky Mount NC 27804-3427



1,221. Elizabeth Pierce 135 E Wilson Ave Apt B Mooresville NC 28115



1,222. Lenore Madeleine 700 Vista Lake Dr Apt 308 Candler NC 287157191



1,223. Kara Nunnally 4308 Talcott Dr Durham NC 27705
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1,224. Richard Maxted 2119 Shelmore Way Leland NC 28451



1,225. Brenda Brown 6333 Us Hwy 158 West Yanceyville NC 27379



1,226. Cathy Pescevich Kreplin 608 Harbour View Dr Kill Devil Hills NC 279488635



1,227. Kim Jansen 9101 Breeland Way Raleigh NC 27613-5348



1,228. Helen Schillaci 140 Lake Hills Rd Pinehurst NC 28374-9628



1,229. Joyce Huguelet 6117 Sweet Gum Hollow Rd Wilmington NC 28409-2209



1,230. Dana Mccraw 811 Oxfordshire Ln Chapel Hill NC 27517-6218



1,231. Michael Minnick 2951 Cosmo Dr Apt K Fayetteville NC 28304-6329



1,232. Susan Hersh 313 Birch Cir Chapel Hill NC 27517



1,233. William Compton 12068 Nc Highway 62 S Burlington NC 27217



1,234. Joyce Snelgrove 3134 Park South Station Blvd Charlotte NC 28210



1,235. Sarah Price 7108 Ladora Dr Willow Spring NC 27592



1,236. Rocky Hendrick 630 Sandridge Rd Charlotte NC 282102455



1,237. Martha Overton 5508 Lares Lane Fuquay-Varina NC 27526



1,238. Martina Bartley 148 Spicer Rd. Elkin NC 28621-7912



1,239. Catherine Sims 1021 Red Hat Ln Durham NC 277138223



1,240. Jacqueline Zayas 4632 Belmar Place Rd Charlotte NC 28269-4091



1,241. Julie Ann Roberts 2302 Land Hbr Newland NC 286577905



1,242. Alegra Goode 312 E Main St Forest City NC 28043



1,243. Consuelo Friedman 1506 High Valley Way Lenoir NC 28645-6799



1,244. Mf Solomon 2 Stillwater Park Durham NC 277076125



1,245. Lamont Debro 4010 Saxby Ln Nw Wilson NC 27896



1,246. Joseph Ferrugia Dellcastle Ct Calabash NC 28467



1,247. Sarah Brown 1645 Knolls Dr Newton NC 28658



1,248. Michael Roche 7 Briarwood Ln Fletcher NC 28732



1,249. Sarah Wright 1459 Hideaway Mountain Dr Murphy NC 289064371



1,250. Robert Rospendowski 345 Kingsbrook Cir Fuquay Varina NC 275264907



1,251. Cheryl Hopkins Po Box 896 Buxton NC 27920



1,252. Roxanna Demers 253 Old Grove Lane Apex NC 27502



1,253. Cynthia Simonds 704 Laurel Ave Black Mountain NC 287112926



1,254. Linda Georges 914 Kings Mill Rd. Chapel Hill NC 27517-4923



1,255. Mollie Gaines 1303 Kent Rd Raleigh NC 27606-6502



1,256. Tereza Hall 801 Buckberry Dr # 2165 Sapphire NC 28774-8700



1,257. Mark Klabo 5029 Mundy Ln Denver NC 28037
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1,258. Robert Bradstock 3034 Desmond Words Dr Greensboro NC 27405



1,259. Jeannie Lennon 3910 Sweetbriar Road Wilmington NC 28403



1,260. Michael Kirsche 4523 Old Towne Street Wilmington NC 28412



1,261. Barbara Price 1125 Grandiflora Dr Leland NC 28451-9517



1,262. Olivia Fennell 6302 Gadwall Ct Wilmington NC 284031923



1,263. Deirdre Wild 17 Kendall Dr Chapel Hill NC 27517-5646



1,264. James Benson 15323 E Rock Ct Davidson NC 28036-6032



1,265. Lora Allen 1122 S Woodleigh Cir Reidsville NC 273204412



1,266. Emily Tadlock 6322 Kiftsgate Ct Charlotte NC 282265576



1,267. Sarah Hodder 1017 W Trinity Ave Durham NC 27701



1,268. Tom Dowd 808 Gaston Manor Dr Durhsm NC 27703



1,269. Thomas Johnson 2455 Holloway Mountain Rd Blowing Rock NC 28605-9505



1,270. Gerry Hoots 3627 Dewsbury Rd Winston Salem NC 27104-1749



1,271. Candace Bishop 11216 Canoe Cove Ln Huntersville NC 280782329



1,272. Charles Hunter Mendenhall Greensboro NC 27403



1,273. Erin James 801 E Main St Apt B2 Aberdeen NC 28315-3545



1,274. Pam Burns 104 Dowington Lane Cary NC 27519



1,275. Cailin Hinton 4463 Murphy School Rd Durham NC 277058024



1,276. Marsha Hannah 2917 Enfield Rd Charlotte NC 282054131



1,277. Constance Neff 809 S. 13Th St. Wilmington NC 28401



1,278. Virginia Pietsch 384 Oaklawn Rd Winston Salem NC 27107



1,279. Dennis Letman 7406 Gates Rd Hurdle Mills NC 27541



1,280. Charlie Wilson 1177 Edgebrook Dr Winston Salem NC 27106



1,281. Joseph Martinez 86 Red Maple Dr Weaverville NC 28787-9273



1,282. Christine Arends 27 Halkirk Dr Pinehurst NC 283749759



1,283. Cathy Phillips 2101 Morganton Rd Fayetteville NC 28305



1,284. Donna Lohr 265 Northpoint Dr Lexington NC 27295



1,285. George Freeman 146 Panda Trl Waynesville NC 28785-6905



1,286. Mark Langan 1705 Wallace Street Durham NC 27707



1,287. Bryon Shoffner 150 Shoffners Loop Burlington NC 27217



1,288. Lynn Huang 4225 Larchmont Rd, Apt #922 Durham NC 27707



1,289. Susan Andresen 111 Waterford Ln Brevard NC 287125524



1,290. Mary Ellen Lavoie 112 River Rock Way Wilmington NC 28401



1,291. Marsha Opritza 1059 Lakewood Dr Newton NC 28658
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1,292. John Tucker 17 Wild Pony Lane Kitty Hawk NC 27949



1,293. Vanessa Lineberger 8913 W Mount Dr Rocky Mount NC 27803



1,294. Glenda Coble 169 W Steeple Chase Rd # B Greensboro NC 27406-8037



1,295. Cynthia Moorehead 8300 Barncliff Rd Charlotte NC 28227-5925



1,296. Mary Troncellito 198 Harris Fm Rd Mooresville NC 28115



1,297. John Bromer 255 Lakey Gap Acres Black Mountain NC 287119647



1,298. Nijah Farrsr 8939 Lake View St Jamestown NC 27264



1,299. Rose Mckain 4582 Brimmer Place Dr Kernersville NC 27284



1,300. Adele Orsini 2554 Gouges Creek Rd Spruce Pine NC 28777-6019



1,301. Roland Trivett 4030 S View Blvd Morganton NC 28655-6535



1,302. Pat And David Webb 35 Oak Grove Rd. Marshall NC 28753



1,303. Adam Mills 408 Depot St Apt 203 Asheville NC 288014451



1,304. Francoise Amado 427 Guilford College Rd Apt F Greensboro NC 27409



1,305. Alisa Vargas Po Box 1868 Marion NC 287521868



1,306. Tony Whitaker 210 Golda Avenue Asheboro NC 27203



1,307. Frank Hartig 1220 Thompson Rd Durham NC 27704



1,308. Gregory Massey 278 Randy Dr Hendersonville NC 287911047



1,309. Mary Ann Oglia 64 Bear Paw Hill Rd Franklin NC 28734



1,310. Laurel Hager 2005 Goodman Lake Rd Morganton NC 28655-7074



1,311. Mimi Austin 1422 Somersby Cir Gastonia NC 28054



1,312. Kristian Morehead 185 Bostic Road Atkinson NC 28421



1,313. Mark Hemenway 7700 Covey Chase Dr Charlotte NC 282107208



1,314. Angelica Villarreal 501 Willard St Durham NC 27701-3274



1,315. Thad Wright 6 Desoto Sq Hayesville NC 289044402



1,316. Lola Baker 132 Grey St Mocksville NC 270282310



1,317. Alicia Wernick 100 River Mill Dr Asheville NC 28803-0162



1,318. Teri Rose 7017 Hallstead Ct Wilmington NC 28411-1067



1,319. A. Bleyman 1818 Mlk Blvd Ste 146 Chapel Hill NC 27514



1,320. Judith Pigossi 14 Cedarcliff Road Asheville NC 28803



1,321. Carol Bloom 1413 Whilden Place -B Greensboro 27408 NC 27408



1,322. Clark Pearson 1128 Kitchens Branch Rd. Sylva NC 28779



1,323. Nickki Hearn 1741 Blackberry Boone99 NC 28607



1,324. Richard Feulner 3507 Windswept Drive Summerfield NC 27358



1,325. Kim Odom 3400 Normandy Rd Greensboro NC 27408
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1,326. Martha Powell 3817 Old Courthouse Road Sophia NC 27350



1,327. Judith Hoag 16 Brighton Place Greensboro NC 28410



1,328. Kyle Pettyjohn 151 Edgefield St Pittsboro NC 273121467



1,329. Lauren Pettyjohn 151 Edgefield St Pittsboro NC 273121467



1,330. Jennifer Deese 106 Tobacco Farm Way Chapel Hill NC 27516



1,331. Maryleigh Preston-Mcclure 1527 Village Drive  Apt 1 Wilmington NC 28401-7580



1,332. Cynthia Bernett 10636 Rippling Stream Dr Concord NC 28027



1,333. Gretchen Zeiger-May 4791 Yellowood Dr Shallotte NC 28470



1,334. Caroline Cockerham 119 Nun St Wilmington NC 28401



1,335. Ryan Duckworth 129 Glendale Drive Wilmington NC 28401



1,336. Sharon Valentine 3755 Old Sand Mine Drive Wilmington NC 28412



1,337. Melinda Linebarier 4280 Buck Dr Castle Hayne NC 28429-6153



1,338. Melissa Johnson Po Box 7306 Wilmington NC 28406



1,339. Malcolm Thaden 7301 Shell Midden Court Wilmington NC 28411



1,340. Robert Diseker 4754 Rushing Drive Wilmington NC 28409



1,341. Richard Sanchez 429 Lady Bug Lane Wilmington NC 28411



1,342. William Glover 1829 Sir Tyler Dr, 217 Wilmington NC 28405



1,343. Andrea Carson 6113 Timber Creek Ln Wilmingto NC 28411



1,344. James Smith 2399 Sugargrove Trl Ne Leland NC 28451



1,345. Ro Mentesana 1134 Matteo Dr Wilmington NC 284125013



1,346. Howard L Ferguson 5103 Celline Ct Wilmington NC 28409



1,347. Diane Roberts 2018 Bay Colony Ln Wilmington NC 28405



1,348. Mary Cocorochio 5017 Mako Drive Wilmington NC 28409



1,349. Sue Messina 517 Highgreen Dr Wilt NC 28411



1,350. Mary Holmes 680 Fairfield Road Fayetteville NC 28303



1,351. Douglas Smith 1309 Honor Lane Wilmington NC 28412



1,352. Nancy Gadzuk 7003 Waxmyrtle Court Wilmington NC 28409



1,353. Kevin Messer 2445 Jefferson St Wilmington NC 28401



1,354. David Thomas 2001 Trinity Ave Wilmington NC 28411



1,355. Gale Yeager 661 Graycliff Rd Pittsboro NC 27312



1,356. Bill Sellars 3232 Chalmers Dr Wilmington NC 28409



1,357. Courtney Justus 3609 Tristram Pl Apt. 307 Wilmington NC 28403



1,358. James Duke 7620 Champlain Drive Wilmington NC 28412



1,359. Linda Royal 5207 Clear Run Dr Wilmington NC 28403
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1,360. Eileen J Simon 4986 N Hampton Dr Se Southport NC 28461



1,361. Leonard Bull 3755 Old Sand Mine Dr Wilmington NC 28412



1,362. William Yeager 661 Graycliff Pittsboro NC 27312



1,363. Celia Snow 122 Brookwood Ave Wilmington NC 28403



1,364. Robin Terry 6923 Lipscomb Drive Wilmington NC 28412



1,365. Audrey Forrester 1211 Windsor Dr Wilmington NC 28403



1,366. Al Noble 297 N Hills Dr Southport NC 28461



1,367. Marissa Blackburn 617 Surry St. Wilmington NC 28401



1,368. Cornelia Maxted 2119 Shelmore Way Leland NC 28451



1,369. David Smith 6113 Timber Creek Ln Wilmington NC 28411



1,370. Suzanne Chapis 1541 Kings Landing Road Hampstead NC 28443-8346



1,371. Diane Tolley 3930 Floating Bridge Trail Wilmington NC 28412



1,372. Sally Manting 921 Broomsedge Terrace Wilmington NC 28412



1,373. Trish Clark 3441 Laughing Gull Terrace Wilmington NC 28412



1,374. Rich Cushinotto 648 Folsom Avenue Wilmington NC 28412



1,375. Larry Gaulin 410 Deveraux Dr. Wilmington NC 28412



1,376. Paul Witte 834 Broomsedge Terrace Wilmington NC 28412



1,377. Kathy Baldwin 3424 Laughing Gull Terrace Wilmington NC 28412



1,378. John Cutler 825 Broomsedge Terrace Wilmington NC 28412



1,379. Leslie Thomas 3437 Laughing Gull Ter. Wilmington NC 28412



1,380. Bob Barfield 3301 Glade Spring Court Raleigh NC 27612



1,381. Nancy Miller 825 Broomsedge Terrace Wilmington NC 28412



1,382. Michael Fisher 633 Folsom Ave Wilmington NC 28412



1,383. Maryann Witte 834 Broomsedge Terrace Wilmington NC 28412



1,384. Anne Terry 402 Mainship Ct Carolina Beach NC 28428



1,385. Cynthia Heydt 719 Broomsedge Ter Wilmington NC 28412-1048



1,386. Mary Archer 703 Broomsedge Terrace Wilmington NC 28412



1,387. Leah Schweibinz 7818 Allscott Way Raleigh NC 27612



1,388. Nelson Russ 808 Park Ridge Road Apt B07 Durham NC 27713



1,389. Ayesha Qayyum 203 Landreth Court Durham NC 27713



1,390. June Blotnick 1112 Harding Place, Suite 200 Charlotte NC 28204



1,391. Betty Pierce 409 Deveraux Drive Wilmington NC 28412



1,392. Eve Burton 106 Spooks Branch Rd Asheville NC 28804-2715



1,393. Fred Racey 263 Johnston Blvd Asheville NC 28806
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1,394. Eva Lynette Danner 315 Rudd Ridge Rd Yanceyville NC 27379



1,395. Ed Dougherty 2685 Ridgeville Road Prospect Hill NC 27314



1,396. Thomas Lagrassa 587 Blake Dr. Hurdle Mills NC 27541



1,397. Charles Ward 5362 Nc Hwy 62 S Yanceyville NC 27379



1,398. Ronda Avila 15139 Yarmouth Rd Mint Hill NC 28227-1550



1,399. Dennis Letman 1515 Park Summit Blvd Apex NC 27523-4370



1,400. Callie Wilkins 3048 Maranatha Church Rd Hamptonville NC 27020-7206



1,401. Jackie Vidrine 435 Turkey Run Brevard NC 28712-9826



1,402. William Mouzon 1004 Amanda Ln Angier NC 27501-7135



1,403. Doratha Merchant 9916 Koupela Dr Raleigh NC 27614-9032



1,404. Kathe Mcbeth 12202 Pine Valley Club Dr Charlotte NC 28277-2018



1,405. Tina Sykes 314 Summit Rd High Point NC 27265



1,406. Nancy Geimer 1806 Chestnut Wilmington NC 28405



42 of 42








			8-2-21 Triennial Review Cover Letter


			8-2-21 Triennial Review Petition Language


			8-2-21 Triennial Review Petition Signatures










From: Mary McQueen (meminavl@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 6:44:54 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


My daughter drank the water in Wilmington from the Cape Fear River while at UNCW and now she has PFAS
chemicals in her body FOREVER!!!!


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Mary McQueen
172 Inglenook Rd
Mary, NC 28792
meminavl@yahoo.com
(828) 545-9010


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: John Stratton (johnstratton55@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 2:11:58 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


John Stratton
2005 Brentwood Drive
Rocky Mount, NC 27804
johnstratton55@gmail.com
(252) 972-3508


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Emily Sutton
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] SW Triennial Review Comments on behalf of Haw River Assembly
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 4:17:39 PM
Attachments: HawRiverAssembly_TriennialReview_Surfacewater.docx (2).pdf


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Please see the attached comments on behalf of Haw River Assembly staff and board members. 


Emily Sutton
Haw Riverkeeper
she/ her/ hers : Why pronouns matter: https://www.mypronouns.org/


Haw River Assembly
P.O.Box 187
Bynum NC 27228
O: (919) 542-5790
C: (573) 979-1038
www.hawriver.org



mailto:emily@hawriver.org

mailto:15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov

mailto:report.spam@nc.gov

https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.mypronouns.org/__;!!HYmSToo!Jlqmff3O2-hDJtW274N2SzuhdnOSOlnDKFUu05m98J5ibH0t7O7tdnisXvTL_q-l4cPlRrGp9UN4VZqVNGUQ0tePUkLW2g$

https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://www.hawriver.org/__;!!HYmSToo!Jlqmff3O2-hDJtW274N2SzuhdnOSOlnDKFUu05m98J5ibH0t7O7tdnisXvTL_q-l4cPlRrGp9UN4VZqVNGUQ0terJwmOmA$






Proposed Revisions to 15A NCAC 02B - SURFACE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS



Christopher Ventaloro
NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section
1611 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1611
15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov



Mr. Chris Venteloro:



Thank you for providing the opportunity to submit comments during the proposed surface
water triennial review process. This triennial review period is of critical importance to water
quality advocates and communities who rely on clean, safe drinking water from surface water
sources. Because this process happens only once every three years, it is vital that the Department
of Water Resources and the Environmental Management Commission approve a packet of surface
water standards that will be most protective of communities who have been exposed to toxic
contaminants for decades. The proposed revision to codify the existing narrative standard of
0.35ug/L for 1,4-dioxane in water supply waters is a step in the right direction, but must be paired
with meaningful enforcement and limitations in non-water supply watersheds, which are often in
the same watershed.



The lack of any meaningful standards to address the per- and polyfluoroalkyl substance
(PFAS) contamination across the state is also a significant issue with this proposed packet of
standards. It is incredibly important to set the most protective standards for surface water based
on the growing list of scientific studies and known health impacts of industrial contaminants.
Haw River Assembly submits the following comments on behalf of our board, our membership,
and the communities throughout the Haw River basin, most of whom are directly impacted by
1,4-dioxane and PFAS contamination.



Residents throughout North Carolina are being exposed to 1,4 Dioxane through drinking
water and recreational exposure to surface water. This contaminant does not break down in water
and treatment can be very costly. Long term exposure through drinking or dermal absorption to
this contaminant negatively affects the liver and kidneys. The EPA has established that 1,4
Dioxane is likely to be carcinogenic to humans. Because many streams with higher levels of
contamination feed into the Water Supply Watersheds, we urge the EMC to create an











enforceable standard based on the protective value of 0.35ug/L for all surface waters. The
current proposed standard applies only to Water Supply Watersheds. However, under rule 15A
NCAC 2B .0208, "the concentrations of toxic substances shall not result in unacceptable health
risks." This gives the authority to the EMC to limit the allowable level of 1,4 Dioxane through
discharges. Currently, many Wastewater Treatment plants are reviewing their direct discharge
permits. Now is the time to apply this standard to all surface waters in order to protect the
residents of North Carolina.



North Carolina has become a focus of nationwide concern around drinking water
contamination from PFAS compounds. We know that the source of these contaminants is from
industrial pollution and landfill leachate through wastewater effluent to surface waters, land
application of contaminated biosolids, and through air emissions. In the Haw River watershed,
surface water contamination by PFAS compounds has been the focus of many academic
researchers, private companies, and state funded monitoring programs. Meanwhile, the town of
Pittsboro and municipalities reliant on Jordan Lake have been left with no resources to address
the issue of drinking water contamination and the population is continuing to drink contaminated
water and put themselves and their families at risk. Many community members have relocated
out of Pittsboro’s water supply district in order to protect their health when the town and the state
agencies would not.



Haw River Assembly has tracked sources of surface water contamination in the Haw
River watershed, and have concluded that wastewater effluent containing industrial waste and
landfill leachate is a leading source. The biosolids sourced from the same wastewater effluent is
also a contributor to surface water contamination, due to wind and rain carrying runoff into
surrounding streams. Biosolid samples collected from Publicly Owned Treated Works (POTWs)
with industrial pretreatment programs have shown considerable levels of PFAS compounds in
each sample. The land application permit does not require any testing for these contaminants, and
the fields are used repeatedly for years. These compounds build up over time and not only leach
into soils and groundwater, but contaminate adjacent streams in rain events.



Landfill leachate is another significant source of surface water contamination. Leachate
collected from municipal landfills has shown shorter chain PFAS compounds at levels much
higher than other potential inputs to POTWs. Ongoing research from the PFAS Testing Network
has prioritized this potential pathway of contamination. Failing to address PFAS compounds as a
surface water standard leaves downstream communities exposed to toxic compounds through
their drinking water, but also fails to give wastewater treatment plants the tools they need to
regulate their industrial users, including those who send landfill leachate through the system.



North Carolina can not afford to wait to regulate PFAS compounds. Communities have
been drinking contaminated water for decades and are continuing to be exposed every day. More
research is being conducted to show the full extent of health impacts that these communities will











continue to face. As other states begin to set protective standards, including sum totals for the
class of PFAS, we may see these polluting industries begin to take advantage of weaker
regulations in North Carolina. The science is clear: PFAS must be regulated as a class in order to
protect impacted communities. Compounds in this class of pollutants share similar health risks,
even at low detection levels. Based on the available science, a standard of no more than 20 ppt
for the sum of all PFAS would be most appropriate. The Chemours Consent order set a standard
of 70 ppt for the sum of all PFAS, and no greater than 10 ppt for individual PFAS compounds. As
new testing methods for individual PFAS compounds are approved, this standard will continue to
be applied as written. Haw River Assembly recommends that the EMC set a surface water
standard that reflects the guidance of the best available science, which is a standard of no
more than 20 ppt for the sum of all PFAS.



Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comments on the surface water triennial
review. For any questions of additional information, please contact Emily Sutton, Haw
Riverkeeper with Haw River Assembly.



Emily Sutton
Haw Riverkeeper
emily@hawriver.org



Elaine Chiosso
Executive Director
info@hawriver.org



Kyleene Rooks
Events and Outreach Coordinator
krooks@hawriver.org



Haw River Assembly Board Members



Jeannie Ambrose
675 Lichen Trail
Pittsboro, NC 27312
(919) 542-1478
jeanniea@centurylink.net



Chris Carter, President
P.O. Box 14
Saxapahaw NC 27340
(336) 269-1753
ccarter.solar@gmail.com



Crystal Cavalier Keck
5123 N NC HWY 119
Mebane NC 27302
(336) 530-0930
criscavalier@gmail.com



Lynn Featherstone
117 Penna
Pittsboro NC 27312
(919) 545-0017 cell:
919-268-2084



Dianne Ford
5645 Jewell Rd
Graham, NC 27253
336-675-1144
dford@elon.edu



Kate Fulbright
4601 Vineyard St.
336-675-1144
Durham NC 27707
Fulbright.kate@gmail.com











Nicole Gaines
500 Peach Orchard Dr,
Browns Summit, NC 27214
336- 681-3307
nicolespivey64@gmail.com



Sharon Garbutt
595 Pokeberry Lane
Pittsboro NC 27312
(919) 542-3896
sharongarbutt@earthlink.net



David Jester
413 Dark Forest Dr
Chapel Hill, NC 27516
(919) 918-2900
DJester@rwbaird.com



Rufus King
6506 Whitney Rd
Mebane NC 27302
919-904-0022 or
919-830-0202
tex.king2013@gmail.com



Dr.  Janet MacFall
6506 Whitney Rd
Graham NC 27253
(336) 278-6202
macfallj@elon.edu



Jo Sanders, Treasurer
270 Burnett Circle Ext
Pittsboro, NC 27312
(919) 967-3451
josanders10@hotmail.com



Iris Seaton, Secretary
86 Hamilton Rd.
Chapel Hill 27517
(919) 444-4465
seatoniris@gmail.com



John Wagner
210 Jessamine Lane
Pittsboro, NC 27312
(919) 818-1379
john_wagner@sarbo.net



Ayo Wilson
43 Georgetown Ct.
Durham NC 27705
919-685-7202
ayobwilson@yahoo.com













From: 40jcaldwell
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 5:40:53 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Hello my name is Jen Caldwell, I am chair of  Protect Badin Lake and am a concerned
community member that lives on Badin Lake. Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin
Business Park continue to leak cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake
and Little Mountain Creek. As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its
monthly average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 under its current NPDES
Stormwater Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of Water Resources
has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear violation of effluent limitations
of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also concerned that the proposal in the
Triennial Review to allow compliance by measuring either "free" or "total" cyanide will make
it easier for Alcoa to comply with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to
the environment. 


I am not a scientist, but from what I understand the current proposed changes to the ambient
water quality standard for cyanide to allow compliance by measuring either "free" cyanide OR
"total" cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule change just to
make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits.  Monitoring Badin Lake and
Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can make things easier or even cheaper for
the regulated community. Rather it should be about the protection of public health and the
environment.  Even the state's own regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the
measurement of free cyanide is less strict.  


Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be changed
to require the measurement of BOTH  Free and  Total cyanide to ensure the greatest level of
protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make sure we are testing for the
most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide, which is currently not the case.
However, PBL would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide to include not only
hydrogen cyanide and cyanide ions, but also the "weak acid dissociable" or WADs.


At the same time, PBL feels it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements
since Total cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and the rules
should not change mid term.  How would anyone be able to compare results when now
"apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  


I hope you will reconsider not making this an either or proposition but require that both free
and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits. 



mailto:jcaldwell40@gmail.com

mailto:15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov
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From: Mary McQueen (meminavl@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 6:42:00 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Please listen to the will of the people!


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Mary McQueen
171 Inglenook Rd
Mary, NC 28792
meminavl@yahoo.com
(828) 545-9010


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.



mailto:automail@knowwho.com
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From: James Zizzo (jzizzo@ec.rr.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 1:49:45 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


James Zizzo
2304 Wrightsville Ave. #106
Wilmington, NC 28403
jzizzo@ec.rr.com
(910) 762-6218


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.



mailto:automail@knowwho.com
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From: Mary Ellen Bell
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Quality Standards
Date: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 6:17:12 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear Mr Ventaloro,


I listened to the public comment meeting a week ago or so.  I have many concerns and I thank
you for taking my comments here.


- E Coli: why are the standards limited to one region?  They should be standard statewide so
citizens know there is consistency all across the state. 


- PFAS:  It is criminal that there are no standards included in th tri-annual round of updates. 
With everything we know and the costs associated with health and clean up, to ignore this is a
dereliction of duty.  Waiting another 3 years for some movement is NOT ACCEPTABLE.
   - PFAS must be regulated as a class of chemicals, not one by one.  Industry can easily get
around a regulation on a few chemicals by making slight adjustments and calling them
something else.
   - PFAS chemicals as a class should be regulated to 1pt per trillion.
   - PFAS polluters need to be held accountable for the damage they have caused.  To date the
cost burden lies with each community and taxpayers.  This is completely unfair and another
dereliction of state duty. 
   
- 14 Dioxine - there should be a safety standard for drinking water across the state of 0.35.  I
understand areas are currently 200 times standard.  This must be removed and enforced.


Who do you work for?


The state and all agencies should be protecting the health and safety of the public.  The current
standards and proposed standard changes DO NOT reflect this.  


The state has a moral and ethical responsibility to NC citizens.


You must reconsider the above situations and make bold changes to put NC citizens above
business interests.  Our health and lives are dependant upon you.


Mary Ellen Bell
Leland NC



mailto:maryellenbell86@gmail.com

mailto:15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov

mailto:report.spam@nc.gov






From: Jim and Bev Wiggins
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Water Quality
Date: Friday, June 11, 2021 10:03:26 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


North Carolina continues to lag behind other states when it comes to setting standards for industrial toxins - putting
the interests of industry over the health of our communities.


Too many North Carolina communities, including Pittsboro, are forced to take on the burden of removing PFAS
from their drinking water; DEQ’s decision not to set protective standards for PFAS as a class will continue to favor
polluters over downstream communities.


Why has DEQ taken no meaningful action about 1,4 dioxane pollution to address the threat to communities in North
Carolina?


Jim and Beverly Wiggins
jimerly@embarqmail.com
481 Pokeberry Ln
Pittsboro NC 27312



mailto:jimerly@embarqmail.com
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From: Newton Harmon (mosleybetty071@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 6:36:39 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Newton Harmon
259 Katie Dr
China Gtove, NC 28023
mosleybetty071@gmail.com
(828) 406-7706


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Nina Marable (ninam@atmc.net) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 29, 2021 8:24:33 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Nina Marable
502 N Shore Dr. W
Sunset Beach, NC 28468
ninam@atmc.net
(910) 579-4350


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Gina Dowden (puppypower1264@sbcglobal.net) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 29, 2021 9:06:09 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Gina Dowden
175 Christenbury Ln
Clayton, NC 27527
puppypower1264@sbcglobal.net
(805) 368-2310


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Tom Brimberry
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Water quality in wilmington
Date: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 5:33:42 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


I urge you to adopt a surface water quality standard for PFAS of 1 ppt for sum total concentration of all PFAS. My
father in law died of cancer which may be linked to PFAS in drinking water. Our family purchased a reverse
osmosis filter to stay safe of  contaminated drinking water from Cape Fear River. Please remove PFAS from our
water and food.
Tom Brimberry
4403 Rondo Pl
Wilmington NC 28412


Sent from my iPad



mailto:tombrimberry55@gmail.com
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From: Rachael Bliss (rachael_bliss@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 6:32:15 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


With Raytheon moving into Buncombe County along the French Broad River, we need assurance that our old river
will remain safe.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Rachael Bliss
75 Haywood St.   704
Rachael, NC 28804
rachael_bliss@yahoo.com
(828) 505-9425


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Mary Hill (wbartramnews@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 12:20:16 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


We need to have stronger water standards which are essential for the environment and public health, and to ensure
polluter accountability.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Mary Hill
141 Country Club Dr
Edenton, NC 27932
wbartramnews@gmail.com
(864) 242-2176


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Ina Breaux (ina.lunney@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Saturday, July 24, 2021 1:25:15 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I want safe quality drinking water.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Ina Breaux
170 Fairway Ave
Southern Pines, NC 28387
ina.lunney@gmail.com
(919) 607-1264


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Ashley Garrison
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Water quality
Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 8:27:51 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


There are concerning levels of PFAS and 1,4-
dioxane in our drinking water, sourced from the 
Haw River. Due to industrial dumping, we are 
having to put in our own expensive filters in our 
homes. The standard should be 0.35ug/L in ALL 
waters to prevent contamination downstream. As 
written, Greensboro would be allowed to 
discharge more than they currently do on 
average, but just downstream, the standard 
would be 0.35ug/L at Pittsboro's intake. It is a 
considerable burden on our town while they 
continue to pollute our drinking water. I want to 
see a class standard of 20 ppt for total PFAS, or 
all PFAS included in the EPA's 537.1 testing 
method.


I am the mother of two autistic children. This is a 
matter of grave concern to me. Please take this 
message seriously. 


Thank you for your time.


Ashley Garrison


919-960-5910



mailto:aejgarrison@gmail.com
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From: Barbara Harvey (barharvey@aol.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 10:23:21 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Barbara Harvey
102 Ayr Court
Cary, NC 27511
barharvey@aol.com
(919) 388-7618


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Christi E Dillon (racegirl1971@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 12:10:48 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Christi E Dillon
175 Forest Ridge Rd
Mooresville, NC 28117
racegirl1971@yahoo.com
(704) 230-1152


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.



mailto:automail@knowwho.com

mailto:15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov
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From: Will Harlan (will.harlan@sierraclub.org) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 11:23:27 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Will Harlan
64 Walker Creek Road
Barnardsville, NC 28709
will.harlan@sierraclub.org
(828) 230-6818


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Lora Aspiotis (aspiotis.lora@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 6:30:59 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Lora Aspiotis
21 River Glen Drive
Arden, NC 28704
aspiotis.lora@gmail.com
(828) 329-3450


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Sarah Eckard
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Would like to add more to my previous comment
Date: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 6:34:52 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Hi Chris,


Now that I have been in the meeting, I realize I misunderstood and that I needed to address 
the specific proposed changes. I am a Pittsboro resident living in Chatham County. We are 
facing concerning levels of PFAS and 1,4-dioxane in our water, which has been an issue for 
years (but we didn't know until the last year). It is the result of industrial dumping and we 
are having to put in our own expensive filters in our homes, at significant cost, to try to 
address the health risks in our drinking water. I believe the standard should be 0.35ug/L in 
all waters to prevent contamination downstream. As written, Greensboro would be allowed 
to discharge more than they currently do on average, but just downstream, the standard 
would be 0.35ug/L at Pittsboro's intake. It would put a considerable burden on our town 
while they are able to continue to pollute our drinking water. I would also like to see a class 
standard of 20 ppt for total PFAS, or all PFAS included in the EPA's 537.1 testing method. 


My family's health and future depend on your action. I have a 2 and 4 year old who have 
already been exposed for years. My entire extended family now lives in Pittsboro and we all 
drink the water. It is not safe and no one can tell us what these chemicals combined can do 
to one's health. 
I know everyone in my community is concerned, struggling to find appropriate filters to 
make their water safe. But putting small filters in our homes is not enough. Our children can 
still absorb it in their skin at the splashpads, pools, and eat and drink it at school, church, 
and local restaurants.


Thank you for your time and consideration,


Sarah Eckard
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From: Sybil Groulx (sybil_cn@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 11:48:53 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Please help climate change and NOT SHAREHOLDERS OF DUKE ENERGY!
Thank you


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Sybil Groulx
1201 river ridge dr
Asheville, NC 28803
sybil_cn@yahoo.com
(828) 707-7053


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Michele Clark (uncmicha@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 10:30:57 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I'm very concerned that NC tighten it's water quality controls so that we have safe, clean drinking water!


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Michele Clark
109 Shadowood Dr. Apartment V
Chapel Hill, NC 27514
uncmicha@gmail.com
(919) 260-0895


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Frymire, Jody
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Written Comment: NC Triennial Review of Surface Water Quality Standards
Date: Tuesday, May 25, 2021 2:09:20 PM
Attachments: IDEXX Comment NC 15ANCA02B SWTri 2021.pdf


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear Christopher Ventaloro,
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit a comment for North Carolina’s Triennial Review of the
Surface Water Quality Standards. Attached is my comment for your consideration.
 
Could you kindly reply to my email so I know my comment was received?
 
Thanks again,
 
Jody Frymire, MPH|Regulatory Specialist II, Water Division| jody-frymire@idexx.com
IDEXX Laboratories, Inc. |One IDEXX Drive |Westbrook, Maine 04092 | m. 207-239-1563
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Christopher Ventaloro 



NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section 



1611 Mail Service Center 



Raleigh, NC 27699-1611 



Subject: 15A NCAC 02B Surface Water Triennial Review 2021 



May 25, 2021 



Dear Mr. Christopher Ventaloro, 



Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the comment phase for North Carolina’s Surface Water 



Triennial Review. IDEXX would like to request the North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality 



(NC DEQ) to consider amending the pathogenic indicator for all freshwater fecal contamination from fecal 



coliform to Escherichia coli (E.coli). 



The NC DEQ has proposed to revise fecal coliform monitoring requirements for only certain Class B waters, 



specifically those that fall within 19 specified counties (appearing in 15A NCAC 02B .0219). This site-



specific revision is to change the pathogenic indicator from fecal coliform to E. coli. While we support the 



change from fecal coliform to E. coli, we recommend that the NC DEQ consider expanding this revision to 



include all statewide freshwaters (i.e., Class B & Class C). Implementing E. coli statewide would be emending 



to a more protective pathogenic indicator of poor water quality for all North Carolina communities. 



Rationale: 



The current freshwater fecal contamination monitoring requirement uses the bacteria indicator of fecal 



coliform for waters designated as recreational [15A NCAC 02B .0211 (7) & 15A NCAC 02B .0219 (3) (b)]. 



However, E. coli are better indicators of poor water quality and fecal contamination versus fecal coliform. 



Fecal coliform bacteria are commonly identified as being thermotolerant bacteria (able to grow at 44.5⁰C) [1]. 



Thermotolerant bacteria consist of E. coli, Klebsiella, Enterobacter, and Citrobacter species [1, 2].  When 



testing for fecal coliforms, the population of the bacteria present can affect the fecal coliform results; for 



example, Klebsiella, Enterobacter, & Citrobacter species are false-positive indicators of fecal contamination 



as they are from nonfecal origin [2]. Research has concluded that up to 15% of Klebsiella (nonfecal origin) are 



thermotolerant and up to 10% of E. coli are not thermotolerant, thus potentially causing an error rate of 25% 



when testing for fecal coliforms [3]. E. coli are the only bacteria of the coliform group that comes from the 



intestinal tract and found to be more specific to the detection of fecal contamination [4]. E. coli are the 



recommended indicator of fecal contamination in U.S recreational freshwater [5]. 



IDEXX strongly encourages NC DEQ to consider revising the pathogenic indicator from fecal coliforms to E. 



coli for all freshwaters in all counties. To include all North Carolina counties access to freshwater protected 



by a more precise indicator would not only be for the protection of human health across the state but using E. 



coli as a bacteria indicator would also provide continuity of data with surrounding state shared waters. We 



appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and look forward to the next steps of the Triennial 



Review Process. 











 



 



Respectfully submitted,  



 
Jody Frymire, MPH| Regulatory Affairs Specialist | IDEXX Water  



One IDEXX Drive, Westbrook, ME |idexx.com/water|Jody-frymire@idexx.com  
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From: Janet Hosey (nchosey@intrstar.net) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 11:43:55 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Please.... let's keep water water!!!  Humans are poisoning humans whether intentionally or unintentionally but it
must stop!  Stand up for real human beings and do the right thing!


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Janet Hosey
265 Barnhill Rd.
Ivanhoe, NC 28447
nchosey@intrstar.net
(910) 532-2228


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.



mailto:automail@knowwho.com

mailto:15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov
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From: Martha Brimm (mcb44444@aol.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 11:44:10 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Martha Brimm
7 Surrey Lane
Durham, NC 27707
mcb44444@aol.com
(919) 493-1775


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.



mailto:automail@knowwho.com
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From: Joanne Purnell (rojo@ec.rr.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 9:36:19 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Joanne Purnell
3060 weatherby ct
Wilmington, NC 28405
rojo@ec.rr.com
(910) 660-8299


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Greta Lee (gleeheart@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 4:46:20 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Water is life.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Greta Lee
PO Box 1045
Mars Hill, NC 28802
gleeheart@yahoo.com
(828) 707-4306


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Edgar Miller
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Yadkin Riverkeeper Comments on the Triennial Review
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 5:28:09 PM
Attachments: YRKTriennial Review Written Comments 8.3.21final.docx


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Attached for your review and consideration. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.


Edgar Miller
Executive Director/Riverkeeper
Yadkin Riverkeeper, Inc.
edgar@yadkinriverkeeper.org
336.688.2651
www.yadkinriverkeeper.org
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August 3, 2021





Christopher Ventaloro


NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section


1611 Mail Service Center


Raleigh, NC 27699-1611





Via Email





Dear Mr. Ventaloro:





Thank you for the opportunity to comment on proposed changes to our state’s water quality standards through the Triennial Review process. Yadkin Riverkeeper (YRK) is a membership based nonprofit organization based in Winston-Salem, NC. YRK’s mission is to protect and enhance the Yadkin River watershed through education, advocacy and action. These comments were prepared with the assistance of the Duke Environmental Law and Policy Clinic, which represents YRK on issues pertaining to Alcoa Badin Business Park’s Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Corrective Action permit. 





YRK recommends that the NC Environmental Management Commission (NCEMC) adopt:





1. a statewide E. coli standard for both Class B and C waters.


2. [bookmark: _Hlk78878998]a cumulative standard for per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS)


3. a recreational use standard for two common cyanotoxins, microcystin and cylindrospermopsin, associated with Harmful Algal Blooms or HABs.


4. a standard for free cyanide, while maintaining a standard for total cyanide.





We are strongly opposed to allowing compliance with the cyanide standard by measuring either free OR total cyanide, specifically as it applies to the Alcoa Badin Business Park’s NPDES permit. 





E. Coli Recommendations





YRK is part of a statewide effort to collect and analyze water samples from popular swimming and access areas along the River and Yadkin Pee Dee Lakes. In 2020, YRK and other NC Riverkeepers conducted E. coli sampling weekly between Memorial Day and Labor Day to assess the safety of swimming in our waters at 161 sites across North Carolina. These results are posted on the international Swim Guide website on a weekly basis. Riverkeepers collected a total of 2,200 samples and used the IDEXX Colilert® Test for the detection of E. coli, which is an EPA-approved method. Results from sampling are compared to Beach Action Values or BAVs. E. coli concentrations exceeded the EPA’s BAVs in 561 (25.5%) samples during the summer of 2020, demonstrating E. coli contamination is a statewide issue that should be a priority for this Triennial Review.





In 2021, YRK continues to find high levels of E. coli consistently at two of our sites, one on the Yadkin and one on the South Yadkin. To assist us in addressing these problems, YRK supports the establishment of a statewide E. coli standard consistent with long-standing US EPA recommended guidelines. If the standard only applies to the geographic area covered by the Asheville Regional Office, there will be two different standards for fecal coliform and E. coli in our River, which is not helpful in tracking impacts of agricultural runoff and will cause confusion and limit our ability to provide meaningful data for identifying potential problems.





We also recognize that failing to protect both Class B and Class C waters and limiting the use of E. coli as a standard to only Class B surface waters will not fully protect recreational users. Riverkeepers know that use of our waters is not dictated by DEQ’s classifications. Many of the most popular recreational areas where people are having full body contact with water, whether that be swimming, wading and/or paddle access areas, are classified as Class C, not Class B. The current fecal coliform standard applies to both Class B and Class C waters, and we recommend retaining this uniformity in numeric standards for an E. coli standard.





Per- and Poly-fluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) Recommendations





Given the degree and extent of PFAS contamination in the Haw and Cape Fear Rivers and its impact on drinking water supplies and public health, it is unconscionable that a new ambient water quality standard for PFAS is not being proposed for NCEMC consideration. YRK supports a 20 ppt ambient water quality standard for the sum total of all PFAS. 





Recent sampling on the Yadkin Pee Dee River by NC State University funded by the NC Wildlife Resources Commission found a wide range of PFAS at all locations, albeit at very low levels.[footnoteRef:1] However, they also found strong evidence of bioaccumulations in biofilm and fish that are cause for concern. In addition, several drinking water plants on the River have found PFAS in their water intakes. We should work together to prevent the travesty that has happened on the Haw and Cape Fear Rivers and move towards establishing a strong, cumulative standard for the sum total of all PFAS to protect drinking water supplies, public health and the aquatic life. [1:  Penland, Cope, et. al., Trophodynamics of Per -and Polyfluoroalkyl Substance in the Food Web of a Large Atlantic Slope River, American Chemical Society, April 2020.] 









Harmful Algal Bloom and Cyanotoxin Recommendations 





YRK supports the establishment of a recreational use water quality standard based on EPA guidance for the cyanotoxins microcystin and cylindrospermopsin, both produced by common cyanobacteria associated with harmful algal blooms or HABs. The recommended standards are 8 microgram/L for microcystins and 15 micrograms/L for cylindrospermopsin.[footnoteRef:2] In the absences of statewide numerical criteria for nutrient pollutants like nitrogen and phosphorous, which we would also like to see developed, establishing a recreational use standard for common cyanotoxins will be a preventative measure that will serve as an indicator of high nutrient levels.  [2:  US EPA, Recommended Human Health Recreational Ambient Water Quality Criteria or Swimming Advisories for Microcystins and Cylindrospermopsin (2019).] 






In addition, having a recreational use standard will provide state agencies with clear guidance for issuing swim advisories and other public health notices to keep people safe. The standard would also allow the state to investigate and take action to reduce the root causes of HABs, most notably nutrient heavy stormwater and agricultural runoff. For example, on August 2nd of this year, NC DEQ’s Division of Water Resources (DWR) issued an advisory recommending the public avoid contact with water in the Chowan River in Chowan and Bertie Counties. Incredibly, the state quantified microcystin levels at 350 micrograms/L or more than 40 times higher than the recommended standard. Despite that level of toxicity, the state is essentially powerless to do anything about it without an ambient water quality standard for nutrients and/or cyanotoxins. 





Not only does the lack of a standard tie regulators’ hands, but also limits NC DWR’s ability to even discuss nutrient pollution issues or obtain information about the amount of nutrients going into water bodies. In 2020, an initial draft of the Chowan River Basinwide Plan contained sections about the potential impacts of animal waste on water quality and language about the need to get better data from agricultural operations on both water use and waste utilization/management, particularly dry litter poultry waste. Due to pressure from agricultural interests, DWR staff deleted both sections. Having a standard for common cyanotoxins would at least give the state some leverage in addressing those issues. 





All of the Yadkin Pee Dee Lakes have experienced HABs, with more than 180 HABs documented between 2000-2019 according to DWR tracking data from both routine and episodic sampling.  In 2019, county health departments in Davidson and Rowan County issued lake wide swim advisories for High Rock Lake due to a document HAB caused by Lyngbya wollei or “black mat algae.” Also in 2019, state officials issued swim advisories for portions of the Chowan River and Albemarle Sound due to high levels ofmicrocystin. The EPA guidelines take into account the duration and frequency of blooms in assessing threats to public health and the environment. Without a standard adopted by the NCEMC, the EPA guidelines designed to protect the health of recreational water users are not enforceable.





YRK supports the ongoing investment of public resources in tracking and responding to potential HABs and applauds the Division of Water Resources Ecosystem Services Branch for its efforts in developing a user-friendly algal bloom/fish kill reporting system and using satellite imagery to track potential HABs. We also support the state investing additional resources to sample lakes and rivers for a range of common cyanotoxins where warranted due to past HAB occurrences. Increased funding is also needed for research on the fate and transport of cyanotoxins produced by HABs and their correlation with hypoxia and low dissolved oxygen levels. Lastly, the state only has a certified test for microcystins. One is also needed to sample/test for cylindrospermopsin, produced by a variety of cyanobacteria (Lyngbya, Anabaena), including cylindrospermposis, which was the dominant cyanobacteria in a reported 2020 HAB on the Abbotts Creek arm of High Rock Lake, which was tied to a suspected dog death. 





Cyanide Recommendations





Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park (ABBP) continue to leach cyanide and fluoride, among other hazardous materials, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain Creek. As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 under its current NPDES Permit. YRK calls on the Division of Water Resources to take enforcement action on what appears to be a clear violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. 





YRK is concerned the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by measuring either "free" or "total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its permit limits in the future and be less protective to the environment. After a thorough review of the Regulatory Impact Analysis for this Triennial Review proposal, it also seems clear that this change to the cyanide standard was not only requested by ABBP, but also benefits them by reducing the cost of compliance with existing permit conditions. 





According to the state’s Regulatory Impact Analysis, one unnamed permittee, which we are presuming to be Alcoa, requested this change to the cyanide standard and noted that it would save nearly $100,000 per year, not in sampling costs, but rather cost savings in legal, engineering, construction and consulting fees to address exceedances of permit effluent limitations. Simply put, if can’t meet the standards, let’s change them. The Regulatory Impact Analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less strict and will save this unnamed company, which, once again, we presume to be Alcoa, significant compliance costs. 





Rather than making this an either-or proposition, the proposal to allow the use of either a free or total cyanide measurement should be changed to require the measurement of both free AND total cyanide to ensure the greatest level of protection for public health and the environment. YRK supports measuring free cyanide to make sure we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide. However, YRK also would like to see free cyanide defined in the rule to include measurement of not only hydrogen cyanide and cyanide ions, but also measurement of other cyanide species such as "weak acid dissociable" or WAD cyanide and “cyanide amenable to chlorination” or CATC, as these other species have the potential to release free cyanide under certain environmental conditions.  





At the same time, YRK feels it is important to maintain the total cyanide measurements to ensure continuity and consistency with current permit conditions and historical monitoring data. Total cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and the rules should not change under existing permits. Despite EPA research in 1985 cited by the state as part of its rationale for this change, subsequent guidance issued in 1988[footnoteRef:3] by the EPA suggests water quality standards for cyanide should be based on total cyanide to protect aquatic life. By not measuring or regulating total cyanide, aquatic life is put at risk.  [3:  US EPA (1988). Water Quality Standards Criteria Summaries: A Compilation of State/Federal Criteria, September 1988, Page 42, https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPURL.cgi?Dockey=00001NF8.TXT ] 






Finally, we are concerned about what methods are being used by Alcoa to measure total and free cyanide. The current proposal does not specify what methods will be used for measuring free cyanide or if there are certified labs available in or out-of-state to conduct this analysis reliably to the minimum detection levels required for determining compliance. Current detection levels on Alcoa’s discharge monitoring report show lower levels of less than six micrograms/liter, which is above the current standard.





Furthermore, the timing of this proposed change is also confusing as the Regulatory Impact Analysis on page D-44 states: 





“However, the EMC adopted the existing cyanide water quality standards as a measure of total cyanide. This was done because, at the time, while EPA recommended cyanide criteria as free cyanide, EPA had not published an approved analytical method for free cyanide. This is significant because EPA approved analytical methods, per 40 CFR part 136, are required to analyze water samples associated with Clean Water Act implementation programs. The existing cyanide water quality standards were adopted as a measure of total cyanide because there was an existing EPA approved analytical method for total cyanide at the time and the measure of total cyanide would provide protection that was equal to, or greater than, the criteria recommend by EPA. EPA eventually approved an analytical method for free cyanide in September of 2019, and it is the approval of this method that provides the basis for the modifications to the existing standards.”





What is concerning about the timing of this cyanide standard change is that EPA actually approved multiple methods for testing free cyanide as early as 2012. Alcoa’s own comments to what was then the NC Department of Environment and Natural Resources, now NC DEQ, as part of its 2015 NPDES draft permit stated:


“Effective June 2010, there is now an EPA-approved method (SW-846 Method 9016) for the specific determination of free cyanide which can be used to directly determine the concentration of free cyanide in water for regulatory compliance purposes.”[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  Alcoa Badin Works, February 26, 2015, Comments to 2015 Draft NPDES Permit, NC0004308_Draft National Pollutant Renewal_20150226, Page 9 https://edocs.deq.nc.gov/WaterResources/DocView.aspx?id=482963&undefined&cr=1 ] 



This statement is not entirely accurate, as Method 9016 is still listed as only a validated test method as of August 2021, and it should not be used for compliance until EPA formally adds it to the SW-846 Compendium through the Federal Register. As noted above, EPA had already listed three other methods for the measurement of free cyanide in water and wastewater under the Clean Water Act in 2012 (ASTM D4282-02, ASTM D7237-10, and OIA 1677(2009)).[footnoteRef:5],[footnoteRef:6] It is unclear why Alcoa would not reference one of these three methods for measuring free cyanide in water instead of Method 9016. In the same comment letter, Alcoa-Badin Works requested that the cyanide surface water quality standards be changed from “total cyanide” to “free cyanide” in Title 15A NCAC 02B.[footnoteRef:7] Based on this exchange, it appears Alcoa has been pushing for this change for several years and the state’s rationale for making this change at this time seems to be somewhat flawed and driven by efforts to assist ABBP in complying with its existing NPDES permit requirements. As noted above, it also does not appear that Alcoa’s preferred method 9016 has yet to gain full approval from the EPA.  [5:  ASTM Methods will be listed with additional numbers (e.g., -02, -10) to indicate the year of publication or last revision]  [6:  US EPA (2012). Guidelines Establishing Test Procedures for the Analysis of Pollutants Under the Clean Water Act; Analysis and Sampling Procedures, https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2012/05/18/2012-10210/guidelines-establishing-test-procedures-for-the-analysis-of-pollutants-under-the-clean-water-act ]  [7:  Alcoa Badin Works, February 26, 2015, Comments to 2015 Draft NPDES Permit, NC0004308_Draft National Pollutant Renewal_20150226] 



As mentioned earlier, amending North Carolina’s standard for cyanide in surface water as “free or total” could be less protective of aquatic life. Presumably, Alcoa could meet a standard of 5.0 micrograms/L free cyanide while discharging a large volume of other species of cyanide. Additionally, there are multiple interpretations for “Free Cyanide” that have different implications for aquatic life. Free cyanide can mean “the sum of HCN and CN—". However, this definition leaves out other forms of weakly-complexed cyanide that can release HCN or CN— in the environment. In fact, most of the toxicity to aquatic life may be due to the release of HCN from complexes. Importantly for Badin Lake, dilution can promote this release: 


“The toxicity to fish of most tested solutions of complex cyanides is attributable mainly to the HCN resulting from dissociation of the complexes… Cyanide complexes of zinc and cadmium are dissociated almost totally in very dilute solutions and can be acutely toxic to fish, even at pH characteristic of natural aquatic environments… Dilute solutions of copper and silver cyanide complexes may still demonstrate acute toxicity to fish.”[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Standard Methods. “4500-CN− CYANIDE,” Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and Wastewater, DOI: 10.2105/SMWW.2882.077, https://www.standardmethods.org/doi/abs/10.2105/SMWW.2882.077] 



The NC DEQ cites the 1985 Ambient Water Quality but fails to note that the document also states: 


“Zinc and cadmium cyanide complexes dissociate rapidly and nearly completely in dilute solutions… Release of cyanide ion by photo-decomposition might be important in relatively clear receiving waters. The apparent toxicity to aquatic organisms of most simple cyanides and metallocyanide complexes is due mainly to the presence of HCN derived from dissociation, photodecomposition, and hydrolysis.”[footnoteRef:9] [9:  US EPA (1985). Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Cyanide – 1984, January 1985, Pages 1-2,  https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2019-03/documents/ambient-wqc-cyanide-1984.pdf] 



This indicates that ignoring the contribution of metal-cyanide complexes will underestimate the toxicity to aquatic life. Further, NC DEQ has ignored this crucial statement in the 1985 document that states measuring total cyanide can be more appropriate:


“a measurement such as (a) free cyanide at the lowest pH occurring in the receiving water or (b) cyanide amenable to chlorination or total cyanide is probably more appropriate if only a few measurements are made on a water body and whenever measurements are made on an effluent… Some measurement of total cyanide in the receiving water or effluent or both are desirable because if total cyanide is much higher than free cyanide or cyanide amenable to chlorination, the importance of release of cyanide from metallocyanide complexes by photolysis should receive consideration [emphasis added].” [footnoteRef:10] [10:  US EPA (1985). Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Cyanide – 1984, January 1985, Pages 2-3,  https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2019-03/documents/ambient-wqc-cyanide-1984.pdf] 



North Carolina’s cyanide standard needs to include all forms of cyanide that can release free cyanide in the environment, not only CN— and HCN. NC DEQ should define “free cyanide” in the rule amendment, and they should define it as “available cyanide” either in terms like “weak acid dissociable” or “cyanide amenable to chlorination.” NC DEQ could also specify which analytical methods are used for measuring free cyanide. A more protective definition of “Free Cyanide” is “weak acid dissociable / cyanide amenable to chlorination” cyanide. This definition would require a permittee to measure CN—, HCN, as well as weak cyanide complexes that also pose a threat to aquatic life due to their ability to release bioavailable cyanide in the environment. 


In their Regulatory Impact Analysis for the rule amendment, NC DEQ states that changing the cyanide standard from “total cyanide” to “free or total cyanide” will provide at least equivalent environmental protection; however, this proposed standard will not be as protective for aquatic life if it does not address the other forms of cyanide (beyond HCN or CN—) that could release free cyanide in the environment (Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Comparison of two potential cyanide standards. A standard for only free cyanide would not provide protection for other cyanide forms. A standard for total cyanide would provide additional protection. [footnoteRef:11] [11:  OI Analytical, https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/coloradoriver/water_issues/programs/npdes/docs/oi_analysis.pdf] 



The toxic effects of cyanide are highly dependent on environmental conditions which can change rapidly. “Periodic monitoring of cyanide in waterways is unsatisfactory for assessing potential hazards because of cyanide’s rapid action, high toxicity, and low environmental persistence.”[footnoteRef:12] More information on cyanide, not less, is needed in order to fully characterize the cyanide pollution at the former Alcoa-Badin Works site, now operating as Alcoa Badin Business Park. [12:  Eisler, Ronald (1991). Cyanide Hazards to Fish, Wildlife, and Invertebrates: A Synoptic Review, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Biological Report 85 (1.23), December 1991, Page 46,  https://www.pwrc.usgs.gov/eisler/CHR_23_Cyanide.pdf ] 



The EPA previously suggested in 1988 that the water quality standards for cyanide should be based on total cyanide in order to protect aquatic life. This is because the environment can change the form of cyanide. By not measuring or regulating for total cyanide, aquatic life is at risk.


“Fluctuations in sunlight, pH, photosynthesis, and respiration of aquatic plant life, affect the formation, stability, and toxicity of hydrogen cyanide, which is the most toxic form for aquatic life. Therefore, since many chemical and physical conditions will determine the species of cyanide present in water, the criterion for protection of aquatic life from the toxic effects of all the various forms is based on the total species available [emphasis added].”[footnoteRef:13]  [13:  US EPA (1988). Water Quality Standards Criteria Summaries: A Compilation of State/Federal Criteria, September 1988, Page 2, https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPURL.cgi?Dockey=00001NF8.TXT] 



The Regulatory Impact Analysis found no benefits for changing the cyanide standard from “Total Cyanide” to “Free or Total Cyanide” other than fiscal relief to permittees, which is not the purpose of NC DEQ or water quality standards designed to protect public health and the environment. NC DEQ is amending the cyanide standard primarily to provide regulatory relief for permittees, likely a single stakeholder who has suggested a specific analytical method for measuring free cyanide and who estimates cost savings of $100,000 a year by adopting this proposed cyanide standard.


In a comment on the proposed amendment,[footnoteRef:14] the NC DEQ states that the freshwater cyanide standard amendment was: [14:  NC DEQ (2021). Page A-13, 2020-2022 Surface Water Standards Triennial Review Proposed Rule Amendments, Attachment A - 15A NCAC 02B .0200.pdf, https://deq.nc.gov/documents/nc-stds-surface-trirev-proposed-02b-0200 or https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/Attachment%20A%20-%2015A%20NCAC%2002B%20.0200.pdf ] 



“Added by stakeholder request. EPA established Cyanide criterion for free cyanide, however, no EPA (40 CFR) approved free cyanide method existed at the time. The total cyanide method was used in the interim [sic] until a free cyanide method was approved. There is now an EPA 40 CFR approved method for free cyanide so we are including that here while retaining the option for use of total cyanide.” [footnoteRef:15] [15:  NC DEQ (2021). Page A-13, 2020-2022 Surface Water Standards Triennial Review Proposed Rule Amendments, Attachment A - 15A NCAC 02B .0200.pdf, https://deq.nc.gov/documents/nc-stds-surface-trirev-proposed-02b-0200 or https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/Attachment%20A%20-%2015A%20NCAC%2002B%20.0200.pdf ] 



Further,


“EPA eventually approved an analytical method for free cyanide in September of 2019, and it is the approval of this method that provides the basis for the modifications to the existing standards.”[footnoteRef:16] [16:  NC DEQ (2021). Page D-44, Regulatory Impact Analysis for 2020-2022 Triennial Review - Surface Water Quality Standards, https://deq.nc.gov/documents/public-notice-2020-2022-surface-water-quality-standards-triennial-review-and-regulatory or https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/SW_Triennial_2020-2022_%20Regulatory%20Impact%20Analysis.pdf ] 



As noted earlier, since 2012, there have been at least three different EPA 40 CFR methods for measuring free cyanide. It is unclear which method the NC DEQ is referring to in this document.


In the Regulatory Impact Analysis, NC DEQ states that private entities will realize “significant benefits… in the form of avoided costs due to reduced wastewater treatment and discharge monitoring requirements.”[footnoteRef:17]  [17:  NC DEQ (2021), Page D-3, Regulatory Impact Analysis for 2020-2022 Triennial Review - Surface Water Quality Standards, https://deq.nc.gov/documents/public-notice-2020-2022-surface-water-quality-standards-triennial-review-and-regulatory or https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/SW_Triennial_2020-2022_%20Regulatory%20Impact%20Analysis.pdf ] 



While NC DEQ states that the change will provide at least equivalent environmental protection,[footnoteRef:18] this may not be true. The release of other forms of cyanide beyond HCN or CN— could be toxic to aquatic life, as the EPA has explicitly suggested in their 1985 and 1988 documents. [footnoteRef:19] This is especially troubling here, since Little Mountain Creek is listed as an impaired water for the Aquatic Life standard. Based on the NC DEQ’s statements under Rationale, the DEQ only intends to regulate HCN and CN— under free cyanide and to ignore the other kinds of cyanide contamination from industrial sources: [18:  NC DEQ (2021), Page D-4 and Page D-11, Regulatory Impact Analysis for 2020-2022 Triennial Review - Surface Water Quality Standards, https://deq.nc.gov/documents/public-notice-2020-2022-surface-water-quality-standards-triennial-review-and-regulatory or https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/SW_Triennial_2020-2022_%20Regulatory%20Impact%20Analysis.pdf ]  [19:  US EPA (1985). Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Cyanide – 1984, January 1985, Pages 2-3,  https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2019-03/documents/ambient-wqc-cyanide-1984.pdf; 
US EPA (1988). Water Quality Standards Criteria Summaries: A Compilation of State/Federal Criteria, September 1988, Page 2, https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPURL.cgi?Dockey=00001NF8.TXT ] 



“Cyanide is associated with a variety of industrial sources such as steel, petroleum, plastics, synthetic fibers, metal plating, mining, and chemical industries and occurs in water in various forms including: hydrogen cyanide (HCN), the cyanide ion (CN-), metallocyanide complexes, and organic forms of cyanide. The evaluation of total cyanide encompasses the measure of all forms of cyanide in water while the evaluation of free cyanide encompasses only the measure of HCN and CN- [emphasis added].”[footnoteRef:20] [20:  NC DEQ, Page D-44, Section 9.3 Rationale, Regulatory Impact Analysis for 2020-2022 Triennial Review - Surface Water Quality Standards, https://deq.nc.gov/documents/public-notice-2020-2022-surface-water-quality-standards-triennial-review-and-regulatory or https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/SW_Triennial_2020-2022_%20Regulatory%20Impact%20Analysis.pdf ] 



The NC DEQ is amending the standard to provide regulatory relief to permittees, at the potential expense of aquatic life.  One single permittee in particular would realize benefits:


“This could make it easier for permittees to meet WQBELs [water-quality based effluent limits] for cyanide. For this reason, the change to the cyanide standard should provide some regulatory relief to permittees that choose to report data as free cyanide. We do not have information to suggest whether or not a significant number of existing or future permittees will choose the free cyanide alternative. However, we were provided information by one existing permittee who has expressed interest in incorporating free cyanide into their individual NPDES permit. They estimated that they could realize annual cost savings of at least $100,000 from switching analytical methods to free cyanide for their permit. This presumes, of course, that they would be able to meet a free cyanide WQBEL. A small portion of the savings would come from avoided costs associated with collecting, processing, and analyzing samples. The bulk of the savings would come from avoided costs associated with professional services used to address exceedances of the total cyanide limit such as attorneys, engineers, construction services and other consultants. The permittee estimated that in some years, depending on the complexity of services required, their costs to address exceedances of their permit limit has been in the hundreds of thousands of dollars. For purposes of this analysis, however, we have chosen a conservative benefit of $100,000 per year.”[footnoteRef:21] [21:  NC DEQ (2021). Page D-46, Regulatory Impact Analysis for 2020-2022 Triennial Review - Surface Water Quality Standards, https://deq.nc.gov/documents/public-notice-2020-2022-surface-water-quality-standards-triennial-review-and-regulatory or https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/SW_Triennial_2020-2022_%20Regulatory%20Impact%20Analysis.pdf ] 



Yadkin Riverkeeper looks forward to working with the NCEMC members and DWR staff to address these concerns and appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments. 


Sincerely, 
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Edgar Miller


Riverkeeper/Executive Director


Yadkin Riverkeeper
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From: Stephanie Reese (reeselaw1@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 10:26:46 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


We need clean water.  Clean water is valuable to NC as a resource resource that will attach business and residents. 
Doing something now will pay be dividends long term.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Stephanie Reese
1703 Lazy Ln
High Point, NC 27265
reeselaw1@gmail.com
(336) 870-5196


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Jen Frank (jenfurlf@outlook.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 9:30:54 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Jen Frank
8215 Bennett Ln
Sherrills Ford, NC 28673
jenfurlf@outlook.com
(828) 478-2641


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Valerie Booze (valerie.booze@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Monday, July 19, 2021 9:04:18 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Valerie Booze
5133 Long Pointe Rd
Wilmington, NC 28409
valerie.booze@gmail.com
(720) 737-9967


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Nathan McTigue
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] letter for EMC
Date: Tuesday, July 27, 2021 12:16:39 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear Hearing Officer Chris Venteloro and members of the Environmental Management
Commission,


My name is Nathan McTigue. My wife Kathryn and I have a son named Samuel who will be
two years old next month. Seven months ago we moved to Pittsboro, NC from rural Alaska to
give our son resources for education and healthcare that were not possible where we
previously lived. Here in Pittsboro, our main source of drinking water is surface water drawn
from the Haw River, which has a long history of being polluted by upstream textile industries
and sludge land application from Greensboro, Burlington and Reidsville.


For seven months my family and I have been ingesting 1,4 dioxane and PFAS via our drinking
water supply, both of which regularly exceed health advisory limits, completely unbeknownst
to us until a few weeks ago. This is immensely troubling since we moved here to advocate for
our son's health. Moreover, my wife is 14 weeks pregnant and has been exposing our unborn
child to these toxins during an extremely sensitive developmental window. 


To keep my family safe they should have been drinking water with a limit of 0.35 ug/L for
1,4-dioxane, putting them at a risk of 1:1,000,000 of developing cancer per the Clean Water
Act. Instead they fall between 1:10,000 and 1:1000 risk categories. They have been exposed to
this carcinogen due to the lack of drinking water regulations North Carolina so desperately
needs. 


This July the Pittsboro water supply battled, yet again, another chemical dump of 1,4-dioxane
into our drinking water supply by way of the Greensboro region where preliminary sampling
results showed levels of the likely carcinogen ranged from 543 ug/L to 687 ug/L in the
wastewater discharge into the Haw River. These concentrations moved downstream to
Pittsboro where we were forced to turn off our supply. It has been over three weeks since this
incident and the concentrations have yet to reach safe levels. In the meantime our entire town
is being exposed to 1,4-dioxane and we have no idea what health effects this will have on us.


We need all surface water in North Carolina to be set to the same standards in order to
eliminate the threat of industries discharging high concentrations upstream of water users like
us. To reiterate, I am demanding that the 0.35ug/L limit apply to all surface waters. 


Secondly, I am shocked that the EMC has left off  PFAS for this review process. I want to
encourage you to set PFAS limits we desperately need as a contaminated community. For
years, our water samples have been used as a positive control in research studies and it has to
stop now. We are a community suffering from many health complications that range from
infertility, thyroid disease to rare cancers. 


In a recent study, Pittsboro residents' blood serum samples maintained higher than the national
average and showed a direct correlation to the Haw river water concentrations. In 2018, NC
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state sampling revealed our collective PFAS levels were 1000 ppt. Currently, the EPA health
advisory limit of 70 ppt for PFOS and PFOA does not apply to our population when any given
day our water exceeds those limits and includes multiple PFAS chemicals, not just PFOS and
PFOA. PFAS is a family of Flourinated compounds that range from 5000-8000 different
types. Many of  the PFAS compounds behave similarly, pose the same risk as PFOS and
PFOA, and bioaccumulate. PFAS regulations should be managed at the class level to
safeguard our water. We are a community overexposed to this toxin and our risks of
developing cancer and other health risks are increasing. I desperately urge the EMC for PFAS
to be regulated collectively as a class and to not exceed 10 ppt. 


We urge you to consider our community, who has experienced decades of exceeding minimal
exposure limits, and are at risk of overexposure multiple times every day. Your “lifetime of
minimal exposure limit” does not apply to us.  We are a vulnerable population. We deserve the
safest standards possible. Set the standards with the most vulnerable communities in mind. 


In closing, the cost to remove these compounds is far more than our small town can handle-
1,4 dioxane can only be eliminated with UV advanced oxidation and PFAS compounds are
only completely removed with reverse osmosis. These systems are costly to install and
maintain, and should not be the burden of our small town and its taxpayers. We needed action
years ago. This is our call to action for your agency to set standards that will protect us, our
town, and our state by preventing industry from dumping volatile organic carcinogens into our
waterway. Please help protect my children.


Sincerely,
Dr. Nathan McTigue
Concerned and Contaminated Pittsboro Resident








From: kathy krug (kathykrug95@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 10:16:20 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


We should always have the very highest standards of water quality possible since our food and our health depend
upon good, clean water!!! Water is the foundation of life!!


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


kathy krug
106 Forest Court
Carrboro, NC 27510
kathykrug95@gmail.com
(845) 633-3302


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: willie hinze (hinze@wfu.edu) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 9:15:59 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


willie hinze
1825 faculty dr
winston salem, NC 27106
hinze@wfu.edu
(336) 758-5509


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Frank Salmonese
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide
Date: Friday, July 23, 2021 9:40:03 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River
Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak
cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain
Creek.  As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly
average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly
into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current
NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of
Water Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear
violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also
concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by
measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply
with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to
the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR
"total" cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule
change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits. 
Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can
make things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be
about the protection of public health and the environment.  Even the state's own
regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less
strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure
the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make
sure we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide,
which is currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of
free cyanide be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak
acid dissociable" or WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements
since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and
the rules should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results
when now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require
that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits. 
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-- 
Thank You


Frank Salmonese
919-302-4501








From: Gregory Shiffer (gregs@tutamail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Monday, July 19, 2021 2:39:05 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Gregory Shiffer
3012 Polo View Lane
Matthews, NC 28105
gregs@tutamail.com
(704) 708-9221


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Karen Fulkerson (annie@riverdaze.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 8:50:16 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Karen Fulkerson
505 Oak Creek Rd
Franklin, NC 28734
annie@riverdaze.com
(828) 634-4218


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.



mailto:automail@knowwho.com

mailto:15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov

mailto:report.spam@nc.gov






From: Valerie Alfisi (valerie.resovsky@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 9:07:56 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Valerie Alfisi
725 Leatherstone Ln
Fuquay Varina, NC 27526
valerie.resovsky@yahoo.com
(919) 621-0322


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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Dear NC DEQ,


I am writing to let you know of my concern for the water quality in the state of NC
where I have spent my entire life.  I live in Wilmington where we discovered that
Chemours had polluted our water with PFAS.  My daughter was diagnosed with
Hashimotos and I have read of a connection between this disease and PFAS.  In
fact, there are so many young women in my daughter's age group who have
Hashimotos.  These young women are of child bearing age and, if they drink
water out of their tap, they may be consuming PFAS unknowlingly.  Many of
these women don't know that their water is poisoned.  I can't imagine why we
continue to allow pollution of our waters with chemicals that are harmful to our
daughters and therefore to the next generation of young people. With the name
of forever chemicals, why do we continue to allow companies to pollute our
waters with these chemicals?  And, why do our communities have to pay for the
removal of these chemicals?  The companies that pollute our water and make
people sick should have to clean up the blood they're spilling.


Cece L. Snow


From: Cece Snow
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] water quality
Date: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 7:50:28 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.
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From: Rose Shulman (oufoxu@aol.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Saturday, July 17, 2021 4:38:16 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Rose Shulman
346 piney grove church rd
Traphill, NC 28685
oufoxu@aol.com
(336) 957-2741


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Donald Smyth (donaldsmyth@mindspring.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 8:12:38 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Donald Smyth
320 Kenmure Drive
Flat Rock, NC 28731
donaldsmyth@mindspring.com
(704) 974-8905


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Stefan Walz (stefanawalz@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 9:01:58 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Stefan Walz
100 Parkrise Ct
Stefan, NC 27519
stefanawalz@yahoo.com
(919) 741-7421


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Angela Vieth (azvieth@earthlink.net) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Saturday, July 17, 2021 2:53:01 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Angela Vieth
3009 Bexley Avenue
Durham, NC 27707
azvieth@earthlink.net
(919) 403-7103


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: zachariah Claypole White (zclaypolewhite@icloud.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 9:01:54 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


zachariah Claypole White
7708 Dodsons Crossroads
Hillsborough, NC 27278
zclaypolewhite@icloud.com
(919) 260-1384


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.



mailto:automail@knowwho.com

mailto:15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov

mailto:report.spam@nc.gov






From: Jessica DeGolyer
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] It"s Time to Add Stronger Water Protections in North Carolina
Date: Friday, July 23, 2021 2:45:16 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class


There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
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adopted.


Thank you!


Jessica DeGolyer 
j.s.degolyer@gmail.com 
2171 Talmage Drive 
Leland, North Carolina 28451








From: Carol Kinder (carol_kinder@ncsu.edu) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 8:07:37 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I have been monitoring the drinking water supply for local municipalities for years.  We need to take common-sense
measures to protect our supplies as they became more threatened.  There are enough accidents and natural disasters
to contend with in our state.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Carol Kinder
114 Coatbridge Circle
Cary, NC 27511
carol_kinder@ncsu.edu
(919) 513-3679


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Ramona Lawson (rblawson47@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Saturday, July 17, 2021 12:54:01 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Don't turn NC into another Michigan or Mississippi, please.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Ramona Lawson
100 Stonecutter Ct.
Garner, NC 27529
rblawson47@gmail.com
(919) 337-7029


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: tom
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Comments - NC Water Quality
Date: Saturday, July 31, 2021 3:25:49 PM
Attachments: NCDEQ Advocacy - TMH 8.1.21.pdf


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Please see the attached letter that includes my comments regarding North Carolina's water quality.


Thank you,


Thomas Heneghan
Pittsboro, NC
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August 1, 2021 



 



Mr. Christopher Ventaloro 



North Carolina Department of Water Quality Planning Section 



1611 Mail Service Center 



Raleigh, NC 27699-1611 



 



Re: North Carolina’s Water Supply 



 



Dear Mr. Ventaloro:  



 



Please protect our communities from exposure to hazardous PFAS and 1,4 Dioxane 



chemicals in our water supply. Since there are currently no enforceable limits on PFAS 



or 1,4 Dioxane in our drinking water, this puts families throughout the North Carolina at 



great risk.   



Please take the following actions: 



 Propose and adopt a broad, spectrum-wide water supply standard to regulate all 



PFAS as a class, including the no greater than 20 ppt (parts per thousand) 



standard and no more than 10 ppt standard for any individual PFAS. 



 



 Adopt the 0.35 ug/l (micrograms per liter) water supply standard to regulate 1,4 



Dioxane. 



 



 Include significant financial penalties for any violation of these water supply 



standards to deter chemical dumping. 



 



 Make it a crime for those that choose to violate these water supply standards and 



jeopardize our health. 



Please limit North Carolina residents’ exposure to PFAS and 1,4 Dioxane chemicals in 



our water supply!   



Respectfully,  



Thomas Heneghan 



639 Golfers View 



Pittsboro, NC 27312 













From: AMY BARNES (abarnes003@nc.rr.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 7:02:18 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


AMY BARNES
202 Vivian Ln
Pikeville, NC 27863
abarnes003@nc.rr.com
(919) 394-9914


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Mibroda, Jason
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Cc: Gross, Robyn L.; McKinney, Laura L; Cramer, Chelsea M.; Ventaloro, Christopher
Subject: [External] Comments Regarding the Proposed Rulemaking Actions For the 2020-2022 Surface Water Standards


Triennial Review
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 5:03:14 PM
Attachments: Comments on EMC proposal to amend 15A NCAC 02B 0200.pdf


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Christopher,
 
Please find attached comments regarding the proposed rulemaking actions for the 2020-2022
Surface Water Standards Triennial Review. Please let me know if there are any questions or concerns
regarding these comments or the format for which they are provided.
 
Respectfully,
 
Jason Mibroda
Alcoa Corporation | Remediation Manager
(O) 412-315-2783 (M) 412-576-5327
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Comments Regarding the Proposed Rulemaking Actions For the 2020-2022 Surface Water Standards 
Triennial Review – North Carolina  August 3, 2021  



Instructions: Comments may be submitted to: Christopher Ventaloro, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section, 
1611 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, NC 27699-1611; 
15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov 



Comments:  



The Environmental Management Commission (EMC) proposal to amend the existing freshwater cyanide 
(total) standard for the protection of aquatic life in 15A NCAC 02B .0211 to align with the National 
Recommended Aquatic Life Criteria (free cyanide) as set forth by EPA’s 1984 Ambient Water Quality 
Criteria for Cyanide (EPA 440/5-84-028; January 1985) and presently published in the National 
Recommended Aquatic Life Criteria Table (https://www.epa.gov/wqc/national-recommended-water-
quality-criteria-aquatic-life-criteria-table) is commendable.  



It’s appreciated and appropriate to amend the cyanide standard to reconcile with existing science 
regarding the toxicity of cyanide involving aquatic life. More specifically, the recent promulgation of 
analytical method for free cyanide, as listed in 40 CFR 136.3, now affords North Carolina the opportunity 
to analyze and regulate cyanide in the form of free cyanide as EPA originally intended and it becomes 
consistent with actions of many other States.    



For the public in general and as demonstrated through the few July 20, 2021 public hearing comments, 
the science relative to the proposed amendment is often misunderstood. A brief explanation of cyanide 
and the associated toxicity is attached for the benefit of the public in understanding the scientific basis 
for the proposed amendment.   



One of the comments provided during the July 20, 2021 public hearing was a request to amend the 
existing criteria to analyze for both total and free cyanide. EPA previously employed a similar approach 
utilizing total cyanide as a screening parameter and free cyanide for compliance purposes; however, 
with the promulgation of the free and available cyanide analytical method this approach is no longer 
employed. However, of merit was a comment regarding the potential for some cyanide species (i.e., 
weak metal cyanide complexes in particular) to release free cyanide under the right environmental 
conditions. Therefore, available cyanide (which includes free cyanide and all pertinent weak metal 
cyanide complexes) could be used as a conservative measure of potential cyanide toxicity should the 
EMC desire to remain conservatively protective of aquatic life yet meet the intent of EPA’s guidance.    



 



  





https://www.epa.gov/wqc/national-recommended-water-quality-criteria-aquatic-life-criteria-table


https://www.epa.gov/wqc/national-recommended-water-quality-criteria-aquatic-life-criteria-table
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Attachment: Cyanide Summary  



Cyanide Chemistry 



Cyanide is a chemical compound which consists of a carbon atom triple bonded to a nitrogen atom 
(C≡N), known as the cyano group. Common aqueous forms of cyanide can be classified into two broad 
categories: inorganic and organic. Organic cyanide compounds are called nitriles; while inorganic 
cyanide compounds are known as ionic complexes and are bonded directly to a metal or an ammonium 
ion.   



Within the class of inorganic cyanide compounds, there are three major chemical forms of aqueous 
cyanide, as defined by ASTM [ASTM, 2001]: (1) Free cyanide, (2) Simple cyanide, and (3) Metal cyanide 
complexes. The metal cyanide complexes consist of transitional metal cyanides, i.e., compounds 
involving a single transition metal bonded with the cyanide anion, as well as the more complex metal-
metal cyanide compounds that involve one or more transition metals bonded to an anionic cyanide 
complex.  The sum of these different forms of cyanide is designated as “total cyanide” as shown in 
Figure 1.   



 



 Figure 1.  Cyanide Speciation Diagram 



Also shown in Figure 1 are several “operational” analytical definitions that are used to characterize the 
cyanide compounds in an aqueous sample: weak-acid dissociable (WAD) cyanide and strong-acid 
dissociable (SAD) cyanide.  Metal cyanide compounds detected by the WAD analysis are operationally 
defined as those compounds that undergo dissociation and liberate the cyanide anion, when refluxed 
under weakly acidic conditions [pH 4.5 to 6]; the remaining metal cyanide compounds are considered 
the SAD cyanide complexes and require strong acidic conditions, i.e., pH < 2, to dissociate and release 
the cyanide anion [Dzombak, et. al., 2006].   Also shown in this figure is Available Cyanide, which is 
operationally defined as all cyanide compounds that have the potential to be available for dissociation 
and encompasses all weak metal cyanide complexes as well as moderately dissociable mercury cyanide 
complexes [OIA 1677].    
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The chemical classes of inorganic cyanide identified in Figure 1 are formed as the cyanide anion [CN-1] 
reacts with various groups of elements of the periodic table, resulting in different chemical and 
toxicological properties. These specific chemical forms of cyanide are briefly discussed below.     



Free and Simple Cyanide Compounds 



Free cyanide, HCN, is formed from the combination of hydrogen with the cyanide anion. This compound 
readily releases the cyanide anion when in an aqueous solution, although the extent to which it does so 
is a strong function of the solution pH, i.e., at a pH of 7 or less, free cyanide is present entirely as HCN 
while at a pH of 11 or greater, the opposite is true, i.e., it is entirely in the form of CN-1 [EPRI, 2000]. 



Simple cyanide compounds are formed when the cyanide anion combines with certain alkali metals  , 
i.e., Hydrogen, Lithium, Sodium, and Potassium.      



Metal Cyanide Compounds 



The metal cyanide compounds are those that involve the reaction of cyanide with a select set of the 
transition metals on the periodic table. The metals are either bound directly to the cyanide anion (i.e., 
metal cyanide complexes) or to a negatively charged cyanide complex consisting of a transition metal 
and the cyanide anion (i.e., metal-metal cyanide complexes). These metal cyanide compounds bind the 
cyanide ion much more tightly than do the free or simple cyanide compounds, resulting in little, to 
essentially no, release of the cyanide anion when these compounds are in an aqueous solution. This is a 
critical point since the toxicity of cyanide compounds in water is directly related to their release of the 
cyanide anion, with increasing toxicity observed as more of the anion is released. A closer examination 
of these transition metals reveals a set of elements (i.e., Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, and Hg) that form cyanide 
compounds which release the cyanide anion under weak acid conditions, i.e., pH of 4 to 6, and another 
set of elements (i.e., Fe, Co, Pd, Pt, and Au) that form cyanide compounds that will release it only under 
strong acid conditions, i.e., pH < 2.  As previously discussed, the cyanide compounds formed by the 
former group of transitional metals are designated as “weak-acid dissociable”, or WAD, cyanide 
compounds and those formed by the latter group of transitional metals, are designated as “strong-acid 
dissociable”, or SAD, cyanide compounds.   



Cyanide Toxicity 



The “free cyanides” are the most toxic of the cyanide compounds and consist primarily of hydrogen 
cyanide, or HCN, although other simple cyanide compounds such as sodium cyanide (NaCN) or 
potassium cyanide (KCN) also result in toxic reactions.  The free and simple cyanide compounds are toxic 
because they dissociate completely in aqueous solution and/or upon contact with aquatic organisms, 
releasing the cyanide anion, CN-1, which is the active toxic agent1.  Stated differently, these cyanide 
compounds are toxic because they are bioavailable. The chemical forms of cyanide that are considered 
essentially non-toxic are the metal cyanide compounds, which are much less bioavailable and do not 
release the cyanide anion when dissolved in an aqueous solution [US EPA, 2006]. 



 
1 Since most of the organocyanide compounds are not anthropogenic, i.e., they are the natural products of the 
normal metabolic processes of vascular plants, and are resistant to the release of the cyanide anion, they do not 
play a significant role in human health or aquatic toxicity [Gensemer, et. al., 2006a; Wong-Chong, et.al., 2006; and 
Ghosh, et.al., 2006a] 
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Foundation for Cyanide Regulations 



Free cyanide is the class of cyanide compounds that has been used in the toxicity experiments that were 
conducted by the US EPA and others to develop both the health and ecological effects criteria that are 
embodied in the current environmental regulations. As part of these experiments, the organisms are 
exposed to the chemical of choice and the toxic effects, if any, are observed and quantified.  



As an example, water quality criteria for cyanide in many states is based on the National Recommended 
Water Quality Criteria (Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Cyanide – 1984 (EPA 440/5-84-028, USEPA)).  
The National Recommended Aquatic Life Criteria Table list cyanide as the following: 
 



 
 
The freshwater toxicity values are expressed as follows: 



• Final Acute Value (i.e., statistical determination of toxicity) = 44.75 mg/l (as free cyanide) 
• Criterion Maximum Concentration2 (represents brief exposure) = 22.36 mg/l (as free cyanide) 
• Final Chronic Value (represents long-term exposure) = 5.22 mg/l (as free cyanide) 



 



These studies all suggest that compliance with regulations should be assessed based on the direct 
measurement of the concentration of free cyanide. However, these regulatory limits were developed at 
a time when no EPA approved analytical method for free cyanide were established. Those limitation are 
no longer applicable as in September 2019, EPA promulgated new or revised analytical methods under 
40 CFR 136.3, Table 1B, to include methods to evaluate free and available cyanide (see table below).  



40 CFR Part 136.3 Table 1B 



 



Furthermore, many of these newly prescribed analytical methods involving flow injection and ligand 
exchange (OIA 1677 and D7237 and D7511) are less prone to analytical interferences and QA/QC issues 



 
2 Criterion maximum concentration (CMC) is an estimate of the highest concentration of a material in the water 
column to which an aquatic community can be exposed briefly without resulting in an unacceptable effect. 











Comments Regarding the Proposed Rulemaking Actions For the 2020-2022 Surface Water Standards 
Triennial Review – North Carolina  August 3, 2021  



compared to the old distillation based methods (Methods 335.4 and 4500 CN B, C).  As a result of this 
promulgation, many States are specifying available or free cyanide analytical methodologies for NPDES 
applications.   



 



 













From: Betsy Keller
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] It"s Time to Add Stronger Water Protections in North Carolina
Date: Friday, July 23, 2021 11:44:18 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class


There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
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adopted.


My father built a house in 1951 near Bath, NC, on the Pamlico River. Our family continues to
enjoy life on the river. I have seen a lot of change there in my 69 years, including declines in
fishing and crabbing and increased pollution resulting in unsafe swimming at times. I support
Sound Rivers and their continuing efforts to protect our beautiful rivers. Please implement the
above-mentioned strategies to protect North Carolina waters and communities.


Thank you!


Betsy Keller 
bkeller5@triad.rr.com 
1785 Janita Drive 
Winston-Salem, North Carolina 27127








From: Keith Fargason (keithfargason6691@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 8:51:14 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Keith Fargason
1301 Kensington Place, Apt E
Asheville, NC 28803
keithfargason6691@gmail.com
(704) 813-7508


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Rebecca Morris (iamrebeccam@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Saturday, July 17, 2021 9:27:15 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The quality of our water is vital to the health of our communities! It's time to hold polluters accountable for the
detrimental effects their behavior has on our citizens and the planet. Protect, preserve and enhance our air and water
quality!


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Rebecca Morris
239 Ivy Hill Road,
Marshall, NC 28753
iamrebeccam@gmail.com
(828) 215-8738


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: William Masterson (mastwf@aol.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 1:57:33 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The fact is humans can not live more than a week without water. So, with this fact alone it is ultimately important to
have clean water. Please, act now to prevent industrial chemicals listed in our water!


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


William Masterson
4317 Bradbury Way
High Point, NC 27265
mastwf@aol.com
(336) 847-3212


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Anne Coan
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Cc: Ventaloro, Christopher; Mitchell Peele; Keith Larick
Subject: [External] Comments of NCFB on the 2020-2022 Triennial Review - 8-2-21
Date: Monday, August 2, 2021 5:18:47 PM
Attachments: Triennial Review - Comments of NCFB - pdf - 8-2-21.pdf


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


To: Chris Ventaloro
Attached please find the comments of the North Carolina Farm Bureau Federation on the 2020-2022
Triennial Review.
If you have questions, please contact me.
 
Best Wishes,
Anne Coan
 
Anne Coan
Director of Environmental Affairs
NC Farm Bureau Federation
Direct:  919-788-1005
Email:   anne.coan@ncfb.org
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August 2, 2021 



 



Delivered via email to: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov 



 



Christopher Ventaloro 



NCDEQ – DWR Planning Section 



1611 Mail Service Center 



Raleigh, NC 27699-1611 



 



Dear Mr. Ventaloro: 



 



The North Carolina Farm Bureau Federation (NCFB, Farm Bureau) is this state’s largest general farm 



organization, representing the interests of farm and rural people in North Carolina. This letter is to comment on 



the 2020 - 2022 Triennial Review of Surface Water Quality Standards. The draft Triennial Review was published 



in the May 17, 2021 NC Register (pp. 2407 – 2433). The pdf version of the May 17, 2021 NC Register can be 



accessed at: https://files.nc.gov/ncoah/documents/files/Volume-35-Issue-22-May-17-2021.pdf  The Regulatory 



Impact Analysis for the proposed rules is at:  



https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/SW_Triennial_2020-2022_%20Regulatory%20Impact%20Analysis.pdf 



 



 



Escherichia coli (E. coli) 



This Triennial Review proposes a change to the standards for surface waters that are for primary contact 



recreation and are classified as Class B waters in 19 western NC counties. The change proposed is from the 



current fecal coliforms standard in 15A NCAC 02B .0219 (3)(b) to Escherichia coli (E. coli), proposed as a new 



02B .0219 (3)(c). 



 



As stated by DEQ in the Regulatory Impact Analysis, it is not feasible to switch the bacteria water quality 



standard from fecal coliform to the E. coli pathogen indicator for Class B waters statewide due to logistical and 



financial constraints, both in the commercial lab community and DEQ itself. We agree that, if the change from 



fecal coliforms to E. coli is made, DEQ should limit the use of the E. coli pathogen indicator to only the 19 



western NC counties at this time. While DEQ is using the E. coli pathogen indicator in these 19 counties, DEQ 



should continue to sample fecal coliform at the same time, so that the impact of the change can be better 



evaluated. 



 



EPA recommended the use of the E. coli indicator for use only in fresh waters classified as primary contact 



recreational (Class B) use. DEQ’s proposed changes match EPA’s recommendation by using the E. coli pathogen 



indicator in Class B fresh waters only. If the change from fecal coliforms to E. coli is made, we would oppose any 



expansion of the E. coli pathogen indicator beyond EPA’s recommendation of Class B fresh waters, or beyond the 



proposed 19 western NC counties at this time. 



 



 



Numeric Nutrient Criteria for Nitrogen and Phosphorus 
The EMC and DEQ should allow the ongoing work of the Nutrient Criteria Development Plan Scientific 



Advisory Council (NCDP SAC) to proceed and no numeric nitrogen and phosphorus criteria should be considered 



during this Triennial Review. The NCDP SAC should be allowed to take the necessary time to consider adequate 



but reasonable response variable-based criteria using appropriate response variables that address actual instream 



impairments that are tied to specific designated uses. We oppose the establishment of standards for nitrogen and 



phosphorus at this time. 
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Variances 



NC Farm Bureau supports the continuance of the reasonable variances that are in place for processing of 



agricultural and forestry products in NC.  These surface water standards exemptions include two variances from 



the chloride standard for Mt. Olive Pickle Company (NC0001074) and Bay Valley Foods, LLC (NC0001970). 



 



The pickle processing plant chloride variances should remain in place. These pickle processing plants are 



important to NC agriculture and extremely important to the State’s cucumber producers.  Further, these pickle 



plants are important to the local economies in the areas where they are located.   



 



 



Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the North Carolina Triennial Review proposed rules and the 



variances. If you have questions, please contact me at 919-788-1005. 



 



Sincerely, 



 



 



Anne Coan 



Director of Environmental Affairs  



 



 













From: Jane Ochsenbein
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] It"s Time to Add Stronger Water Protections in North Carolina
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 10:12:33 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class


There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
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adopted.


Thank you!


Jane Ochsenbein 
jcducati@msn.com 
3650 FORESTBROOK RD, # 105 
MYRTLE BEACH, South Carolina 29588








From: Bonnie Cooper (bonniecooperphotography@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 8:47:15 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Bonnie Cooper
29 stony ridge
Asheville, NC 28804
bonniecooperphotography@yahoo.com
(828) 788-5142


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Deborah Milkowski (debmilkowski@centurylink.net) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Friday, July 16, 2021 6:50:46 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Every citizen has a right to know what chemicals they are being exposed to. It is unconscionable that we have been
unknowingly exposed to "forever chemicals" for years without any disclosure from the government of the
companies that have been discharging these chemicals into our environment. We must do better!


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Deborah Milkowski
573 Deer Run Rd
New Bern, NC 28562
debmilkowski@centurylink.net
(252) 571-4330


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: matthew howlett (matthew.howlett@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 6:48:29 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


matthew howlett
4220 lynn point ln apt p
raleigh, NC 27613
matthew.howlett@gmail.com
(540) 256-1733


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: ROSEMARY TANN (rocatgo@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Friday, July 23, 2021 5:07:10 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


ROSEMARY TANN
14 Painted Trillium Trl., Address 2
Black Mountain, NC 28711
rocatgo@gmail.com
(954) 646-6634


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Ervin Kelman (ekel0613@cs.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 1:44:39 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


With my hometown - Greensboro - having recently released 1,4 dioxane, from a yet-unknown source, I can attest
that stronger water standards need to be implemented.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Ervin Kelman
6 Fleming Terrace Cir
Greensboro, NC 27410
ekel0613@cs.com
(336) 617-0598


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Simon Gregg
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] It"s Time to Add Stronger Water Protections in North Carolina
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 10:12:18 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class


There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
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adopted.


Thank you!


Simon Gregg 
simonbgregg@gmail.com 
1301 Arnette Ave 
Durham, North Carolina 27707








From: Langley, Shannon
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Cc: Langley, Shannon
Subject: [External] Comments on the 2020-2022 Triennial review
Date: Friday, July 30, 2021 12:03:58 PM
Attachments: image001.png


JWells esigned Comments on selenium criteria - Final.pdf


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Chris,
 
Attached please find comments from Duke Energy on the current triennial review surface water
standards proposal.  A hard copy of these comments are being submitted as well.  We appreciate
the opportunity to provide these comments.
 
Thank you.
 
Shannon Langley
 


E. Shannon Langley
Principal Environmental Specialist
Raleigh NCRH
410 South Wilmington Street, Raleigh NC
919.546.2439 (o)
919.219.0905 (c)
 


 


Always try to be concise and less redundant
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James Wells  
Vice President  



Environmental, Health and Safety  
Programs & Environmental Sciences  



526 South Church Street  
Charlotte, NC  28202  



(980) 373-9646 



July 30, 2021  



Chris Ventalaro   
North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality  
Division of Water Resources Planning Section  
1611 Mail Service Center   
Raleigh, NC 27699-1611   



Subject: Comments on 2019-2022 surface water triennial review  



Dear Mr. Ventalaro:   



Duke Energy (Duke) appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments pertaining to 
the subject matter.  Duke is committed to assuring that the waters of our State remain 
well protected and has reviewed the proposed modifications to regulations found in NCAC 
15A 2B .0200 and 15A NCAC 2B .0300.  We have comments related to one area of the 
proposed changes in the rule: the proposed adoption of a fish tissue criteria for selenium.    



Duke believes that its generating stations are likely to be the most directly affected, and 
possibly the only, permitted dischargers with an interest in the selenium criteria changes. 
It is important to the company that there are clear and scientifically supported 
requirements with an appropriate level of site-specific flexibility built into the regulation.   



The company has several decades of experience monitoring selenium in fish tissue and 
surface water bodies.  This history of intensive oversight and study of selenium 
bioaccumulation, population recovery and fishery health give the company a unique and 
knowledgeable position from which to submit these comments.    



We offer the following suggestions and comments to assure that appropriate scientific 
rigor, clarity and site-specific flexibility are components of the modified rule.  In addition to 
the narrative description and support for modifications, Duke has provided a proposed 
version of 15A NCAC 2B.0211(11)(d) at the end of this submittal.  



1. Duke Energy requests that the NC DEQ evaluate and remove non-peer 
reviewed data used in the development of the proposed selenium tissue 
criterion. 



  











40 CFR 131.11(a)(1) states that:  



States must adopt those water quality criteria that protect the designated 
use. Such criteria must be based on sound scientific rationale and must 
contain sufficient parameters or constituents to protect the designated use…  



Duke Energy requests that the State calculate the selenium tissue criterion excluding the 
White Sturgeon WB EC10 from the national database for certain waterbodies used in 
calculating a criterion for adoption.  This White Sturgeon study used in EPA’s 
recommended criteria is an unpublished/non-peer reviewed PH.D. dissertation that 
produced only a single partial reproductive toxicity effect (i.e., 27.8 % abnormalities in fish 
larvae from a mean egg Se concentration of 20.5 mg/kg dry weight in adult sturgeon).  
USEPA typically models a toxicity dose response curve using the TRAP model.  This 
however could not be done with only this one partial response, so EPA had to do a 
straight-line interpolation of the WB EC10 between the highest 0% and the 27.8 % effect 
in order to include it in the SSD generated from the national dataset.  This is highly 
unusual and contrary to previous EPA actions and protocols.  



  
The inclusion of the white sturgeon WB EC10 information led to a Species Sensitivity 
Distribution (SSD) that in turn generated the very conservative Se criteria of 8.5 mg/kg 
whole body, 11.3 mg/kg muscle, and 15.1 mg/kg egg/ovary values proposed by the State.    
  
There is a precedence for excluding the White Sturgeon study at the state level.  The 
State of Idaho excluded it from the SSD for those water bodies where the White Sturgeon 
did not exist (either not naturally occurring or excluded by barriers such as dams) and 
where habitat for them did not occur.    
  
As the only entity whose operations may be affected by the proposed selenium criterion, 
Duke Energy believes this exclusion would apply to all the waterbodies around our coal-
fired operation facilities except the Cape Fear river in Wilmington.  For clarity, while 
Sutton lake is also in Wilmington, sturgeons (i.e., Atlantic and Shortnose) are excluded 
from Sutton lake by our 2 mm wedge wire screens at the river intake pumps.  We have 
included a document from the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality of a study they 
performed justifying these site-specific exclusions entitled “Justification for Site-Specific 
Selenium Criterion for Aquatic Life in Portions of Idaho” as Attachment 1.   At the sites in 
Idaho where this applies, the Se criteria are 9.5 WB, 13.1 M, and 19.0 E/O mg/kg dry 
weight based on deleting White Sturgeon from the SSD.  EPA Region 10 approved the 
recalculation of the SSD without White Sturgeon data and the site-specific selenium 
criterion for these locations with where this species does not reside.  Duke Energy 
believes this is the appropriate methodology to be used in North Carolina.  Duke Energy 
staff are available to discuss and aid in this review if requested.  
  



2. If sturgeon data are not removed, Duke requests the Department authorize  
site specific standards calculated using  the USEPA’s “Revised deletion 
process for site-specific recalculation for aquatic life criteria” (EPA-823-R-13-
001 April 2013) as part of the rule.  Fish tissue values calculated using this 
USEPA process and approved by the Department should not have to seek a 
separate, lengthy approval process.         











Given the novel nature of the selenium tissue regulation, some site-specific methodology 
is warranted and appropriate.  It is Duke’s understanding that this procedure was 
developed by the EPA lead staff on the 2016 selenium aquatic life tissue criteria 
development and takes the specifics associated with selenium ecotoxicology into account 
in the procedure.  A copy of this procedure is included as Attachment 2 for reference.  
Duke requests that site-specific tissue standards calculated using this procedure may be 
adopted by reference in the modified rule.    



 
3. Duke Energy requests the North Carolina selenium criterion more closely 



align with the EPA National recommended criterion in several areas. 



a. Include frequency of allowable water column concentration excursion be 



As currently proposed, in the absence of fish tissue data, the North Carolina criteria would 
deem monthly average concentrations above 1.5 ug/l (lentic) and 3.1 ug/l (lotic) as 
violations of the criteria.  The national recommended criterion is written such that 
exceedances of those water column concentrations “more than once in three years on 
average” would constitute an excursion.  Duke Energy requests that the language from 
the recommended criteria allowing no more than one exceedance in a three-year period 
on average be included in the North Carolina criterion.  This request is made to align the 
criteria with the national criterion and with the intent of NCGS 150B 19.3(a) which reads:   



An agency authorized to implement and enforce State and federal 
environmental laws may not adopt a rule for the protection of the 
environment or natural resources that imposes a more restrictive standard, 
limitation, or requirement than those imposed by federal law or rule, if a 
federal law or rule pertaining to the same subject matter has been adopted, 
unless adoption of the rule is required by one of the subdivisions of this 
subsection.   



b. Include comments regarding the priority of fish tissues elements. 



Duke Energy requests that the following comments from Table 1 of the national criterion 
(page xv) and in Part 4 page 98 be included either in the text of 2B.0211(11)(d) or as a 
footnote to the selenium criteria table.  



• Fish whole body or muscle tissue supersedes water column 
element when both fish tissue and water concentrations are 
measured. 



• recognizing that fish tissue elements supersede the water 
elements (except in special situations, see footnotes 3 and 4, 
Table 4.1) and that the egg-ovary tissue element supersedes all 
other tissue elements 



A copy of this language from the national criterion document is attached with this 
language highlighted in Attachment 3.   











c. Align with the national criterion by addition of a definition of“instantaneous” 
related to fish tissue measurement duration. 



 
Duke Energy requests that the regulation include the definition of “instantaneous” found in 
Table 1 of the national criterion document, which reads:   



Fish tissue data provide instantaneous point measurements that reflect integrative 
accumulation of selenium over time and space in fish populations at a given site.  



An excerpt from the document with that language highlighted is included as Attachment 
3 for reference.  The inclusion of this language supports the intent that fish tissue values 
are not intended reflect to a single specimen but to a population.  



  
4. Duke Energy requests that an implementation policy for selenium 



(analogous to the permitting policy for Mercury associated with the TMDL) 
be developed and made available for review and comment prior to any 
implementation of the selenium criterion and permit development based on 
the modified rule.  



  
The fish tissue criterion is unlike any previous criteria implemented through permit 
issuance so an implementation procedure for the selenium component of the rule should 
be developed before it is finalized. The way the agency will interpret and administer the 
provisions of the rule in permits should be clarified prior to adoption as this has significant 
bearing on compliance and potential costs.   
  
To provide a summary of the suggestions described above, please see suggested 
edits to 15A NCAC .0211(11)(d).  
  



The highlighted info below provides suggested edits to the DRAFT rule at .0211(11)(d) to 
accommodate the appropriate site-specific flexibility, regulation clarity and applicability 
based on fish species presence.  



  
(d) Selenium, chronic: The standard for chronic selenium has the following 
components: fish egg/ovary tissue, fish whole body or muscle tissue, and water 
column (lentic and lotic).  These components shall be used in the following order 
of preference provided data is available:    
  
(i)  Fish egg/ovary tissue;    
(ii) Fish whole body or muscle tissue; 
(iii) (iii) Water column.   
  
Fish tissue concentrations are determined as dry weight and water column 
concentrations are based on the dissolved fraction of selenium. The default chronic 
selenium standards are as follows:   
  



  











Component  Magnitude1 Duration 
Fish 
Tissue3 



Fish egg/ovary 
tissue1  



15.1 Instantaneous4 



Fish whole body 
or muscle tissue1 



8.5 mg/kg whole 
body  



Instantaneous4 



11.3 mg/kg muscle Instantaneous4 



Water 
Column 



Lentic or lotic 1.52  ug/l lentic 30-day average
3.12  ug/l lotic 30-day average



1 Site specific tissue criteria calculated using the Revised deletion process for site-
specific recalculation for aquatic life criteria (EPA-823-R-13-001 April 2013) 
may be approved by the Department on a case by case basis. 



2 not to be exceeded more than once in three years on average. 



3 Fish whole body or muscle tissue supersedes water column element when both 
fish tissue and water concentrations are measured. Egg-ovary tissue results, where 
available, supersede all other tissue elements and water concentrations. 



4 Fish tissue data provide instantaneous point measurements that reflect integrative 
accumulation of selenium over time and space in fish populations at a given site. 



Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments. If you have any questions or 
would like to further discuss any of the specifics, please feel free to contact Mr. Shannon 
Langley at (919) 546-2439 or shannon.langley@duke-energy.com.



Sincerely, 



James Wells  
Vice President, Environmental, Health and Safety 
Programs & Environmental Sciences  



Cc: Jessica Bednarcik 
Shannon Langley 
Zach Hall 
Linda Hickok 
Maverick Raber 
Cyndi Winston 
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1 Introduction 
This document provides the scientific justification and rationale for including a site-specific 
selenium criterion (SSC) in Idaho Code (Subsection 287.05) for waters within the geographic 
scope identified in section 2.4 of this document. The proposed SSC and related justification was 
informed by various stakeholders participating in the negotiated rulemaking process used by the 
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) to update its statewide selenium (Se) 
criterion for aquatic life (DEQ Docket No. 58-0102-1701). 



This SSC was derived according to the procedures set forth in IDAPA 58.01.02.275.01.h. These 
procedures allow site-specific aquatic life criteria to be derived using scientifically justifiable 
approaches consistent with the assumptions and rationale in United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) guidance. Specifically, we derived fish tissue criterion elements using 
current EPA guidance on  site-specific species deletion (EPA 2013) and criterion recalculation 
(EPA 1985) to account for differences in Se sensitivity between resident species within the Site 
and those species used in deriving the proposed statewide criterion.  



Although Se may cause acute toxicity at high concentrations, the most detrimental effect on 
aquatic organisms is due to its bioaccumulative properties. Aquatic organisms exposed to Se 
accumulate it primarily through their diets and not directly from the water. In fish, Se toxicity 
occurs primarily through transfer to the eggs, reducing reproductive success and survival. In 
aquatic communities, fish are the most sensitive to Se effects (EPA 2016). Aquatic communities 
are expected to be protected from any potential acute effects of Se by this chronic criterion  
(EPA 2016). 



Consistent with DEQ’s proposed statewide Se criterion and the EPA’s recommended national Se 
criterion (EPA 2016), the proposed SSC consists of four elements. They include a (1) fish egg-
ovary element; (2) fish whole-body and/or muscle element; (3) water column element, which 
includes one value for lentic (still water) and one value for lotic (running water) aquatic systems; 
and (4) water column intermittent element to account for potential chronic effects from short-
term exposures, which also includes one value for lentic and one value for lotic aquatic systems. 



The proposed SSC elements are derived from the allowable concentration of Se in fish egg-ovary 
tissue of species or species surrogates that reside within the Site described below in section 2.  
Like DEQ’s proposed statewide criterion and EPA’s recommended national criterion, the SSC 
elements are protective of the Site’s entire aquatic community, including fish, amphibians, and 
invertebrates. Criterion elements for whole-body and muscle tissue are based on ratios of 
concentrations in egg-ovary to concentrations in other tissues. These fish tissue concentrations, 
in conjunction with bioaccumulation factors (BAFs), are used to derive the water column 
elements, representing allowable concentration of Se in ambient water.  



Both EPA’s recommended national criterion and DEQ’s proposed statewide criterion is based on 
the four most sensitive taxa in the national toxicity dataset. The species most sensitive to Se in 
the national toxicity dataset is White Sturgeon (Acipenser transmontanus)(EPA 2016). In Idaho, 
however, White Sturgeon have a limited range and are present only in select mainstem rivers 
(IDFG 2008). In order to protect the resident species assemblage within the Site and follow 
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Idaho Code stringency requirements, we provide the following scientific rationale for the 
proposed SSC.  



The core steps for developing the proposed SSC include the following: 
 Defining the geographic scope of the SSC (i.e., the Site) •
 Determining the resident fish species that occur in the Site •
 Recalculating the Se criterion based on resident fish species •
 Evaluating of protectiveness of the SSC to resident fish species expected to be present in •



the Site 



2 Geographic Scope of the SSC 
To identify the Site, we must first identify waters located outside of White Sturgeon’s historical 
range that do not provide required habitat elements to maintain a self-propagating population. 
Next we consider where White Sturgeon does not serve as a surrogate for another species. 
Finally, we provide a buffer by excluding from the Site waters that drain to these waters within 
the historical range of White Sturgeon. Thus the Site for purposes of this SSC is limited to 
waterbodies outside of the historical range of White Sturgeon, subbasins that do not drain 
directly into those waterbodies, and waterbodies not designated as critical habitat for Bull Trout 
or anadromous salmonids.  



2.1 Sturgeon Occurrence and Habitat 
In Idaho, White Sturgeon presence and historical range is limited to the mainstems of the 
Kootenai, Snake, and Salmon Rivers (Figure 1).  
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Figure 1. Historical range of White Sturgeon (Acipenser transmontanus). 



The Kootenai River is habitat for an endangered population of White Sturgeon. The Kootenai 
River originates in Kootenay National Park in British Columbia, flows south into Montana, 
northwest into Idaho, then north through the Kootenai Valley back into British Columbia. 



The Snake River population in Idaho is found in the Salmon and Snake Rivers. Although there 
are no barriers on the Salmon River, the White Sturgeon is rarely seen above the North Fork 
Salmon River (IDFG 2008). In the Snake River, individuals historically ranged upstream to 
Shoshone Falls. In 1990 they were introduced below American Falls Dam and at Idaho Falls 
(IDFG 2008). The Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) continues to stock hatchery-
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produced White Sturgeon at American Falls Dam and Idaho Falls and manages them as a non-
propagating sport fish population to expand White Sturgeon fishing opportunity outside its 
historical range (IDFG 2008). Since these fish are not expected to reproduce (IDFG 2008) and Se 
primarily affects fish populations through reproduction (EPA 2016), DEQ finds it appropriate to 
include all of the Snake River above Shoshone Falls as part of the Site for this SSC. 



2.2 Critical Salmonid Habitat  
Critical habitats of Bull Trout and anadromous salmonids are also excluded from the Site to 
ensure there is no adverse modification of critical habitats (Figure 2). Both Bull Trout and 
anadromous salmonid populations are protected from impacts of Se under the proposed statewide 
Se criterion. 



2.3 Buffering White Sturgeon Waters 
To further protect water quality where White Sturgeon may be present, we also include certain 
upstream waters where White Sturgeon is not expected to be found but that contribute to 
downstream water quality. For this SSC, all 4th field hydrologic unit codes (HUCs) flowing 
directly into the Kootenai and Salmon Rivers as well as Snake River below Shoshone Falls are 
excluded from the definition of the Site for this SSC. 
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Figure 2. HUCs identified as White Sturgeon waters or critical salmonid habitat. 



2.4 Site Definition 
Based on the above considerations, the Site for purposes of this SSC is defined as all waters of 
the state except: (a) the main stems of the Kootenai, Salmon, and Snake Rivers within the 
historical range of White Sturgeon, (b) 4th field HUCs flowing directly into the historical range 
of White Sturgeon, and (c) designated critical salmonid habitat or Bull Trout habitat (Table 1, 
Figure 3). 
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Table 1. Subbasins and 4th field HUCs included in the Site. 
HUC Subbasin 



16010102 Central Bear 



16010201 Bear Lake 



16010202 Middle Bear 



16010203 Little Bear-Logan 



16010204 Lower Bear-Malad 



16020309 Curlew Valley 



17010302 South Fork Coeur d’Alene 



17010306 Hangman 



17010308 Little Spokane 



17040104 Palisades 



17040105 Salt 



17040201 Idaho Falls 



17040202 Upper Henrys 



17040203 Lower Henrys 



17040204 Teton 



17040205 Willow 



17040206 American Falls 



17040207 Blackfoot 



17040208 Portneuf 



17040209 Lake Walcott 



17040210 Raft 



17040211 Goose 



17040214 Beaver-Camas 



17040215 Medicine Lodge 



17040216 Birch 



17040218 Big Lost 



17040220 Camas 



17040221 Little Wood 



17050104 Upper Owyhee 



17050105 South Fork Owyhee 



17050106 East Little Owyhee 



17050107 Middle Owyhee 



17050108 Jordan 



17060109 Rock 
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Figure 3. Geographic scope of the SSC. 



3 Determination of Resident Fishes Occurring Within the 
Site 



The EPA has developed a recalculation procedure for creating a site-specific toxicity dataset and 
species sensitivity distribution that is appropriate for deriving a site-specific aquatic life criterion 
(EPA 2013, 1985). The procedure provides guidance on modifying the national toxicity dataset 
for Se by correcting, adding, and/or deleting test results for species not relevant to the site in 
question. Deletion is based on taxonomic composition of the site; tested species most closely 
related to those occurring at the site are retained as surrogates. 
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According to the recalculation procedure, a species included in the national toxicity dataset for 
the pollutant under consideration must be retained in the dataset and used to develop a site-
specific criterion if the species occurs within the site. However, if a species in the national 
toxicity dataset does not occur within the site and does not serve as a surrogate for another 
species, it may be deleted from the dataset used to calculate the site-specific criterion. Therefore, 
to use the recalculation procedure, DEQ must determine the resident fish species within the Site 
and determine whether White Sturgeon serve as a surrogate for any of those species. 



The resident fishes found at the Site (Appendix A) were determined from state and federal 
spatial datasets, scientific literature (Sigler and Zaroban in prep.), biological opinions (FWS 
2015, NOAA NMFS 2014), and Federal Register notices regarding critical habitat for threatened 
and endangered fish species in Idaho. 



Although hatchery-stock White Sturgeon have been introduced by IDFG outside of White 
Sturgeon’s historical range at two locations within the Site (section 2.1), we find it appropriate to 
delete White Sturgeon from the national toxicity dataset used to calculate this SSC. This is for 
two reasons. First, IDFG stocks White Sturgeon in portions of the Site solely to expand sport 
fishing opportunity. These individuals are not expected to reproduce, nor do these locations 
provide required habitat elements to maintain a self-propagating population of White Sturgeon, 
such as adequate water temperature, water flow, or extended reach length between dams (IDFG 
2005, 2008). Therefore, we do not consider the White Sturgeon populations outside of their 
historical range to be resident fish for purposes of the recalculation procedure. 



Second, we used the EPA recommended species deletion process (EPA 2013) to identify whether 
White Sturgeon is a surrogate for any other species occurring in the Site. White Sturgeon is not a 
surrogate for other resident species because no other species in the same genus, family, or order 
occurs at the site. Multiple species in the same class as White Sturgeon (Actinopterygii) do occur 
at the Site; however, they, or their surrogate, are in the national toxicity dataset (Appendix A). 
Using  the process described in (EPA 2013), White Sturgeon can be deleted from a site-specific 
recalculation for aquatic life criteria (Appendix A).  



4 Recalculation of the Se Criterion Based on Resident 
Fishes 



This proposed fish tissue SSC (Table 2) is designed to protect resident fishes and other aquatic 
organisms within the Site since fish are the most sensitive aquatic organisms to Se (EPA 2016). 
The approach was developed after considering the fishes that occur at the Site, the fish-centric 
nature of the EPA 2016 Se criterion, and available regulatory guidance concerning scientifically 
defensible procedures for developing this SSC.  



This SSC includes only fish tissue criterion elements. This SSC does not include site-specific 
water column criterion elements because we do not have the necessary site-specific 
bioaccumulation information to calculate them using the empirical bioaccumulation factor (BAF) 
approach described in EPA’s national recommended Se criterion (EPA 2016). The data are too 
few and variable to adequately describe the mean lotic BAF within the Site (Appendix B). 
Further, we do not have empirical selenium data for lentic systems and, as a result, have no way 
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to derive a lentic water column value using data from the site. Therefore, the water column 
criterion elements set out in the statewide rule (footnote r in IDAPA 58.01.02.210.01) are also 
applicable to the water bodies identified in this SSC (Table 1).  



Table 2. Site-specific selenium criterion. 



Egg-Ovary (mg/kg dw) Fish Tissue (mg/kg dw) 



Egg-Ovary Whole Body Muscle 



19.0a 9.5b 13.1b 



Notes: mg/kg dw = milligrams per kilogram dry weight; µg/L = micrograms per liter 



a Egg-ovary supersedes any whole-body, muscle, or water column element when fish egg-ovary concentrations are 
measured (single measurement of an average or composite sample of at least five individuals of the same species). 
b Fish whole-body or muscle tissue supersedes water column element when both fish tissue and water concentrations are 
measured (single measurement of an average or composite sample of at least five individuals of the same species where 
the smallest individual is no less than 75% of the total length [size] of the largest individual). 



4.1 Derivation of Fish Tissue Values 
The national toxicity dataset used to derive DEQ’s proposed statewide Se criterion (and EPA’s 
2016 recommended Se criterion) consists of 15 genus mean chronic values (GMCVs). These 
include ten fish genera (Acipenser, Salmo, Lepomis, Micropterus, Oncorhynchus, Pimephales, 
Gambusia, Esox, Cyprinodon, and Salvelinus), three invertebrate genera (Centroptilum, 
Brachionus, and Lumbriculus), and two waived crustacean genera. The crustacean genera were 
waived because acceptable quantitative chronic toxicity values for Se are not available for 
crustaceans (EPA 2016). However, information available during EPA’s derivation process 
demonstrated that fish species were more sensitive than crustaceans and were acceptable 
surrogates (EPA 2016). 



After deleting the Acipenser Genus Mean Chronic Value (GMCV) from the toxicity dataset, we 
recalculated Se criterion elements based on the remaining resident species or species surrogates 
found in the national toxicity dataset as described in section 3. We arranged the 14 remaining 
GMCVs hierarchically by genera based on Se sensitivity. Using this approach, the four most 
sensitive genera used to calculate the egg-ovary criterion element of 19.0 milligrams per 
kilogram dry weight (mg/kg dw) are provided in Table 3. Given that there are species-specific 
conversion factors (CF) for Se bioaccumulation in different tissue types (i.e., egg-ovary, whole-
body, muscle), this hierarchy changes depending on the tissue type being analyzed (EPA 2016).  
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Table 3. Calculation of the site-specific egg-ovary criterion element for selenium. 



Genus Rank GMCVa ln(GMCV) ln(GMCV)^2 P=R/(N+1)b sqrt(P) 
Micropterus 4 26.3 3.27 10.69 0.27 0.52 
Oncorhynchus 3 25.3 3.23 10.44 0.20 0.45 
Salmo 2 21 3.04 9.27 0.13 0.37 
Lepomis 1 20.6 3.03 9.15 0.07 0.26 



  
sum 12.57 39.55 0.67 1.59 



     
Nc 14 



     
S^2d 1.28 



     
S 1.13 



     
Le 2.69 



     
Af 2.95 



          FCVg 19.0 
Notes: 
a  Se concentration in mg/kg dw 
b Cumulative probability 
c Total number of GMCVs in dataset 
d 𝑆𝑆2 = ∑((ln𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺)2)−((∑ 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝑙𝑙𝐺𝐺))2/4



Σ(𝐹𝐹)−((Σ�√𝑃𝑃 �)2/4)
  



e 𝐿𝐿 = (Σ(lnGMAV) − 𝑆𝑆 �Σ�√𝑃𝑃��)/4 
f 𝐴𝐴 = 𝑆𝑆�√0.05�+ 𝐿𝐿 
g Final chronic value (FCV) in mg/kg dw, 𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹 = 𝑒𝑒𝑙𝑙 
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The four most sensitive genera used to calculate the whole-body criterion element of 
9.5 mg/kg dw are provided in Table 4. 



Table 4. Calculation of the site-specific whole-body criterion element for selenium. 



Genus Rank GMCVa ln(GMCV) ln(GMCV)^2 P=R/(N+1)b sqrt(P) 
Esox 4 14.2 2.65 7.04 0.27 0.52 
Salmo 3 13.2 2.58 6.66 0.20 0.45 
Oncorhynchus 2 11.6 2.45 6.01 0.13 0.37 
Lepomis 1 9.9 2.29 5.26 0.07 0.26 



  
sum 9.98 24.96 0.67 1.59 



     
Nc 14 



     
S^2d 2.03 



     
S 1.42 



     
Le 1.93 



     
Af 2.25 



          FCVg 9.5 
Notes: 
a Se concentration in mg/kg dw 
b Cumulative probability 
c Total number of GMCVs in dataset 
d 𝑆𝑆2 = ∑((ln𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺)2)−((∑ 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝑙𝑙𝐺𝐺))2/4



Σ(𝐹𝐹)−((Σ�√𝑃𝑃 �)2/4)
  



e 𝐿𝐿 = (Σ(lnGMAV) − 𝑆𝑆 �Σ�√𝑃𝑃��)/4 
f 𝐴𝐴 = 𝑆𝑆�√0.05�+ 𝐿𝐿 
g Final chronic value (FCV) in mg/kg dw, 𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹 = 𝑒𝑒𝑙𝑙 
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The four most sensitive genera used to calculate the muscle criterion element of 13.1 mg/kg dw 
are provided in Table 5. 



Table 5. Calculation of the site-specific muscle criterion element for selenium. 



Genus Rank GMCVa ln(GMCV) ln(GMCV)^2 P=R/(N+1)b sqrt(P) 
Esox 4 21.7 3.08 9.47 0.27 0.52 
Salmo 3 18.5 2.92 8.51 0.20 0.45 
Lepomis 2 15.9 2.77 7.65 0.13 0.37 
Oncorhynchus 1 14.3 2.66 7.08 0.07 0.26 



  
sum 11.42 32.71 0.67 1.59 



     
Nc 14 



     
S^2d 2.68 



     
S 1.64 



     
Le 2.21 



     
Af 2.57 



          FCVg 13.1 
Notes: 
a Se concentration in mg/kg dw 
b Cumulative probability 
c Total number of GMCVs in dataset 
d 𝑆𝑆2 = ∑((ln𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺)2)−((∑ 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝑙𝑙𝐺𝐺))2/4



Σ(𝐹𝐹)−((Σ�√𝑃𝑃 �)2/4)
  



e 𝐿𝐿 = (Σ(lnGMAV) − 𝑆𝑆 �Σ�√𝑃𝑃��)/4 
f 𝐴𝐴 = 𝑆𝑆�√0.05�+ 𝐿𝐿 
g Final chronic value (FCV) in mg/kg dw, 𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹 = 𝑒𝑒𝑙𝑙 



5 Protectiveness of the SSC  



5.1 Resident Fishes 
Some important families of fish are not represented in EPA 2016 Se Criterion, such as the 
sculpin family (Cottidae) and catfish family (Ictaluridae). Sculpin, in the genus Cottus, are the 
only resident species in the family Cottidae that occur within the Site.  However, no adverse 
effects were observed from dietary Se on hatching success, fry survival, deformities, fry length, 
or fry weight up to 22 mg Se/kg egg-ovary dw in Slimy Sculpin (Cottus cognatus) (Lo et al. 
2014). In addition to this study, available field data indicate sculpins are generally less sensitive 
to Se than other fish species. Local sculpin population data collected in the Upper Blackfoot 
River watershed and the adjacent Salt River watershed (Formation and HabiTech, Inc 2012) also 
suggest sculpins are not particularly sensitive to Se and population densities were not statistically 
related to either surface water that contained Se concentrations less than 39 micrograms per liter 
(µg/L) or Se concentrations in sculpin tissue less than 25 mg/kg whole-body dw.  
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Additionally,  species in the catfish family (Ictaluridae) were introduced in Idaho for recreational 
fishing opportunity and are managed as a sport fish (IDFG 2012). These are warm water species, 
and the vast majority of their current distribution is not within the Site (IDFG 2012). 
Phylogenetically, the catfish family is more closely related to other tested families (e.g., 
Centrarchidae) than it is to the sturgeon family (Acipenseridae) (Appendix A). The catfish 
family is not represented in the EPA’s effects assessment due to the absence of valid tests 
yielding an EC10 or chronic value. Due to this, EPA evaluated the potential vulnerability of the 
taxonomic group that includes catfish by examining comparative fisheries observations of 
Ictaluridae and Centrarchidae sharing the same Se-contaminated waterbody. Ictaluridae 
abundances were unrelated to either the Se-sensitive centrarchid abundances or to the Se 
concentrations in the food chain (EPA 2016) and considered less sensitive to Se. Therefore, 
Ictaluridae occurring within the Site will also be protected by this SSC given that genera within 
Centrarchidae were used in the calculation of this SSC.  



Lastly, DEQ collected data to determine ambient Se concentrations in waterbodies throughout 
Idaho. A total of 34 major river sites were randomly sampled in 2008 and 52 composite samples 
of fish (by species) were collected (DEQ 2010). Se concentrations in fish tissue throughout the 
state are predominately lower than the respective elements of the SSC (Figure 4). 



 
Figure 4. Selenium in water column and fish muscle tissue in Idaho rivers (2008). 



Aside from two fish muscle tissue samples collected approximately 10 river miles above the 
Blackfoot Reservoir in the Blackfoot River (Cutthroat Trout = 14.7 mg/kg dw and Bridgelip 
Sucker = 12.3 mg/kg dw), all other fish muscle tissue collected were well below the  muscle 
criterion element of 13.1 mg/kg dw proposed in this SSC (DEQ 2010). Se concentrations in the 
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Blackfoot River are impacted by phosphate mining upstream and this reach of the Blackfoot 
River is currently impaired for Se (DEQ 2017). The Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) provides a framework to address Se pollution and 
employ remedial actions to reduce Se concentrations in aquatic systems in areas impacted by 
phosphate mining in southeast Idaho so that they can meet Water Quality Standards. Information 
on CERCLA investigations and cleanup is available at http://www.deq.idaho.gov/regional-
offices-issues/pocatello/southeast-idaho-phosphate-mining/southeastern-idaho-selenium-
investigations/.   



Water column values for rivers throughout the state ranged from 0.1 µg/L to 1.8 µg/L (DEQ 
2010) and were significantly lower than the statewide lotic water column value of 3.1 µg/L. The 
highest Se water column value was 1.75 μg/L at the Snake River near Homedale, Idaho, and 
subject to the proposed statewide criterion, followed by 1.57 μg/L at a site above Blackfoot 
Reservoir and close to phosphate mines. Nearly half the water samples analyzed had Se 
concentrations below the detection limit of 0.09 μg/L (DEQ 2010). These Idaho Se data show 
that in the vast majority of the state, aside from the limited area in which we already are 
addressing Se pollution, selenium concentrations are below both the statewide and SSC criterion 
elements.  



This SSC is protective of resident fishes because we used the EPA-developed recalculation 
procedure for creating a site-specific toxicity dataset and species sensitivity distribution 
appropriate for deriving a site-specific aquatic life criterion (EPA 1985, 2013). Using this 
procedure, we found it appropriate to delete White Sturgeon from the national toxicity dataset 
and to recalculate the Se criterion elements based on the remaining resident species or species 
surrogates found in the national toxicity dataset as described in section 3. This approach reflects 
the nature of the pollutant and protects the beneficial uses and most sensitive resident species at 
the site as required in Idaho (IDAPA 58.01.02.275.01.h.ii.(5)(b)).  



5.2 Downstream Waters 
Aquatic life criteria must be met where they are applied, thus the statewide aquatic life Se 
criterion will need to be met in waters downstream of the Site. In the event a waterbody does not 
meet an aquatic life criterion, additional tools are employed to identify the source of the pollutant 
and address the issue (e.g., total maximum daily loads, source identification, point-source permit 
limits) so that aquatic life are protected within the waterbody and in downstream waters. 



Protecting downstream waters is further required in IDAPA 58.01.02.070.08, which states that 
all waters must maintain a level of water quality at their pour point into downstream waters that 
provides for the attainment and maintenance of the water quality standards of those downstream 
waters, including waters of another state or tribe.  



5.3 Beneficial Uses 
Under IDAPA 58.01.02, the waterbodies within the Site have the following designated or 
presumed beneficial uses: 



 Cold water—water quality appropriate for the protection and maintenance of a viable •
aquatic life community for cold water species. 
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 Salmonid spawning—waters that provide or could provide a habitat for active self-•
propagating populations of salmonid fishes. 



 Seasonal cold water—water quality appropriate for the protection and maintenance of a •
viable aquatic life community of cool and cold water species, where cold water aquatic 
life may be absent during, or tolerant of, seasonally warm temperatures. 



 Warm water—water quality appropriate for the protection and maintenance of a viable •
aquatic life community for warm water species. 



 Modified—water quality appropriate for an aquatic life community that is limited due to •
one or more conditions set forth in 40 CFR 131.10(g), which preclude attainment of 
reference streams or conditions.  



All beneficial uses of waters within the Site are protected by this SSC including salmonid 
spawning and cold water with no detrimental changes in biological communities of warm water 
or seasonal cold water since White Sturgeon is a phylogenetic outlier to all other fish species in 
Idaho and because of the geographical range of the Site. This complies with Idaho rules (IDAPA 
58.01.02.275) and EPA guidelines (EPA 1985) for establishing site-specific criteria by not 
impairing designated or existing beneficial uses where aquatic communities do not vary 
substantially in sensitivity to pollutant within the specific geographical area described.   
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GIS Coverages 



Restriction of liability: Neither the State of Idaho, nor DEQ, nor any of their employees make 
any warranty, express or implied, or assume any legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, 
completeness, or usefulness of any information or data provided. Metadata is provided for all 
data sets, and no data should be used without first reading and understanding its limitations. The 
data could include technical inaccuracies or typographical errors. DEQ may update, modify, or 
revise the data used at any time, without notice. 



Digital Orthoimagery Series of Idaho (2011, 1-m, Natural Color + IR). 



NAIP - ortho_1-1_1n_s_id035_2009_1_1.sid. 



Clearwater National Forest Landtypes, Landtype Associations, Landtype Association Groups 
Land System Inventory completed by Dale Wilson, Soils Scientist, Clearwater NF 1983–1993 
Updates and Edits by Jim Mital, Soils Scientist, Clearwater NF 1993–present. 



DEQ SDE Feature Classes: ADB Support 2010. 



Pathfinder Sites: GPS waypoint transfer by MN DNR-Garmin applications. 
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Appendix A. Phylogeny of Idaho Fishes and Identification of Surrogates in the EPA 
Selenium National Toxicity Dataset 



Class Order Family Genus Genus/species/subspecies Common Name 
Site 



Resident? Tested? Note 



Actinopterygii Acipenseriformes Acipenseridae Acipenser Acipenser transmontanus White Sturgeon NO YES 1 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Catostomidae Catostomus Catostomus ardens Utah Sucker YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Catostomidae Catostomus Catostomus catostomus Longnose Sucker YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Catostomidae Catostomus Catostomus macrocheilus Largescale Sucker YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Catostomidae Chasmistes Chasmistes muriei Snake River Sucker YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Catostomidae Pantosteus Pantosteus bondi (Catostomus) Cascadian Sucker YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Catostomidae Pantosteus Pantosteus columbianus (Catostomus) Bridgelip Sucker YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Catostomidae Pantosteus Pantosteus platyrhynchus (Catostomus) Mountain Sucker YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Catostomidae Pantosteus Pantosteus virescens (Catostomus) Green Sucker YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cobitidae Misgurnus Misgurnus anguillicaudatus Oriental Weatherfish YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cyprinidae Acrocheilus Acrocheilus alutaceus Chiselmouth YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cyprinidae Carassius Carassius auratus Goldfish YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cyprinidae Couesius Couesius plumbeus Lake Chub YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cyprinidae Ctenopharyngodon Ctenopharyngodon idella Grass Carp YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cyprinidae Cyprinodon Cyprinodon macularius desert pupfish NO YES 3,4 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cyprinidae Cyprinus Cyprinus carpio Common Carp (including koi) YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cyprinidae Gila Gila atraria Utah Chub YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cyprinidae Lepidomeda Lepidomeda copei Northern Leatherside Chub YES NO 2 
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Class Order Family Genus Genus/species/subspecies Common Name 
Site 



Resident? Tested? Note 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cyprinidae Mylocheilus Mylocheilus caurinus Peamouth YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cyprinidae Notemigonus Notemigonus crysoleucas Golden Shiner YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cyprinidae Notropis Notropis hudsonius Spottail Shiner YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cyprinidae Pimephales Pimephales promelas Fathead Minnow YES YES 3 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cyprinidae Ptychocheilus Ptychocheilus oregonensis Northern Pikeminnow YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cyprinidae Rhinichthys Rhinichthys cataractae Longnose Dace YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cyprinidae Rhinichthys Rhinichthys falcatus Leopard Dace YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cyprinidae Rhinichthys Rhinichthys osculus Speckled Dace YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cyprinidae Rhinichthys Rhinichthys umatilla Umatilla Dace YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cyprinidae Richardsonius Richardsonius balteatus Redside Shiner YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cyprinidae Siphateles Siphateles bicolor Tui Chub YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cypriniformes Cyprinidae Tinca Tinca tinca Tench YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cyprinodontiformes Fundulidae Fundulus Fundulus diaphanus Banded Killifish YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cyprinodontiformes Poeciliidae Gambusia Gambusia affinis Western Mosquitofish YES YES 3 



Actinopterygii Cyprinodontiformes Poeciliidae Poecilia Poecilia mexicana Shortfin Molly YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cyprinodontiformes Poeciliidae Poecilia Poecilia reticulata Guppy YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cyprinodontiformes Poeciliidae Xiphophorus Xiphophorus hellerii Green Swordtail YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Cyprinodontiformes Poeciliidae Xiphophorus Xiphophorus spp. Platy YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Esociformes Esocidae Esox Esox lucius Northern Pike YES YES 3,5 



Actinopterygii Esociformes Esocidae Esox Esox lucius X E. masquinongy Tiger Muskellunge YES NO 2 
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Class Order Family Genus Genus/species/subspecies Common Name 
Site 



Resident? Tested? Note 



Actinopterygii Gadiformes Gadidae Lota Lota lota Burbot NO NO  — 



Actinopterygii Perciformes Centrarchidae Lepomis Lepomis cyanellus Green Sunfish YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Perciformes Centrarchidae Lepomis Lepomis gibbosus Pumpkinseed YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Perciformes Centrarchidae Lepomis Lepomis gulosus Warmouth YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Perciformes Centrarchidae Lepomis Lepomis macrochirus Buegill Sunfish YES YES 3,6 



Actinopterygii Perciformes Centrarchidae Micropterus Micropterus dolomieu Smallmouth Bass YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Perciformes Centrarchidae Micropterus Micropterus salmoides Largemouth Bass YES YES 3,6 



Actinopterygii Perciformes Centrarchidae Pomoxis Pomoxis annularis White Crappie YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Perciformes Centrarchidae Pomoxis Pomoxis nigromaculatus Black Crappie YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Perciformes Cichlidae Amatitlania Amatitlania nigrofasciatum Convict Cichlid YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Perciformes Cichlidae Astronotus Astronotus ocellatus Oscar YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Perciformes Cichlidae Oreochromis Oreochromis aureus Blue Tilapia YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Perciformes Cichlidae Oreochromis Oreochromis mossambicus Mozambique Tilapia YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Perciformes Cichlidae Tilapia Tilapia zillii Redbelly Tilapia YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Perciformes Percidae Perca Perca flavescens Yellow Perch YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Perciformes Percidae Sander Sander canadensis Sauger YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Perciformes Percidae Sander Sander vitreus Walleye YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Percopsiformes Percopsidae Percopsis Percopsis transmontana Sand Roller NO NO —  



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Osmeridae Osmerus Osmerus mordax Rainbow Smelt YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Coregonus Coregonus clupeaformis Lake Whitefish YES NO 2 
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Class Order Family Genus Genus/species/subspecies Common Name 
Site 



Resident? Tested? Note 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Oncorhynchus Oncorhynchus aquabonita Golden Trout YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Oncorhynchus Oncorhynchus clarkii behnkei Snake River fine-spotted cutthroat trout  YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Oncorhynchus Oncorhynchus clarkii bouvieri Yellowstone cutthroat trout YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Oncorhynchus Oncorhynchus clarkii henshawi Lahontan Cutthroat Trout YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Oncorhynchus Oncorhynchus clarkii lewisi Westslope Cutthroat Trout YES YES 3,7 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Oncorhynchus Oncorhynchus clarkii utah Bonneville Cutthroat Trout YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Oncorhynchus Oncorhynchus kisutch Coho Salmon YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Oncorhynchus Oncorhynchus mykiss 
Rainbow Trout (including redband and 
steelhead) YES YES 3,7 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Oncorhynchus Oncorhynchus mykiss kamloops Kamloops trout YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Oncorhynchus Oncorhynchus nerka Sockeye Salmon (including kokanee) YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Oncorhynchus Oncorhynchus tshawytscha Chinook Salmon YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Prosopium Prosopium abyssicola Bear Lake Whitefish YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Prosopium Prosopium coulterii Pygmy Whitefish YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Prosopium Prosopium gemmifer Bonneville Cisco YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Prosopium Prosopium spilonotus Bonneville Whitefish YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Prosopium Prosopium williamsoni Mountain Whitefish YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Salmo Salmo trutta Brown Trout YES YES 3,7 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Salvelinus Salvelinus alpinus oquassa 
Sunapee trout - same as Arctic Char 
(Linder 1963) YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Salvelinus Salvelinus confluentus Bull Trout YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Salvelinus Salvelinus confluentus X S. fontinalis bull trout x brook trout hybrid YES NO 2 
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Class Order Family Genus Genus/species/subspecies Common Name 
Site 



Resident? Tested? Note 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Salvelinus Salvelinus fontinalis Brook Trout YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Salvelinus Salvelinus fontinalis X S. namaycush Splake YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Salvelinus Salvelinus namaycush Lake Trout YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Savelinus Salvelinus malma Dolly Varden NO YES 3,8 



Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Thymallus Thymallus arcticus Arctic Grayling YES NO 2 



Actinopterygii Scorpaeniformes Cottidae Cottus Cottus bairdii Mottled Sculpin YES NO 9 



Actinopterygii Scorpaeniformes Cottidae Cottus Cottus beldingii Paiute Sculpin YES NO 9 



Actinopterygii Scorpaeniformes Cottidae Cottus Cottus cognatus Slimy Sculpin YES NO 9 



Actinopterygii Scorpaeniformes Cottidae Cottus Cottus confusus Shorthead Sculpin YES NO 9 



Actinopterygii Scorpaeniformes Cottidae Cottus Cottus extensus Bear Lake Sculpin YES NO 9 



Actinopterygii Scorpaeniformes Cottidae Cottus Cottus greenei Shoshone Sculpin YES NO 9 



Actinopterygii Scorpaeniformes Cottidae Cottus Cottus hubbsi Columbia Sculpin YES NO 9 



Actinopterygii Scorpaeniformes Cottidae Cottus Cottus leiopomus Wood River Sculpin YES NO 9 



Actinopterygii Scorpaeniformes Cottidae Cottus Cottus rhotheus Torrent Sculpin YES NO 9 



Actinopterygii Scorpaeniformes Cottidae Cottus Cottus schitsuumsh Cedar Sculpin YES NO 9 



Actinopterygii Scorpaeniformes Cottidae Cottus Cottus semiscaber Bonneville Sculpin YES NO 9 



Actinopterygii Scorpaeniformes Cottidae Cottus Cottus tubulatus Snake River Sculpin YES NO 9 



Actinopterygii Siluriformes Ictaluridae Ameiurus Ameiurus melas Black Bullhead YES NO 9 



Actinopterygii Siluriformes Ictaluridae Ameiurus Ameiurus natalis Yellow Bullhead YES NO 9 



Actinopterygii Siluriformes Ictaluridae Ameiurus Ameiurus nebulosus Brown Bullhead YES NO 9 
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Class Order Family Genus Genus/species/subspecies Common Name 
Site 



Resident? Tested? Note 



Actinopterygii Siluriformes Ictaluridae Ictalurus Ictalurus punctatus Channel Catfish YES NO 9 



Actinopterygii Siluriformes Ictaluridae Noturus Noturus gyrinus Tadpole Madtom YES NO 9 



Actinopterygii Siluriformes Ictaluridae Pylodictus Pylodictus olivaris Flathead Catfish YES NO 9 



Cephala-
spidomorphi Petromyzontiformes Petromyzontidae Entosphenus Entosphenus tridentatus Pacific Lamprey NO NO  — 



Notes: 1 - Deleted from dataset, 2 - Surrogate species is tested, 3 - Retained in dataset, 4 - Surrogate for Orders Cypriniformes, Cyprinodontiformes, 5 - Surrogate for Genus Esox, 6 - Surrogate for closely 
related species in Order Perciformes, 7 - Surrogate for closely related species in Order Salmoniformes, 8 - Surrogate for Genus Salvelinus, 9 - See Section Protectiveness of the SSC to Resident Fishes. 
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Appendix B. Available Selenium Concentrations in Water and Fish Tissue within Site 
(Subset from DEQ 2010). 



Site Site Name 
Water 
(µg/L) Date Common Name Scientific Name Quantity 



Muscle 
(mg/kg dw) BAF (L/g) 



17 Bear River 0.91 8/13/2008 Common Carp Cyprinus carpio 10 2.44 2.68 



5 Blackfoot 0.59 7/19/2008 Utah Sucker Catostomus ardens 2 3.75 6.36 



37 Blackfoot River #2 1.57 8/12/2008 Cutthroat Trout Oncorhynchus clarkii 2 14.69 9.36 



37 Blackfoot River #2 1.57 8/12/2008 Bridgelip Sucker Catostomus columbianus 5 12.32 7.85 



77 Henry's Fork ~0.14 7/17/2008 Cutthroat Trout Oncorhynchus clarki 2 1.90 13.59 



27 NF Big Lost 1.25 7/15/2008 Brook Trout Salvelinus fontinalis 5 ~6.74 5.39 



85 Portneuf River 0.37 7/20/2008 Utah Sucker Catostomus ardens 6 1.24 3.35 



97 SF Snake ~0.29 9/24/2008 Rainbow Trout Oncorhynchus mykiss 2 1.68 5.80 



97 SF Snake ~0.29 7/18/2008 Cutthroat Trout Oncorhynchus clarkii 2 2.15 7.42 



97 SF Snake ~0.29 7/18/2008 Mountain Whitefish Prosopium williamsoni 10 2.65 9.15 



97 SF Snake ~0.29 9/24/2008 Brown Trout Salmo trutta 10 1.81 6.26 



97 SF Snake ~0.29 9/24/2008 Cutthroat X Rainbow Trout O. clarkii X O. mykiss 1 2.52 8.69 
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Foreword 



This guidance on deriving water quality criteria provides scientific recommendations to states 



and tribes authorized to establish water quality standards under the Clean Water Act (CWA).  



Under the CWA, states and tribes are to establish water quality criteria to protect designated 



uses.  State and tribal decision makers retain the discretion to adopt appropriate approaches that 



differ from those recommended here.  While this updated guidance constitutes United States 



Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) scientific recommendations regarding one possible 



approach for deriving site-specific criteria that protect aquatic life, this update does not substitute 



for the CWA or EPA’s regulations; nor is it a regulation itself.  Thus, it cannot impose legally 



binding requirements on EPA, states, tribes, or the regulated community, and might not apply to 



a particular situation based upon the circumstances.  EPA may change this guidance in the 



future, as new scientific information becomes available  This document has been approved for 



publication by the Office of Science and Technology, Office of Water, U.S. Environmental 



Protection Agency.  Mention of trade names or commercial products does not constitute 



endorsement or recommendation for use. 
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Purpose 



The Recalculation Procedure involves editing the composition of a Species Sensitivity 



Distribution of tested species used to derive a site-specific aquatic life criterion in order to allow 



it to better reflect the taxonomy of species that reside at the site.  This document presents a 



revision of the Deletion Process of the Recalculation Procedure.  



Background 



U.S. EPA (1984) described three procedures that can be used to derive a site-specific aquatic life 



water quality criterion: (1) the Recalculation Procedure, a taxonomic composition adjustment, 



(2) the Indicator Species Procedure, a bioavailability adjustment now called the Water-Effect 



Ratio Procedure, and (3) the Resident Species Procedure, a little-used approach effectively 



superseded by combined application of the Recalculation and Water-Effect Ratio procedures. 



The Recalculation Procedure is used to edit the taxonomic composition of the toxicity dataset 



used for the Species Sensitivity Distribution (SSD) upon which a site-specific criterion is based, 



in order to better match the assemblage that resides at the site.  The Recalculation Procedure is 



intended to provide flexibility to States to derive site-specific criteria that best reflect the species 



that reside at a site. 



The underlying premise of the Recalculation Procedure is that taxonomy has value in predicting 



sensitivity, such that a site-specific SSD can be adjusted to reflect the taxonomy of species that 



reside at a site. The core of the procedure is the Deletion Process, which involves removing 



tested species from the SSD. The recommended procedure allows deletion of nonresident tested 



species if and only if they are not appropriate surrogates of resident untested species – based on 



taxonomy. 



The use of taxonomy, while reasonable and systematically straightforward, is not the only 



conceivable basis for weighing how well a tested species represents untested species at a site.  



Possibly a system could be developed using ecological traits: that is, morphological, behavioral, 



and functional characteristics of an organism.  Although USGS (2013) offers an invertebrate trait 



database, and U.S. EPA (2013) suggests some uses, no system involving its use for site-specific 



criteria exists at this time. 



Based on taxonomy, U.S. EPA (1994) provided the Recalculation Procedure with a step-by-step 



protocol for deciding which nonresident tested species to retain or delete.  For any particular 



nonresident tested species, the decision process begins at the genus level: the species is either (a) 



deleted, (b) retained as a surrogate for resident untested species in the genus, or (c) a decision is 



postponed.  If the decision is postponed, then the next higher taxonomic level is considered.  For 



a nonresident tested species, this hierarchical process stops once the decision to delete or retain is 



made – that is, the decision to delete or retain is not reconsidered or reversed at a higher 



taxonomic level. 
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U.S EPA (1997) modified the procedure in response to issues raised about its behavior with a 



particular configuration of tested and resident species.  Likewise, the current guidance has been 



prepared in response to apparent conflicts between the results of the step-by-step protocol 



applied to certain datasets, and the stated goals of the 1997 procedure.  Although the 1997 



revision had corrected unintended behavior of the 1994 procedure at the genus and family levels, 



it did not eliminate the possibility that certain data configurations could produce unintended 



retention of inappropriate potential surrogates at the order, class, or phylum levels. 



The purpose of this document is to update and supersede the guidance on applying the Deletion 



Process of the Recalculation Procedure presented in U.S. EPA (1984, 1994, and 1997).  The 



principles underlying this revised procedure are identical to those applied at the genus and family 



level in the 1997 revision.  It now extends those principles to the order, class, and phylum levels. 



Concept of the Procedure 



The concept of the Recalculation Procedure remains unchanged: to create a site-specific toxicity 



dataset (Species Sensitivity Distribution) that is appropriate for deriving a site-specific aquatic 



life criterion, by modifying the national toxicity dataset for the pollutant of concern by 



correcting, adding, and/or deleting test results.  Deletion is based on taxonomic composition of 



the site under consideration. 



Because some tested species might be needed to represent untested species that occur at the site, 



the deletion procedure does not provide for simplistic deletion of all species that do not occur at 



the site.  Rather the concept is to consider which tested species are most closely related to those 



occurring at the site, and delete those for which another tested species would better represent the 



species occurring at the site. 



The Deletion Process is designed to ensure that: 



 Each species, genus, family, order, class, and phylum that occurs both at the site and in 



the national toxicity dataset is retained in the site-specific toxicity dataset. 



 Each species, genus, family, order, class, and phylum that occurs at the site but not in the 



national toxicity dataset is represented in the site-specific dataset by at least one species 



most closely related to it from the national dataset. 



The underlying principle of the Deletion Process has been and continues to be as follows: 



1. Looking within a genus, are all of its resident species tested? (That is, are they in the 



national toxicity dataset?)  If so, then delete the nonresident tested species in that genus.  



If not, retain them as surrogates. 



2. Moving up to the family level, does every resident genus in a family contain at least one 



tested species? (That is, are all of its resident genera tested?)  If so, then delete the tested 
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species in the family’s nonresident genera.  If not, retain them.  (Note that this is not 



asking whether every resident species in the family is tested.  Rather it asks whether 



every resident genus in the family appears in the national toxicity dataset.) 



3. Moving up each subsequent level, to order, class, and phylum, the concept remains 



parallel.  Does every resident family in an order contain at least one tested species?  Does 



every resident order in a class contain at least one tested species?  Does every resident 



class in a phylum contain at least one tested species?  In each case, if so, delete the 



nonresident.  If not, retain as surrogates. 



It is at the order, class, and phylum levels that the exact wording of the 1997 step-by-step process 



did not match the underlying concept.  This revision of the guidance corrects that problem. 



Review of Several Key Provisions from Previous Guidance 



Because the Deletion Process is taxonomy based, it is important that one taxonomic system be 



used consistently in the derivation of national and site-specific criteria.  The system that U.S. 



EPA uses is the Integrated Taxonomic Information System (ITIS; www.itis.gov).  However, the 



only ITIS taxonomic levels that are used by the Deletion Process are the traditional and 



universally recognized levels of species, genus, family, order, class, and phylum.  (That is, 



subdivisions such as subclass, infraclass, and superorder are not used.) 



Following the 1994 Recalculation Procedure guidance, the equivalent terms “resident” or “occur 



at the site” includes life stages and species that: 



a. are usually present at the site, 



b. are present at the site only seasonally due to migration, 



c. are present at the site intermittently because they periodically return to or extend their 



ranges into the site, 



d. were present at the site in the past, are not currently present at the site due to degraded 



conditions, but are expected to return to the site when conditions improve, or 



e. are present in nearby bodies of water, are not currently present at the site due to degraded 



conditions, but are expected to be present at the site when conditions improve. 



The terms “resident” or “occur at the site” do not include life stages and species that: 



a. were once present at the site but cannot exist at the site now due to permanent alterations 



of the habitat or other conditions that are not likely to change within reasonable planning 



horizons, or 
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b. are still-water life stages or species that are found in a flowing-water site solely and 



exclusively because they are washed through the site by stream flow from a still-water 



site.   



The definition of the “site” is important when the Deletion Process is used.  For example, the 



number of taxa that occur at the site will generally decrease as the size of the site decreases.  



However, if the site is defined to be very small, a permit limit might be controlled by a criterion 



that applies outside (e.g., downstream of) the site.  Use of the Recalculation Procedure does not 



sidestep the need to protect downstream uses. 



Resident “critical species” merit one special provision, per EPA (1994).  A critical species is a 



resident species that (a) is commercially or recreationally important at the site, or (b) is listed as 



threatened or endangered under section 4 of the Endangered Species Act, or (c) is a species for 



which there is firm evidence that its loss would yield an unacceptable impact on the site’s 



commercially or recreationally important species, endangered species, abundances of a variety of 



other species, or structure or function.  The Deletion Process should not be undertaken unless 



toxicity data are available for at least one species in each class of aquatic plants or animals that 



contains a critical species.  Thus for example, if the site has an amphibian that fits the 



designation of a critical species, the Deletion Process should not be undertaken unless toxicity 



data for a species in class Amphibia are available (possibly via new testing). 



Although the scope of this update is limited – to fulfill a change that was intended by the U.S. 



EPA (1997) guidance – analysts experienced with application of the procedure have reported 



some other issues (ERG 2013).  The comprehensiveness of the list of resident species is 



influenced by the quality of the biological survey of the site water body and of comparable water 



bodies.  Although greater or lesser comprehensiveness does not inherently bias a criterion 



recalculation either upward or downward, lesser comprehensiveness increases the uncertainty in 



the appropriateness of the recalculated criterion. Uncertainties in the process of identifying 



species occurring at the site have been reported as impediments to the acceptance of 



recalculations proposed to states (ERG 2013).  It is thus important to fully document the effort 



put into compiling the list of resident species. 



ERG (2013) also reported issues about sites having limited diversity – for example, sites that 



cannot support fish.  For deriving national criteria, tests with three families of fish are called for 



(unless an amphibian is substituted for one of them).  For site-specific recalculations, the 



underlying concept of having tests for a diversity of species is more fundamental than having 



tests for particular taxonomic groups that may be irrelevant to the site. 
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Explanatory Example of the Deletion Process 



The underlying concept may be illustrated through a hypothetical example.  In the following 



simple case, the class Actinopterygii (ray-finned fishes) has only four species to consider:  two 



are resident at the site, and three are tested. 



Phylum Class Order Family Genus Species Resident? Tested? Retain? Why? 



Chord. Actinopterygii Perciformes Percidae Etheostoma nigrum Yes No No 1 



Chord. Actinopterygii Perciformes Centrarchidae Lepomis cyanellus Yes Yes Yes 2 



Chord. Actinopterygii Perciformes Moronidae Morone saxatilis No Yes Yes 3 



Chord. Actinopterygii Salmoniformes Salmonidae Oncorhynchus mykiss No Yes No 4 



          



(1) The one species in family Percidae, although resident, is not tested and so obviously 



cannot be in the site-specific toxicity dataset. 



(2) The one species in family Centrarchidae is both resident and tested and so is retained in 



the site-specific dataset. 



(3) The one species in family Moronidae is not resident but is tested.  The question is 



whether it should be retained as a surrogate.  Here order Perciformes has two resident 



families, Percidae and Centrarchidae.  Of these two only Centrarchidae is tested.  



Consequently, family Moronidae is retained so that it can serve along with Centrarchidae 



as surrogates equally closely related to the untested resident family Percidae. 



(4) Order Salmoniformes is not resident but has a tested species.  Again the question is 



whether to retain it as a surrogate. In this case it is deleted because the site has no resident 



untested fish order needing a surrogate.  That is, the only resident order, Perciformes, is 



tested (that is, Perciformes contains at least one tested species), making it unnecessary for 



anything in Salmoniformes to serve as a surrogate.  In contrast, if the dataset had 



contained an untested third order, say Cypriniformes, essentially equally closely related 



to the tested Perciformes and Salmoniformes, then the tested Salmoniformes would be 



retained to share the surrogacy. 



The Deletion Process itself is presented in Appendix 1 and Appendix 2.  These two 



appendices represent two different ways of setting forth the procedure.  Nevertheless, they 



are logically equivalent such that they yield identical results.  Appendix 3 provides a number 



of examples illustrating the results of applying the Deletion Process. 
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Appendix 1.  Shorter Statement of the Deletion Process 



This version is identical to the  EPA 1997 guidance in Steps 1 and 2, and extends the concept of 



Steps 1 and 2 (genus and family) to Steps 3, 4, and 5 (order, class, and phylum). 



 



In the (possibly updated) national toxicity dataset, circle each species that either satisfies the 



definition of “occur at the site”.  Then use the following step-wise process to determine which of 



the uncircled (i.e., nonresident) species are to be deleted.   



 



1. Does a species in the genus occur at the site? 



  If “No”, go to step 2. 



  If “Yes”, are there one or more species in the genus that occur at the site but are not in 



the national toxicity dataset? 



    If “No”, delete the uncircled species.* 



    If “Yes”, retain the uncircled species.* 



 



2. Does a species in the family occur at the site? 



  If “No”, go to step 3. 



  If “Yes”, are there one or more genera in the family that occur at the site but are not in 



the national toxicity dataset? 



    If “No”, delete the uncircled species.* 



    If “Yes”, retain the uncircled species.* 



 



3. Does a species in the order occur at the site? 



  If “No”, go to step 4. 



  If “Yes”, are there one or more families in the order that occur at the site but are not in 



the national toxicity dataset? 



    If “No”, delete the uncircled species.* 



    If “Yes”, retain the uncircled species.* 



 



4. Does a species in the class occur at the site? 



  If “No”, go to step 5. 



  If “Yes”, are there one or more orders in the class that occur at the site but are not in the 



national toxicity dataset? 



    If “No”, delete the uncircled species.* 



    If “Yes”, retain the uncircled species.* 



 



5. Does a species in the phylum occur at the site? 



  If “No”, delete the uncircled species.* 



  If “Yes”, are there one or more classes in the phylum that occur at the site but are not in 



the national toxicity dataset? 



    If “No”, delete the uncircled species.* 



    If “Yes”, retain the uncircled species.* 



 



*  = Continue the deletion process by starting at step 1 for another uncircled species unless all 



uncircled species in the national toxicity dataset have been addressed. 
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Appendix 2. Longer Statement of the Deletion Process 



 



In contrast to the Appendix 1 version, which operates on the list of tested species, comparing it 



to the list of resident species, this version operates on a single combined list.  Use of a single list 



was found to have certain advantages, which furthered the development of an automated 



spreadsheet for determining retention or deletion of tested species.  Appendices 1 and 2 are 



intended to yield identical results. 



 



Steps A through J are performed sequentially so that the appropriate entry is made in the site-



specific toxicity dataset column for each species; the entry indicates whether the species is or is 



not included in the site-specific toxicity dataset.  This version of the Deletion Process is 



organized so that, beginning with Step D, each species that does not have an entry in the site-



specific toxicity dataset column is addressed at the genus level before any species is addressed at 



the family level. Then, the order, class, and phylum taxonomic levels are addressed sequentially.  



The number of species that need to be addressed decreases as higher and higher taxonomic levels 



are addressed. 



 



Step A: Make a table that lists all of the species in the (possibly modified) national toxicity 



dataset, all of the species that occur at the site, and all surrogates that are used for 



critical species at the site in taxonomic order by species, genus, family, order, class, and 



phylum using the current version of ITIS.  If a surrogate species is listed in the table, the 



species that it is a surrogate for should not be listed in the table.  Fill in each column for 



each species, except do not put anything in the last column on the right, which is titled 



“In site-specific toxicity dataset?” 



 



Step B: For each species that has a “No” in the national toxicity dataset column, enter “N-1” in 



the site-specific toxicity dataset column. 



  1. N = “No” and means that the species is not in the site-specific toxicity database. 



 



Step C: For each species that has a “Yes” in the “Occur at the site?” column and a “Yes” in the 



national toxicity dataset column, enter “Y-2” in the site-specific toxicity dataset 



column. 



 



Each species that does not yet have an entry in the site-specific toxicity dataset column has a 



“No” in the “Occur at the site?” column and a “Yes” in the national toxicity dataset column. 



 



Step D: Look down the column titled “Genus” and every time a genus name appears more than 



once, draw a circle around all of the multiple entries for that one genus.  The species in 



the circled genera are the only species that will be addressed in this Step D.  For each 



species that is in a circled genus and does not already have an entry in the site-specific 



toxicity dataset column, look at the circled genus that that species is in and do one of the 



following regarding the site-specific toxicity dataset column: 



  1. Enter “N-3” if all of the species in that genus that occur at the site are already in the 



site-specific toxicity dataset. 



2. Enter “Y-4” if one or more of the species in that genus that occur at the site are not 



in the site-specific toxicity dataset. 
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This step will not result in an entry for tested species in genera having no species 



occurring at the site. 



 



Step E: Look down the column titled “Family” and every time a family name appears more than 



once, draw a circle around all of the multiple entries for that one family.  The species in 



the circled families are the only species that will be addressed in this Step E.  For each 



species that is in a circled family and does not already have an entry in the site-specific 



toxicity dataset column, look at the circled family that that species is in and do one of 



the following regarding the site-specific toxicity dataset column: 



  1. Enter “N-5” if all of the genera in that family that occur at the site are already 



represented in the site-specific toxicity dataset. 



  2. Enter “Y-6” if one or more of the genera in that family that occur at the site are not 



represented in the site-specific toxicity dataset. 



This step will not result in an entry for tested species in families having no species 



occurring at the site. 



 



Step F: Look down the column titled “Order” and every time an order name appears more than 



once, draw a circle around all of the multiple entries for that one order.  The species in 



the circled orders are the only species that will be addressed in this Step F.  For each 



species that is in a circled order and does not already have an entry in the site-specific 



toxicity dataset column, look at the circled order that that species is in and do one of the 



following regarding the site-specific toxicity dataset column: 



  1. Enter “N-7” if all of the families in that order that occur at the site are already 



represented in the site-specific toxicity dataset. 



  2. Enter “Y-8” if one or more of the families in that order that occur at the site are not 



represented in the site-specific toxicity dataset. 



This step will not result in an entry for tested species in orders having no species 



occurring at the site. 



 



Step G: Look down the column titled “Class” and every time a class name appears more than 



once, draw a circle around all of the multiple entries for that one class.  The species in 



the circled classes are the only species that will be addressed in this Step G.  For each 



species that is in a circled class and does not already have an entry in the site-specific 



toxicity dataset column, look at the circled class that that species is in and do one of the 



following regarding the site-specific toxicity dataset column: 



  1. Enter “N-9” if all of the orders in that class that occur at the site are already 



represented in the site-specific toxicity dataset. 



  2. Enter “Y-10” if one or more of the orders in that class that occur at the site are not 



represented in the site-specific toxicity dataset. 



This step will not result in an entry for tested species in classes having no species 



occurring at the site. 



 



Step H: Look down the column titled “Phylum” and every time a phylum name appears more 



than once, draw a circle around all of the multiple entries for that one phylum.  The 



species in the circled phyla are the only species that will be addressed in this Step H.  



For each species that is in a circled phylum and does not already have an entry in the 
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site-specific toxicity dataset column, look at the circled phylum that that species is in 



and do one of the following regarding the site-specific toxicity dataset column: 



  1. Enter “N-11” if all of the classes in that phylum that occur at the site are already 



represented in the site-specific toxicity dataset. 



  2. Enter “Y-12” if one or more of the classes in that phylum that occur at the site are 



not represented in the site-specific toxicity dataset. 



 



Step I: For each species for which no entry has been made in the site-specific toxicity dataset 



column, enter “N-13” because the phylum does not occur at the site. 



 



Aspects of a completed table that are easy to review. 



a. Every “N” should have an odd number after it. 



b. Every “Y” should have an even number after it. 



c. Every species that has “No” in the national toxicity database column should have “N-1” in 



the site-specific database column. 



d. Every species that has “Y-2” in the site-specific toxicity database column should have “Yes” 



in the “Occur at the site?” column and in the national toxicity dataset column. 
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Appendix 3. Table of Hypothetical Examples Illustrating Results of the Deletion Process 



The hypothetical input data constitute all but the last column (Phyla Pa – Pi, Classes Ca – Cq, …, 



Species Sa – Sbk), as would be arranged for the procedure’s “Longer Statement” (Appendix 2).  



The last column shows the result of applying the Deletion Process; its numeric codes correspond 



to those of Appendix 2, thereby indicating the step at which the decision was made to include 



(Y) or not include (N) the species in the site-specific Species Sensitivity Distribution (SSD).   



 



The table is intended to represent numerous individual examples rather than a single complete 



dataset.  It begins by examining behavior at the genus through family levels.  Later portions of 



the table illustrate decisions made at higher taxonomic levels. The table illustrates various cases 



where tested species that do not occur at the site are either retained as surrogates for untested 



species that do occur at the site, or are deleted as less representative than the tested species 



retained. 



 



Phylum Class Order Family Genus Species 



Occurs at 



the site? 



In national 



SSD? 



Include in 



site SSD? 



Pa Ca Oa Fa Ga Sa Yes Yes Y-2 



Pa Ca Oa Fb Gb Sb Yes No N-1 



Pa Ca Oa Fb Gb Sc Yes No N-1 



Pa Ca Oa Fc Gc Sd No Yes N-3 



Pa Ca Oa Fc Gc Se Yes Yes Y-2 



Pa Ca Oa Fd Gd Sf Yes No N-1 



Pa Ca Oa Fd Gd Sg No Yes Y-4 



Pa Ca Oa Fd Gd Sh Yes Yes Y-2 



Pa Ca Oa Fe Ge Si No Yes Y-4 



Pa Ca Oa Fe Ge Sj Yes No N-1 



Pa Ca Oa Fe Ge Sk No Yes Y-4 



Pa Ca Oa Fe Ge Sl Yes No N-1 



Pa Ca Oa Ff Gf Sm No Yes N-3 



Pa Ca Oa Ff Gf Sn Yes Yes Y-2 



Pa Ca Oa Ff Gf So No Yes N-3 



Pa Ca Oa Ff Gf Sp No Yes N-3 



Pa Ca Oa Fg Gg Sq Yes Yes Y-2 



Pa Ca Oa Fg Gg Sr No Yes N-3 



Pa Ca Oa Fg Gh Ss Yes No N-1 



Pa Ca Oa Fg Gi St No Yes Y-6 



Pa Ca Oa Fh Gj Su No Yes N-5 



Pa Ca Oa Fh Gk Sv No Yes N-5 



Pa Ca Oa Fh Gl Sw Yes Yes Y-2 



Pa Ca Oa Fi Gm Sx No Yes Y-6 



Pa Ca Oa Fi Gn Sy No Yes Y-6 



Pa Ca Oa Fi Go Sz Yes No N-1 
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Phylum Class Order Family Genus Species 



Occurs at 



the site? 



In national 



SSD? 



Include in 



site SSD? 



Pb Cb Ob Fj Gp Saa Yes No N-1 



Pb Cc Oc Fk Gq Sab No Yes Y-12 



Pc Cd Od Fl Gr Sac No Yes N-13 



Pd Ce Oe Fm Gs Sad No Yes N-11 



Pd Cf Of Fn Gt Sae Yes Yes Y-2 



Pd Cf Of Fn Gu Saf Yes No N-1 



Pd Cf Of Fn Gu Sag No Yes Y-4 



Pd Cf Of Fn Gu Sah No Yes Y-4 



Pd Cf Of Fn Gv Sai Yes Yes Y-2 



Pd Cf Of Fn Gv Saj No Yes N-3 



Pd Cf Of Fn Gw Sak No Yes N-5 



Pd Cf Of Fo Gx Sal Yes No N-1 



Pd Cf Of Fo Gy Sam No Yes Y-6 



Pd Cf Og Fp Gz San Yes No N-1 



Pd Cf Og Fq Gaa Sao No Yes Y-8 



Pd Cf Oh Fr Gab Sap Yes Yes Y-2 



Pd Cf Oh Fr Gab Saq Yes No N-1 



Pd Cf Oh Fr Gab Sar No Yes Y-4 



Pd Cf Oh Fs Gac Sas No Yes N-7 



Pd Cg Oi Ft Gad Sat Yes No N-1 



Pd Cg Oj Fu Gae Sau No Yes Y-10 



Pe Ch Ok Fv Gaf Sav Yes Yes Y-2 



Pe Ci Ol Fw Gag Saw No Yes N-11 



Pf Cj Om Fx Gah Sax Yes Yes Y-2 



Pf Cj On Fy Gai Say No Yes N-9 



Pg Ck Oo Fz Gaj Saz Yes Yes Y-2 



Pg Ck Oo Fz Gaj Sba No Yes N-3 



Pg Ck Oo Fz Gak Sbb No Yes N-5 



Pg Ck Op Faa Gal Sbc No Yes N-9 



Pg Cl Oq Fab Gam Sbd No Yes Y-12 



Pg Cm Or Fac Gan Sbe Yes No N-1 



Ph Cn Os Fad Gao Sbf No Yes Y-12 



Ph Cn Os Fad Gao Sbg No Yes Y-12 



Ph Cn Os Fad Gap Sbh No Yes Y-12 



Ph Co Ot Fae Gaq Sbi Yes No N-1 



Pi Cp Ou Faf Gar Sbj No Yes N-13 



Pi Cq Ov Fag Gas Sbk No No N-1 



 











 



Attachment 3 
 
 
 
Selected excerpts from  
Aquatic Life Ambient Water Quality Criterion for Selenium –
Freshwater 2016 (EPA 822-R-16-006) 
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Table 1. Summary of the Recommended Freshwater Selenium Ambient Chronic Water 
Quality Criterion for Protection of Aquatic Life. 



Media 
Type Fish Tissue1 Water Column4  



Criterion 
Element Egg/Ovary 2  



Fish Whole 
Body or 
Muscle 3 



Monthly 
Average 
Exposure 



Intermittent Exposure5 



Magnitude 15.1 mg/kg dw 



8.5 mg/kg dw 
whole body 
or 
11.3 mg/kg 
dw muscle 
(skinless, 
boneless filet) 



1.5 µg/L in 
lentic aquatic 
systems 
 
3.1 µg/L in lotic 
aquatic systems 



𝑾𝑾𝑾𝒊𝒊𝒊  =  
 
𝑾𝑾𝑾𝟑𝟑−𝒅𝒅𝒅  −  𝑾𝒃𝒃𝒃𝒃𝒊𝒅(𝟏 − 𝒇 𝒊𝒊𝒊)



𝒇 𝒊𝒊𝒊
 



Duration Instantaneous 
measurement6 



Instantaneous 
measurement6 30 days Number of days/month with an 



elevated concentration 



Frequency Not to be 
exceeded 



Not to be 
exceeded 



Not more than 
once in three 
years on 
average 



Not more than once in three years on 
average 



1. Fish tissue elements are expressed as steady-state. 
2. Egg/Ovary supersedes any whole-body, muscle, or water column element when fish egg/ovary concentrations are 



measured. 
3. Fish whole-body or muscle tissue supersedes water column element when both fish tissue and water concentrations are 



measured.  
4. Water column values are based on dissolved total selenium in water and are derived from fish tissue values via 



bioaccumulation modeling. Water column values are the applicable criterion element in the absence of steady-state 
condition fish tissue data. 



5. Where WQC30-day is the water column monthly element, for either a lentic or lotic waters; Cbkgrnd is the average 
background selenium concentration, and fint is the fraction of any 30-day period during which elevated selenium 
concentrations occur, with fint assigned a value ≥0.033 (corresponding to 1 day).  



6. Fish tissue data provide instantaneous point measurements that reflect integrative accumulation of selenium over time and 
space in fish population(s) at a given site.  



 



The recommended chronic selenium criterion is expected to protect the entire aquatic 



community, including fish, amphibians, and invertebrates, based on available data. Because fish 



are the most sensitive to selenium effects, EPA recommends that selenium water quality criterion 



elements based on fish tissue (egg-ovary, whole body, and/or muscle) data take precedence over 



the criterion elements based on water column selenium data due to the fact, noted above, that fish 



tissue concentrations provide a more robust and direct indication of potential selenium effects in 



fish. However, because selenium concentrations in fish tissue are a result of selenium 
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4 NATIONAL CRITERION FOR SELENIUM IN FRESH WATERS 
The available data indicate that freshwater aquatic life would be protected from the toxic 



effects of selenium by applying the following four-part criterion, recognizing that fish tissue 



elements supersede the water elements (except in special situations, see footnotes 3 and 4, Table 



4.1) and that the egg-ovary tissue element supersedes all other tissue elements: 



1. The concentration of selenium in the eggs or ovaries of fish does not exceed 15.1 mg/kg, 



dry weight; 1 



2. The concentration of selenium (a) in whole-body of fish does not exceed 8.5 mg/kg dry 



weight, or (b) in muscle tissue of fish (skinless, boneless fillet) does not exceed 11.3 



mg/kg dry weight; 2 



3. The 30-day average concentration of selenium in water does not exceed 3.1 µg/L in lotic 



(flowing) waters and 1.5 µg/L in lentic (standing) waters more than once in three years 



on average;  



4. The intermittent concentration of selenium in either a lentic or lotic water, as appropriate, 



does not exceed 𝑊𝑊𝐶𝑡𝑖𝑡  =  𝑊𝑊𝐶30−𝑑𝑝𝑑 − 𝐶𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑝𝑏𝑑(1−𝑓𝑝𝑏𝑝)
𝑓𝑝𝑏𝑝



 more than once in three years on 



average.3 
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From: BRIDGET J DUNFORD (purpledog@hughes.net) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 6:31:40 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Water needs to be as clean and healthy as possible .
With a dry climate, water is more precious than ever and will continue to be a universal life affirming entity.
I encourage you to implement strong water protections to protect all life forms.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


BRIDGET J DUNFORD
525 Patton Valley Drive
BRIDGET J, NC 28761
purpledog@hughes.net
(828) 442-0790


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Callie D. Moore
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Cc: Julie Mayfield; Karim Olaechea
Subject: [External] Comments on the 2020-2022 Triennial Review of Water Quality Standards
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 1:19:46 PM
Attachments: MountainTrue Triennial Review Comments_Final.pdf


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Attached please find MountainTrue's comments on the Triennial Review.


-- 
Callie D. Moore, Western Regional Director
she/her | Why pronouns matter


MountainTrue is committed to equity in our workplace and in our community: https://mountaintrue.org/equity 


MountainTrue
90 Tennessee St. | Suite D | Murphy, NC 28906
P: 828-837-5414 C: 828-361-0569 
mountaintrue.org


 


MountainTrue champions resilient forests, clean waters and healthy communities in the
Southern Blue Ridge. 


BUILD A BETTER TOMORROW FOR THE MOUNTAIN REGION.
BE MOUNTAINTRUE. 
mountaintrue.org
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August 3, 2021 
 
Christopher Ventaloro 
NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section 
1611 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, NC 27699-1611 
 
By Email: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov 
 
Re: Comments on North Carolina's 2020-2022 Triennial Review of Water Quality Standards 
 
Dear Mr. Ventaloro, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to offer written comments on the NC Environmental Management 
Commission's proposed changes to North Carolina's surface water quality standards during this 
triennial review. MountainTrue is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization that champions resilient 
forests, clean waters and healthy communities in the Southern Blue Ridge. MountainTrue 
envisions thriving communities in our mountain region that are connected to and help sustain 
both each other and our natural environment. Consistent with the Clean Water Act, 
MountainTrue strives to achieve surface water quality in the Southern Blue Ridge Mountains 
"which provides for the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife and provides for 
recreation in and on the water." 
 
Thank you also for being responsive to concerns about the freshwater bacterial water quality 
standard expressed by MountainTrue and others in prior years and in 2020 at the beginning of 
this triennial review period by including a new E. coli water quality for primary recreation waters 
(Class B) in the 19-county Asheville Regional Office (ARO) territory. Although the new standard 
will not apply right away in all 24 of MountainTrue's North Carolina counties, we do appreciate 
the state's proposal to go ahead and move forward in the ARO where the capacity for 
monitoring E. coli already exists. 
 
While MountainTrue is grateful for this first step in converting North Carolina's bacterial standard 
from fecal coliform to E. coli - a step recommended by the Environmental Protection Agency 
and taken by several other states - we would like to see even this first step applied to all waters. 
Unfortunately, the surface water classification system does not reflect actual usage for many  











 



 



waters in Western North Carolina and across the state. Here is a partial list of waterbodies in 
the Asheville region that are routinely used for primary recreation but are not Class B waters: 
 



• Swannanoa River (Buncombe County) 
• First Broad River (Rutherford County) 
• Catheys Creek (Transylvania County) 
• Broad River (Rutherford County) 
• Fires Creek (Clay County) 
• Hiwassee River (Clay & Cherokee counties) 
• Valley River (Cherokee County) 
• King Creek (Transylvania County) 
• Hominy Creek (Haywood County) 
• Reems Creek (Buncombe County) 
• Beaverdam Creek (Buncombe County) 
• Spring Creek (Madison County) 
• Big Laurel (Madison County) 
• Ivy River (Buncombe and Madison County) 



 
The state's argument has been that North Carolina already has a recreational water quality 
standard for all waters. However, because E. coli is a species of fecal coliform bacteria that is 
specific to fecal material from humans and other warm-blooded animals, EPA recommends E. 
coli as the best indicator of human health risk from water contact in recreational waters. Since 
we have many waters where full body contact is occurring that are not Class B waters, an E. coli 
standard should be used for all waters. 
 
Asking the ARO staff to monitor E. coli in some waters and fecal coliform in other waters seems 
unnecessarily complicated and could lead to even less bacterial monitoring in non-Class B 
waters, leaving hundreds of people who routinely recreate in these waters at risk. The 
Regulatory Impact Analysis developed for this Triennial Review justifies applying the E. coli 
standard to all waters. 
 
10.4.1 NPDES Wastewater Dischargers: "Facilities are already conducting effluent monitoring 
for one pathogenic indicator (fecal coliform), so the change to E. coli will not result in additional 
costs associated with monitoring." 
 
10.4.2 NPDES Industrial Stormwater Dischargers: "Permittees are not expected to incur 
additional costs as the switch to E. coli would be incorporated into the regular permit renewal 
process. Fees paid to laboratories for testing should be comparable when considering that 
testing materials for E. coli are higher than fecal coliform, but staff resources (time) required for 
E. coli testing are expected to be less than for fecal coliform testing." 
 
10.4.3 DWR Groundwater Protection Program: "When asked about the impacts of switching 
from fecal coliform to E. coli, DWR Animal Feeding Operations programs staff expressed 











 



 



concern about the availability of commercial laboratories certified to analyze for E. coli that are 
located within required sample hold times. We have confirmed that there are currently five 
commercial laboratories certified for E. coli within hold time requirements of the Asheville area 
(3 in Charlotte, 1 in Cherokee, 1 in Greenville, SC). The switch from fecal coliform to E. coli 
should not result in logistical issues for permittees or DWR inspectors that use commercial 
laboratories." 
 
10.4.4 NC Division of Waste Management: "As with other parameters in this rulemaking, we do 
not anticipate impacts to sites regulated under the Division of Waste Management (DWM)." 
 
Table 13: Cost comparison of Fecal Coliform versus E. coli Test Methods State DWR 
Laboratory – Asheville: "In total, the adoption of the E. coli standard as proposed and use of 
the Colilert® method could result in a modest net savings in the form of opportunity cost 
savings to the State of approximately $210 NPV over a 10-year period as compared to the 
status quo (fecal coliform by MF). If the State is able to procure the Colilert® test kits at a 
lower price (< $12/unit), it would result in a significantly larger net savings to the State 
over the status quo." (Emphasis added.) 
 
Applying the EPA-recommended E. coli water quality standard to all waters would provide 
consistency and cost savings for state employees and the regulated community across the 
Asheville region. It would also provide better protection for thousands of people recreating in 
these waters every year. Thank you for your consideration of making this change in this 
Triennial Review. 
 
Sincerely, 



 
Callie D. Moore 
Western Regional Director 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 













From: Renee Parker
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] It"s Time to Add Stronger Water Protections in North Carolina
Date: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 8:03:31 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class


There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
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adopted.


Thank you!


Renee Parker 
reneesty@yahoo.com 
4911 Joshua Ct 
Winston-Salem, North Carolina 27127








From: Kathy Zeller (buffalokathy@hotmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 8:29:00 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


We need clean water.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Kathy Zeller
6 Haley Lane
Candler, NC 28715
buffalokathy@hotmail.com
(828) 575-8096


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Craig Fedor (lfedo346@earthlink.net) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Friday, July 16, 2021 1:30:03 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Take a good look at what towns and cities have had to do lately. Local wells having to be purified.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Craig Fedor
1212 W Northwood St
Greensboro, NC 27408
lfedo346@earthlink.net
(336) 272-1103


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Patricia Carstensen (pats1717@hotmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 6:22:35 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Patricia Carstensen
58 Newton Drive
Durham, NC 27707
pats1717@hotmail.com
(919) 490-1566


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Leda Cunningham
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Cc: Todd Miller; Kelly Garvy
Subject: [External] Comments on triennial review from Pew, NC Coastal Federation
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 4:03:55 PM
Attachments: NCCF Pew public comments on NC triennial review.pdf


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear Mr. Ventaloro,
 
Attached please find a letter from The Pew Charitable Trusts and the North Carolina Coastal
Federation (NCCF) regarding the 5/13/2021 public notice on Surface Water Triennial Review. If you
have questions, please do not hesitate to contact myself or Todd Miller or Kelly Garvy with NCCF,
CCed. Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
 
Leda
 
----
Leda Cunningham
She/hers
Officer, Conserving Marine Life in the U.S.
The Pew Charitable Trusts  - Morehead City, North Carolina
p: 305.393.0934 (cell) 
e: LCunningham@pewtrusts.org  | twitter: @LedaSea123
 
“Do the best you can until you know better. Then when you know better, do better.” – Maya Angelou
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August 3, 2021 
 
Christopher Ventaloro, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section 
1611 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, NC 27699 
 
Dear Christopher Ventaloro, 



 
The North Carolina Coastal Federation (NCCF) and The Pew Charitable Trusts (Pew) 



request that the current Triennial Review that is being conducted include an examination of 
how water quality can be better protected and restored to protect one of our coast’s most 
valuable and impaired “existing uses”— the productivity of coastal fishery habitats including 
submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) in our estuaries.  As part of this review, we request that 
the Environmental Management Commission (EMC) honor its past commitments with EPA 
regarding the development and adoption of new nutrient criteria for coastal estuaries.  It 
appears that deadlines set in a formal agreement with EPA to adopt such criteria by 2018 have 
not been met. 



 
The NCCF and Pew have been partnering to foster stakeholder and expert engagement 



in the process of updating the Coastal Habitat Protect Plan (CHPP).  This update has revealed 
that progress in controlling polluted runoff containing nutrients, sediment and pathogens is 
insufficient to protect water quality in many coastal estuaries, and as a result, the productivity 
and health of coastal fish habitats are becoming more degraded and compromised. 
 



The CHPP is designed to enable the EMC to work in coordination with the Coastal 
Resources Commission (CRC) and Marine Fisheries Commission (MFC) to protect and restore 
fishery habitats. The 1997 Fisheries Reform Act created the CHPP to encourage North Carolina’s 
regulatory commissions to protect fisheries habitats, including such oyster reefs, salt marshes, 
submerged aquatic seagrass and the water column itself. The EMC is mandated to use its legal 
authorities to safeguard the future of our fisheries from water quality impairments. These 
fishery habitats are “existing uses” under the federal and state “Antidegradation” policies, and 
they should be protected and restored by the state’s water quality classifications and 
standards. 



 
The U.S. EPA requires the EMC to review its approach to water quality protection at 



least once every three years.  In specific, the review should take into account whether existing 
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water quality standards and regulations are sufficient in light of any new information that helps 
the state to more fully address the purposes of the federal Clean Water Act. Under the Clean 
Water Act, as well as state water quality standards, aquatic habitats such as SAV are a 
protected “existing use” under federal and state Antidegradation Policies.1 
 



Much of the work by DEQ to update the CHPP is focused on the relationship between 
water quality degradation and the health of SAV.  These plants occur in two distinct 
environments along our coast – in high salinity waters found around the Outer Banks and in the 
sounds as well as lower salinity areas, such as those nearer to shore and at river mouths.  From 
the analysis conducted by DEQ to update the CHPP, it is clear that since 1981 there have been 
significant declines in low salinity SAV in our state, and less significant but still worrisome 
declines in some locations of the high salinity SAV habitats. 
 
 In recent decades, the CRC and MFC have taken aggressive steps to protect SAV from 
direct damage caused by physical activities such as dredging and fishing practices. In the 
process of updating the CHPP, there is a scientific consensus that the declines in acreage now 
taking place are caused by water quality impairments. Simply put, when the water becomes too 
turbid or cloudy for light to penetrate, these plants don’t get enough sunlight to thrive and/or 
survive. The causes of turbid or cloudy water are mostly related to nutrient and sediment levels 
that are too high in our estuaries. Hydrologic modifications of watersheds upstream of 
estuaries result in more surface runoff that contains unacceptably high levels of nutrients and 
sediments.  
 



The information collected as part of the update of CHPP indicates that historically (1981 
to 2015) SAV grew in 191,155 acres of North Carolina’s estuaries, though not necessarily all at 
the same time.  Of this total, approximately 39,066 acres within our coastal rivers and upper 
estuaries supported low-salinity SAV.  The information collected to update the CHPP includes 
recent surveys, which indicate approximately a 62 percent reduction of the historical acreage, 
or about 24,221 acres of SAV lost. For the high salinity areas (152,089 acres historically), there 
have been less dramatic declines than occur in low sanity areas. The most worrisome decline of 
high salinity SAV is in the southern region of the coast around Bogue and Back Sounds, which 
suffered declines of over 10 percent per year and which are projected by the information 
collected to update the CHPP to potentially result in a 20 percent loss of SAV habitat by 2025 
due to water quality degradation. 



 



In addition to the SAV issue paper prepared by DEQ for the 2021 CHPP update, 



researchers at the UNC Institute of Marine Sciences recently submitted photos of the Chowan 



River and Albemarle Sound and water quality data from the Neuse River estuary to DEQ to be 



used in developing the 2022 303(d) list of Impaired Waters under the Clean Water Act (H. Paerl, 



 
1https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2018-10/documents/questions-answers-antidegradation.pdf: 
 



1. Aquatic plants that provide fisheries habitat are an “existing use” that is protected by the Antidegradation 
Policy. 



2. An existing aquatic community composed entirely of plants must be protected by applying a set of water 
quality standards necessary to safeguard its ability to thrive and propagate. 



3. An “existing use” (i.e. submerged aquatic vegetation) can be established by demonstrating that it actually 
occurred since November 28, 1975. 





https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2018-10/documents/questions-answers-antidegradation.pdf
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personal communication, July 30, 2021). This includes data from several monitoring sites on the 



Neuse River estuary that show violations of the EMC’s chlorophyll-a standard.  It is clear in the 



photos they provided that the Chowan River and Albemarle Sound have excessive growths of 



microscopic or macroscopic vegetation (see Appendix).  These waters (except for Albemarle 



Sound) have been designated by the EMC as “Nutrient Sensitive Waters” (NSW) since algae 



blooms can impair best usage as determined by the classification applied to such waters.2  



 
None of the NSW in the estuarine stream segments of the Neuse, Chowan, Tar-Pamlico 



or Albemarle Sound are listed as “impaired” for nutrients on the state’s current 303(d) list 
because the state does not have a numeric standard for nutrients. However, the consequences 
of nutrient pollution are intended to be captured by standards for chlorophyll-a, pH, and 
dissolved oxygen. Despite the recent resurgence of cyanobacteria blooms in the Chowan River 
and clear upward trends for both chlorophyll-a and total nitrogen throughout the Albemarle 
Sound region (NC DEQ), DEQ has not determined that either the Chowan or Albemarle Sound 
are in violation of the state’s chlorophyll a standard. Many of the blooms that are occurring 
likely exceed >40 ug/L chlorophyll-a (Moorman et al. 2017) but they are very patchy and thus 
haven't been caught in >10% of the samples collected by the state or researchers (N. Hall, 
personal communication, July 30, 2021). Clearly, current reliance on the chlorophyll-a standard 
is not providing sufficient water quality protection to avoid impairments caused by algae 
blooms. 



 
Given the information collected by DEQ to update the CHPP plan as well as the data and 



pictures submitted to DEQ by UNC researchers, it’s clear that water quality impairments are 
causing a measurable decline in the acreages of SAV as well as excessive growths of microscopic 
and macroscopic vegetation that impair the use of coastal estuaries for their best usage as 
determined by their water quality classifications.  As part of the Triennial Review, the EMC 
should examine the CHPP issue paper on SAV prepared by DEQ staff and any data and 
information submitted by third parties (such as UNC researchers), and evaluate its progress in 
adopting new nutrient criteria as laid out in its 2014 agreement with EPA.  New approaches to 
protecting and restoring coastal estuaries from nutrient inputs are urgently needed to protect 
SAV and the productivity of coastal estuaries. 



 
Thank you for your consideration of this request. 



 
 
Sincerely, 
 



                         
Todd Miller       Leda Cunningham 
Executive Director      Officer 
North Carolina Coastal Federation    The Pew Charitable Trusts 



 
2EMC definition of NSW Nutrient Sensitive Waters: Waters that experience or are subject to excessive growths of 
microscopic or macroscopic vegetation. Excessive growths are growths which the Commission determines impair 
the use of the water for its best usage as determined by the classification applied to such waters. 











 



 Page 4 of 9 



                   
 
cc:  
Phillip Reynolds, EMC Counsel  
Dr. Stan Melburg, Chairman,  
Yvonne Bailey, CHPP Steering Committee and EMC member  
David Anderson, CHPP Steering Committee and EMC member  
Danny Smith, Director, Division of Water Resources  
Kathy Rawls, Director, Division of Marine Fisheries  
Braxton Davis, Director, Division of Coastal Management  
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Appendix 



 



 



Documentation of algae blooms in the Chowan and Albemarle Sound, taken by students in the 
Paerl lab at the University of North Carolina’s Institute of Marine Science in Morehead City, NC 
 



 
Chowan Beach, NC, July 7, 2020 
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Chowan Beach, NC, July 7, 2020 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 
Chowan Beach, NC, July 7, 2020 
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Chowan Beach, NC, July 7, 2020 



 



 



 



 
Arrowhead Beach Canal, NC, August 13, 2019 
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Arrowhead Beach Canal, NC, August 13, 2019 



 



 



 
Chowan extending into the Albemarle Sound, August 6, 2018 
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August 29th, 2020 



 



 
July 4, 2020 













From: David Caldwell
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] It"s Time to Add Stronger Water Protections in North Carolina
Date: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 4:10:37 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Reclassify class C waters to class B if they are heavily used for recreation.


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class


There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
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allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
adopted.


Thank you!


David Caldwell 
david@mountaintrue.org 
540 Belwood Lawndale Rd 
Lawndale, North Carolina 28090-9245








From: John Freeze (jfreeze@triad.rr.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 8:20:26 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


John Freeze
648 Chaney Road
John, NC 27205
jfreeze@triad.rr.com
(336) 629-2208


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Theresa Palmer (theresapalmer@hotmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Friday, July 16, 2021 10:39:58 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Theresa Palmer
2215 Clearwater Ct
Winston-Salem, NC 27106
theresapalmer@hotmail.com
(336) 416-5096


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Barbara Benson (barbbenson@ec.rr.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 11:59:56 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Barbara Benson
104 Deerfield Court
Cedar Point, NC 28584
barbbenson@ec.rr.com
(252) 393-6495


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.



mailto:automail@knowwho.com

mailto:15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov

mailto:report.spam@nc.gov






From: Irene
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Comments re: North Carolina"s Water Quality
Date: Friday, July 30, 2021 7:12:20 PM
Attachments: NCDEQ Water Advocacy Letter - 7.30.21.pdf


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


July 30, 2021


Mr. Christopher Ventaloro
North Carolina Department of Water Quality Planning Section
1611 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1611


Re: North Carolina’s Water Quality


Dear Mr. Ventaloro: 


I’m asking for your Department’s help to protect our communities from exposure to hazardous PFAS and
1,4 Dioxane chemicals. 


As you know, per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) and 1,4 Dioxane are toxic chemicals linked to
cancer, birth defects and other serious health problems. They’re called “forever chemicals” because they
don’t easily break down -- 97% of Americans have measurable levels in their blood! Since there are
currently no enforceable limits on PFAS or 1,4 Dioxane in our drinking water, this puts families throughout
the North Carolina at great risk. 


There is strong momentum for your Department to take action on PFAS and 1,4 Dioxane in North
Carolina right now, especially with the two dangerous 1,4 Dioxane spills from Greensboro into the Haw
River impacting Pittsboro’s water, as well as the PFAS contaminated foam found in Falls Lake and the
Neuse River in July 2021.


Please:


1.    Propose and adopt a broad, spectrum-wide standard to regulate all PFAS as a
class, including the no greater than 20 ppt (parts per thousand) standard and no more
than 10 ppt standard for any individual PFAS.


2.    Adopt the 0.35 ug/l (micrograms per liter) standard to regulate 1,4 Dioxane.


3.    Include significant financial penalties for any violation of these water quality
standards to deter chemical dumping.


4.    Make it a crime for those that choose to violate these water quality standards and
jeopardize our health.


Please do all you can to limit North Carolina residents’ exposure to PFAS and 1,4 Dioxane chemicals in
our drinking water and the environment! 


Respectfully submitted,


Irene Webber
639 Golfers View
Pittsboro, NC 27312
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July 31, 2021 



 



 



Mr. Christopher Ventaloro 



North Carolina Department of Water Quality Planning Section 



1611 Mail Service Center 



Raleigh, NC 27699-1611 



 



Re: North Carolina’s Water Quality 



 



Dear Mr. Ventaloro:  



 



I’m asking for your Department’s help to protect our communities from exposure to 



hazardous PFAS and 1,4 Dioxane chemicals.   



 



As you know, per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) and 1,4 Dioxane are toxic 



chemicals linked to cancer, birth defects and other serious health problems. They’re 



called “forever chemicals” because they don’t easily break down -- 97% of Americans 



have measurable levels in their blood! Since there are currently no enforceable limits on 



PFAS or 1,4 Dioxane in our drinking water, this puts families throughout the North 



Carolina at great risk.   



There is strong momentum for your Department to take action on PFAS and 1,4 



Dioxane in North Carolina right now, especially with the two dangerous 1,4 Dioxane 



spills from Greensboro into the Haw River impacting Pittsboro’s water, as well as the 



PFAS contaminated foam found in Falls Lake and the Neuse River in July 2021.  



Please: 



1. Propose and adopt a broad, spectrum-wide standard to regulate all PFAS as a 



class, including the no greater than 20 ppt (parts per thousand) standard and no 



more than 10 ppt standard for any individual PFAS. 



 



2. Adopt the 0.35 ug/l (micrograms per liter) standard to regulate 1,4 Dioxane. 



 



3. Include significant financial penalties for any violation of these water quality 



standards to deter chemical dumping. 



 



4. Make it a crime for those that choose to violate these water quality standards and 



jeopardize our health. 











Please do all you can to limit North Carolina residents’ exposure to PFAS and 1,4 



Dioxane chemicals in our drinking water and the environment!   



Respectfully,  



Irene Webber 



639 Golfers View 



Pittsboro, NC 27312 

















From: Marissa Blackburn
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] It"s Time to Add Stronger Water Protections in North Carolina
Date: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 2:56:40 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class


There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
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adopted.


Thank you!


Marissa Blackburn 
marissa@cfrw.us 
617 Surry St. 
Wilmington, North Carolina 28401








From: Eloise Bradham (eloisebradham2@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 8:15:24 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Eloise Bradham
68 Henrietta st
Asheville, NC 28801
eloisebradham2@gmail.com
(843) 870-7518


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Patricia Whiting (tishwhiting@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Friday, July 16, 2021 10:08:24 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


As a full time resident of Transylvania County- Land of the Waterfalls and a rain forest , I am very concerned about
surface water qaulity. Clean water is vital to our economy and quality of life.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Patricia Whiting
51 S Hill Drive
Brevard, NC 28712
tishwhiting@gmail.com
(407) 376-1500


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Anne Markey Jones (annejones414@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 10:04:08 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Is it too much to ask that the water from our taps is clean? That it will not cause me, and my family. harm? Please
hold polluters accountable and keep our water safe!!


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Anne Markey Jones
158 Buckingham Road
Winston Salem, NC 27104
annejones414@gmail.com
(336) 727-1888


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Tom Vitaglione
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Comments
Date: Tuesday, July 27, 2021 11:01:46 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


 
By email to 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov
 
July 27, 2021
 
Christopher Ventaloro
NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section
1611 Mail Service Center
Raleigh NC 27699-1611
 
RE: Comments on the 2021 Triennial Review of North Carolina’s Water Quality Standards
 
Dear Mr. Ventaloro:
 
NC Child is a statewide non-profit, non-partisan organization that advocates for the well-being of
children and their families. We are part of an informal coalition of organizations that advocate for
reduced exposures to toxic chemicals that are associated with negative effects on health and well-
being. While we do not have the technical expertise of other organizations in the coalition, we
maintain awareness of research findings that indicate the need for action to protect children and
families.
 
We are impressed with the extent and depth of recommendations made by the Environmental
Management Commission as part of the Triennial Review of North Carolina’s Water Quality
Standards. We are, however, disappointed and quite distressed that the recommendations do not
address the PFAS family of chemicals. PFAS contaminations and exposures in our state have
achieved such notoriety that it seems incongruous for PFAS to be ignored in the EMC
recommendations.
 
In 2019 in NC, there were 810 infant deaths, over 700 fetal deaths, and thousands of miscarriages,
all representing tragedies for NC families. In addition, more than 9% of births were low birthweight,
an impediment to child development and later grade-level reading.
 
All of these negative outcomes are some of the worst in the nation. They are presented here
because a growing body of research indicates that these outcomes are associated with even low
levels of PFAS. In fact, protection from exposures to PFAS now appears as a recommendation in the
NC Perinatal Health Strategic Plan.
 
The underlying causes of all these negative outcomes are complex, and PFAS exposures are just one
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cause. However, this cause can be addressed and mitigated by the EMC by including in its Triennial
Review recommendations a strong recommendation that DEQ adopt a surface water quality
standard for the PFAS class as a whole.
 
NC Child does not have the expertise to suggest a maximum level of contamination. However, given
the tragedies noted above, we recommend that the sum total concentration of all PFAS be set as
low as technically possible. We note, for example, that some research studies recommend 1ppt.
That seems to be an appropriate target goal.
 
We are grateful for the attentiveness of the Environmental Management Commission and the
Department of Environmental Quality in protecting children and families from toxic chemical
exposures. We ask that this attentiveness be extended to PFAS in the current Triennial Review.
 
Stay well,
Tom Vitaglione
 
 
Tom Vitaglione
Senior Fellow
NC Child
3101 Poplarwood Court, Suite 300
Raleigh, NC 27604-1044
919-726-6526 (0)
919-376-7949 ©
 








From: Fred Stanback
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] It"s Time to Add Stronger Water Protections in North Carolina
Date: Friday, July 30, 2021 6:35:36 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class


There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
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adopted.


Thank you!


Fred Stanback 
stanbackf@aol.com 
220 Stonewall Road 
Salisbury, 28144








From: Rhonda Richardson (rhonda_425@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 8:08:52 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Rhonda Richardson
200 Bluebird Court
Sneads Ferry, NC 28460
rhonda_425@yahoo.com
(910) 358-1111


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: John Robins (john_robins@twc.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Friday, July 16, 2021 9:59:43 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Corruption is evident when public drinking water is allowed to be contaminated.  Punish the polluters and and those
that allow it. Put an end to allowing damage to people and our environment.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


John Robins
124 Concord St
Greensboro, NC 27406
john_robins@twc.com
(336) 274-0214


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Mary Boatwright (tboat@duke.edu) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 8:04:28 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Thank you. Nothing is more important than health, and clean, uncontaminated water is absolutely essential to good
health. I've been working on clean-ups and waterways my entire life, but that is after the fact of pollution. The
government must step in to stop contaminants from entering the water at all.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Mary Boatwright
2040 Englewood Ave
Durham, NC 27705
tboat@duke.edu
(919) 286-1173


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Ventaloro, Christopher
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: Adrienne Ferriss, MD, MPH Fw: [External] Comments
Date: Thursday, August 5, 2021 10:33:00 AM


Forwarding comments that were mistakenly sent to the GW triennial email.


Christopher Ventaloro
Water Quality Standards Co-Coordinator
Classifications, Standards & Rules Review Branch
Division of Water Resources
North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality
 
919 707-9016 office
christopher.ventaloro@ncdenr.gov


Website: https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/water-resources/planning/classification-standards 
 
Mailing Address: 1611 Mail Service Center Raleigh, NC 27699-1611
Physical Address: 512 North Salisbury St., Raleigh, NC 27604
 
Email correspondence to and from this address is subject to the
North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.


From: GWTriRevComments <GWTriRevComments@ncdenr.gov>
Sent: Thursday, August 5, 2021 10:23 AM
To: Ventaloro, Christopher <christopher.ventaloro@ncdenr.gov>
Subject: FW: [External] Comments
 
Hey Chris,


I think this was intended for the SW Triennial Review comments.


Bridget


-----Original Message-----
From: adrienne ferriss <asferriss@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 7:30 PM
To: GWTriRevComments <GWTriRevComments@ncdenr.gov>
Subject: [External] Comments


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all
suspicious email as an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


I have been listening to the open meeting tonight , 7/20, and am writing my thoughts instead of
verbally expressing them, due to technical problems.
I am a preventive medicine/public health physician and would like to reiterate some of the comments
regarding PFAs and 1,4 dioxene.
1.  Both the ASDWA and NIH have stressed the need for PFAs to be classified as a group, rather
than setting limits for individual compounds.  While we have limits for GenX, NC has not addressed
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other PFAs which have been shown to be detrimental to health, particularly at high levels.   We need
to be joining the other states which have set combined limits for all PFAs.    If I am understanding
correctly, the consent decree with Chemours in 2019 did set limits which we could use as a standard
for the state, as a whole.
2.  The 80 microgram/L limit for 1,4 dioxane in surface water is too high.
3.   Why are we considering adopting 2016 EPA standards which are now 5 years out of date?  The
science has changed since 2016 and we need to take that into consideration in this current cycle.
4.   The industries that are causing the discharges of PFAs and 1,4 dioxane should be removing them
prior to the discharges.   Our publicly funded water treatment systems should not be bearing these
costs.  The pretreatment permits should being setting the limits so that the public is not bearing the
cost of treatment, and then these limits need to be enforced.
Thank you for your time and work.
Adrienne Ferriss, MD, MPH








From: Mick Noland
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Cc: James West
Subject: [External] Comments: Triennial Review-Codification of the 1,4-Dioxane In-stream Standard
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 11:23:39 AM
Attachments: 1,4-Dioxane Triennial Comments.pdf


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Please find attached Fayetteville Public Works Commission’s comments concerning the codification
of the 1,4-Dioxane stream standard.  Hard copy will go into the mail today.


 


Mick Noland, PE
Chief Operations Officer
Water Resources Division
Fayetteville Public Works Commission
955 Old Wilmington Road
P O Box 1089
Fayetteville, NC 28302
(W) 910-223-4733
(F) 910-829-0207
mick.noland@faypwc.com
 


The information contained in this communication (including any attachment) is intended
solely for the use of the individual or entity named as the addressee(s) in the email. If you
have received this transmission in error, please reply and notify us of this error and delete this
message. You should check this communication and any attachments for the presence of
viruses. The Fayetteville Public Works Commission accepts no liability for any damage
caused by any virus transmitted by this communication.
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From: Buddy Henderson
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] July 20 Public Hearing Comments
Date: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 7:49:51 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Good evening,


Please see below the comments I also shared during tonight's public hearing.


I am disappointed that your review completely ignores the elephant in the room, PFAS contamination in
North Carolina. As a resident of Cumberland County, Gray’s Creek area, I know as well as DEQ that
there are nearby creeks and surface water areas with extremely high concentrations of PFAS. Unless you
work for the EPA, I believe we are all past the point of denying the negative health effects associated with
PFAS.


This review claims that “The proposed revisions will allow North Carolina to better protect human health
and aquatic life”. However, the regulatory impact analysis spells out the main goal: that is, “changes to
the standards are likely to result in significant benefits to a small number of local government and private
entities in the form of avoided costs due to reduced wastewater treatment and discharge monitoring
requirements.” In my experience, this sums up NC DEQ’s approach to environmental protection which
consists of deregulation and economic gains that trump human health. While other states and countries
take meaningful action to stop PFAS pollution, in North Carolina we’re still enabling polluters. I urge NC
DEQ to adopt a surface water quality standard for PFAS as a class at a health protective level of 1 part
per trillion for the total concentration.


Thank you.


Buddy Henderson


2911 Chicken Foot Rd
Hope Mills, NC 28348
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From: Doris Jackson (djdiva528@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 9:14:11 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Doris Jackson
5405 Wheatcross Pl
Raleigh, NC 27610
djdiva528@gmail.com
(919) 612-6968


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: amanda herbert (amandaherbert5@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Friday, July 16, 2021 9:35:54 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


It is incredibly important that we all have safe drinking water and that every step is taken to ensure this is the case.
Young children with developing nervous systems should not be exposed to nor ingest dangerous chemicals. Neither
should anyone else.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


amanda herbert
14 Bent Tree Dr
Asheville, NC 28803
amandaherbert5@gmail.com
(828) 318-5142


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Sue Resnik (gingervista@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 9:10:29 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Sue Resnik
49A Harris Cir
Sylva, NC 28779
gingervista@gmail.com
(512) 508-5039


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: beth thomas
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Concerned Pittsboro Parent
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 11:02:35 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear Hearing Officer Chris Venteloro and members of the Environmental Management
Commission,


My name is Elizabeth Thomas, I’m the parent of Zachary Slotman (26), Courtney
Thomas (19), Zavante Thomas (16), Zhekai Thomas (13) and Zarah McLeod (7), as well
as the grandparent if Jaxon Slotman (3). I have lived in Pittsboro for 8 years. Our main
source of drinking water is surface water drawn from the Haw River, which has a long history
of being polluted by upstream textile industries and sludge land application from Greensboro,
Burlington and Reidsville.
 
For 8 years my family and I have been ingesting 1,4 dioxane and PFAS via our drinking
water supply, both of which regularly exceed health advisory limits.
 
To keep my children safe they should have been drinking water with a limit of 0.35 ug/L for
1,4-dioxane, putting them at a risk of 1:1,000,000 of developing cancer per the Clean Water
Act. Instead they fall between 1:10,000 and 1:1000 risk categories. They have been exposed,
so far, their entire lives to this carcinogen due to the lack of drinking water regulations
North Carolina so desperately needs.
 
This July the Pittsboro water supply battled, yet again, another chemical dump of 1,4-dioxane
into our drinking water supply by way of the Greensboro region where preliminary sampling
results showed levels of the likely carcinogen ranged from 543 ug/L to 687 ug/L in the
wastewater discharge into the Haw River. These concentrations moved downstream to
Pittsboro where we were forced to turn off our supply. It has been over three weeks since this
incident and the concentrations have yet to reach safe levels. In the meantime our entire town
is being exposed to 1,4-dioxane and we have no idea what health effects this will have on us.


We need all surface water in North Carolina to be set to the same standards in order to
eliminate the threat of industries discharging high concentrations upstream of water users like
us. To reiterate, I am demanding that the 0.35ug/L limit apply to all surface waters.
 
Secondly, I am shocked that the EMC has left off  PFAS for this review process. I want to
encourage you to set PFAS limits we desperately need as a contaminated community. For
years, our water samples have been used as a positive control in research studies and it has to
stop now. We are a community suffering from many health complications that range from
infertility, thyroid disease to rare cancers.
 
In a recent study, Pittsboro blood serum samples, (including my very own) maintained higher
than the national average and showed a direct correlation to the Haw river water
concentrations.  In 2018, NC state sampling revealed our collective PFAS levels were 1000
ppt. Currently, the EPA health advisory limit of 70 ppt for PFOS and PFOA does not apply to
our population when any given day our water exceeds those limits and includes multiple PFAS
chemicals, not just PFOS and PFOA. PFAS is a family of Flourinated compounds that range
from 5000-8000 different types. Many of  the PFAS compounds behave similarly, pose the
same risk as PFOS and PFOA, and bioaccumulate. Based on collaborative research of 16
scientists, from June 2020- PFAS regulations should be managed at the class level to
safeguard our water. We are a community overexposed, our blood serums are continually
building up and our risks of developing cancer and other health risks are increasing. I
desperately urge the EMC for PFAS to be regulated collectively as a class  and to not exceed
10 ppt.
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We urge you to consider our community, who has experienced decades of exceeding minimal
exposure limits, and are at risk of overexposure multiple times every day. Your “lifetime of
minimal exposure limit” does not apply to us.  We are a vulnerable population. We deserve the
safest standards possible. Set the standards with the most vulnerable communities in mind.


In closing, the cost to remove these compounds is far more than our small town can handle-
1,4 dioxane can only be eliminated with UV advanced oxidation and PFAS compounds are
only completely removed with reverse osmosis. These systems are costly to install and
maintain, and should not be the burden of our small town and its taxpayers. We needed action
years ago.  This is our call to action for your agency to set standards that will protect us, our
town, and our state by preventing industry from dumping volatile organic carcinogens into our
waterway.


Sincerely,


Elizabeth Thomas


Contaminated Pittsboro Resident








From: Mary Kay Erdin
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Cc: MaryKay Erdin
Subject: [External] Measuring Cyanide levels/ Badin Lake
Date: Saturday, July 24, 2021 10:26:20 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


July 24, 2021 Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department: I am a resident at Badin Lake 
for 35 years and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River Keeper, but mostly 
importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality. Hazardous waste disposal 
sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak cyanide and fluoride, among other 
chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain Creek. As recently as April of this year, 
Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly average for both cyanide and fluoride at 
Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake 
Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated 
and confused as to why the Division of Water Resources has not taken enforcement 
action on what appears to be a clear violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin 
Business Park's permit. We are also concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review 
to allow compliance by measuring EITHER "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier 
for Alcoa to comply with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the 
environment. I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed 
changes to the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" 
cyanide OR "total" cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a 
rule change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits. 
Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can make 
things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be about 
the protection of public health and the environment. Even the state's own regulatory 
analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less strict. 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be 
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure the 
greatest level of protection. We support measuring free cyanide in order to make sure 
we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide, which is 
currently not the case. However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide 
be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid dissociable" or 
WADs. At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide 
measurements since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit 
requirements and the rules should not change midterm. How would anyone be able to 
compare results when now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples"? I hope you will 
reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require that both free and total 
cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits.


Thank you for reading this letter and for your time and consideration.


Mary Kay Erdin



mailto:mkerdin@icloud.com

mailto:15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov

mailto:mkerdin@icloud.com

mailto:report.spam@nc.gov






From: Derek Chase (dchase6507@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 7:52:51 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Derek Chase
55 40th AVE DR NE
Hickory, NC 28601
dchase6507@gmail.com
(828) 308-6150


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Donna Levine (ylanadonna@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Friday, July 16, 2021 7:52:49 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Thank you for helping to protect our children's, children's, children's water for at least 7 generations.  Thank you,
Donna.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Donna Levine
7322 Big Pine Rd.
Marshall, NC 28753
ylanadonna@yahoo.com
(828) 649-9676


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: lockley, carolyn d
Subject: Computer Problems
Date: Monday, June 7, 2021 2:58:52 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Jett is having computer problems and is currently unavailable.
 
Carolyn Lockley
Administrative Assistant, Practitioners, Facilities, and Policy Development
NC Medicaid
Division of Health Benefits
NC Department of Health and Human Services


Find a vaccine location, get questions answered and more at YourSpotYourShot.nc.gov.
Office:  (919) 527-7666
Mobile:  919-909-3421
Fax:  (919) 715-0051
carolyn.d.lockley@dhhs.nc.gov 
   
820 S. Boylan Ave. McBryde Bldg.
2501 Mail Service Center
Raleigh,NC 27699 - 2501
          
Twitter | Facebook | YouTube | LinkedIn
 
 
 


Email correspondence to and from this address is subject to the North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties
by an authorized State official. Unauthorized disclosure of juvenile, health, legally privileged, or otherwise confidential information,
including confidential information relating to an ongoing State procurement effort, is prohibited by law. If you have received this email in
error, please notify the sender immediately and delete all records of this email.
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From: Tina Vazquez (altacv@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 7:34:43 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


We must protect nature!!


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Tina Vazquez
50 Compass Park Dr.
Weaverville, NC 28787
altacv@yahoo.com
(305) 790-6651


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
To: Frymire, Jody; 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: RE: [External] Written Comment: NC Triennial Review of Surface Water Quality Standards
Date: Wednesday, May 26, 2021 4:33:48 PM


Hello Jody,
 
Your comment has been received! Thanks for taking the time to comment on the surface water
triennial review!
 
Christopher Ventaloro
Water Quality Standards Co-Coordinator
Classifications, Standards & Rules Review Branch
Division of Water Resources
North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality
 
919 707-9016 office
christopher.ventaloro@ncdenr.gov
 
Website: https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/water-resources/planning/classification-standards 
 
Mailing Address: 1611 Mail Service Center Raleigh, NC 27699-1611
Physical Address: 512 North Salisbury St., Raleigh, NC 27604
 
Email correspondence to and from this address is subject to the
North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.
 
 


From: Frymire, Jody [mailto:Jody-Frymire@idexx.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 25, 2021 2:08 PM
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
<15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov>
Subject: [External] Written Comment: NC Triennial Review of Surface Water Quality Standards
 
CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


 
Dear Christopher Ventaloro,
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit a comment for North Carolina’s Triennial Review of the
Surface Water Quality Standards. Attached is my comment for your consideration.
 
Could you kindly reply to my email so I know my comment was received?
 
Thanks again,
 
Jody Frymire, MPH|Regulatory Specialist II, Water Division| jody-frymire@idexx.com
IDEXX Laboratories, Inc. |One IDEXX Drive |Westbrook, Maine 04092 | m. 207-239-1563
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From: Kristin Denney
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Cyanide Contamination in Badin Lake
Date: Sunday, July 25, 2021 2:44:18 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department: I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter 
of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously 
concerned about water quality. Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business 
Park continue to leak cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and 
Little Mountain Creek. As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its 
monthly average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly 
into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES 
Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of Water 
Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear violation of 
effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also concerned that the 
proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by measuring EITHER "Free" OR 
"Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its permit limits in the future and 
provide less protection to the environment. I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, 
the current proposed changes to the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by 
measuring either "free" cyanide OR "total" cyanide appears to be another example of how 
the state is making a rule change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing 
permit limits. Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we 
can make things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be 
about the protection of public health and the environment. Even the state's own regulatory 
analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less strict. Specifically, 
the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be changed to require 
the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure the greatest level of 
protection. We support measuring free cyanide in order to make sure we are testing for the 
most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide, which is currently not the case. 
However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide be written to include 
hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid dissociable" or WADs. At the same 
time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements since TOTAL 
cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and the rules should not 
change midterm. How would anyone be able to compare results when now "apples wouldn't 
be compared to apples"? I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" 
proposition but require that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for 
regulatory permits.


Thank you,
Charles and Kristin Denney
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From: Kevin Burd
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] NC DEQ Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa"s discharge
Date: Monday, August 2, 2021 9:50:22 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:


I am a resident on Badin Lake and active user of the lake and supporter of Protect Badin
Lake and Yadkin River Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned
about water quality.


Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak cyanide
and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain Creek.  As
recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly average for both
cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly into Little Mountain
Creek and into Lake Tillery, which is a source of municipal  drinking water) under its
current NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the
Division of Water Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a
clear violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also
concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by measuring
EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its
permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the environment.


From what I understand, the current proposed changes to the ambient water quality
standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR "total" cyanide appears to be
another example of how the state is making a rule change just to make it easier for Alcoa
to comply with its existing permit limits.  Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge
should never be about how we can make things easier or even cheaper for the regulated
community. Rather it should be about the protection of public health and the
environment.  Even the state's own regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the
measurement of free cyanide is less strict.  


Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure the
greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make sure
we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide, which is
currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide
be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid dissociable" or
WADs.


At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements
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since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and the
rules should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results when
now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  


I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require that
both free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits.


Regards,


Kevin and Kim Burd
3526 Pinehaven Drive
New London, NC 28127








From: David Snook (davidsnookphotography@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 8:45:13 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Do the right thing. Protect our children.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


David Snook
202 Deerfield Dr.
David, NC 28562
davidsnookphotography@gmail.com
(252) 633-9655


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Javier G. Madrigal Jr. (javier.g.madrigal@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Friday, July 16, 2021 3:12:34 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Javier G. Madrigal Jr.
2630 South Blvd
charlotte, NC 28209
javier.g.madrigal@gmail.com
(509) 237-6208


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Derek Teixeira (derek.teixeira@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 8:31:21 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I moved to NC a few months ago with the vision of a green state - somewhere my children could grow up and enjoy
the outdoors in all its majesty.
Clean water was not something I feared, but hearing the lack of protective measures taken to protect it are scary, and
I need you to help keep my family's drinking water safe!


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Derek Teixeira
1429 DEXTER RIDGE DR
HOLLY SPRINGS, NC 27540
derek.teixeira@gmail.com
(862) 703-1940


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Brad McLain
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Cyanide Testing at Badin Lake - Alcoa Contamination
Date: Friday, July 23, 2021 6:19:37 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department: I am a resident at Badin Lake and a 
supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River Keeper, but mostly importantly a 
citizen seriously concerned about water quality. Hazardous waste disposal sites at 
Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak cyanide and fluoride, among other 
chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain Creek. As recently as April of this year, 
Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly average for both cyanide and fluoride at 
Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake 
Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated 
and confused as to why the Division of Water Resources has not taken enforcement 
action on what appears to be a clear violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin 
Business Park's permit. We are also concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review 
to allow compliance by measuring EITHER "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier 
for Alcoa to comply with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the 
environment. I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed 
changes to the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" 
cyanide OR "total" cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a 
rule change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits. 
Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can make 
things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be about 
the protection of public health and the environment. Even the state's own regulatory 
analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less strict. 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be 
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure the 
greatest level of protection. We support measuring free cyanide in order to make sure 
we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide, which is 
currently not the case. However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide 
be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid dissociable" or 
WADs. At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide 
measurements since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit 
requirements and the rules should not change midterm. How would anyone be able to 
compare results when now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples"? I hope you will 
reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require that both free and total 
cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits.


Sincerely,


Brad & Amanda McLain
602 Pearl Bay Drive
New London, NC.  28127
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From: Savannah Artusi
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] NC Sierra Club Triennial Review Written Comments
Date: Monday, August 2, 2021 1:40:08 PM
Attachments: SierraClub_2021TriennialReviewWrittenComments.pdf


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear Mr. Ventaloro,


I have attached written comments on behalf of the North Carolina Sierra Club regarding the
Triennial Review of NC Surface Water Quality Standards. Please feel free to contact me if you
have any questions or issues with the document.


Best,


Savannah Artusi (she/her/hers)
NC Sierra Club | Summer 2021 Policy Fellow
19 W. Hargett Street, Suite 210
Raleigh, NC 27601
(561) 512-7653 | savannah.artusi@sierraclub.org
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August 2, 2021



Mr. Christopher Ventaloro
NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section
1611 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699
Submitted by email to: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov



Re: N.C. Sierra Club Comments on Proposed Revisions to 15A NCAC 02B .0200 and .0300
Surface Water Quality Standards and Classifications



Dear Mr. Ventaloro,



Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to 15A NCAC 02B .0200
and .0300 surface water quality standards and classifications. These comments are submitted on
behalf of he N.C. Sierra Club and its nearly 100,000 members and supporters in the state who
care about water quality and public health.



While some important changes are proposed in this triennial review, the updates do not
adequately address toxic chemicals like PFAS (per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances) and
1,4-Dioxane that threaten our waters and our health. We urge the Environmental Management
Commission (EMC) to set a protective class standard for PFAS, lower the allowable
concentration of 1,4-Dioxane, and require the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) to
improve enforcement of chemical release violations. North Carolinians cannot afford to wait for
these issues to be addressed in the next triennial review, so we ask that these critical
improvements be incorporated now.



1. The EMC should begin regulating PFAS by setting a protective class standard.



PFAS are a family of toxic and possibly carcinogenic chemicals, yet the proposed standards do
not address them at all. PFAS are known as “forever chemicals” because they do not biodegrade
easily and they can remain in the environment for thousands of years. When ingested, PFAS can
accumulate in the body and have negative health effects. According to the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), PFAS may cause reproductive and developmental issues (such as low
infant birth weights), liver and kidney damage, immunological effects, tumors, increased
cholesterol levels, thyroid hormone disruption, and cancer.1



1 Basic Information on PFAS, EPA, https://www.epa.gov/pfas/basic-information-pfas (last reviewed Apr. 7, 2017).











People can be exposed to PFAS from many different sources, and this exposure can compound in
the body and cause or exacerbate these health effects. A person can be exposed to PFAS from the
water they drink, from fish eaten that were caught from contaminated bodies of water, and from
incidental ingestion of contaminated soil or dust.2 This means that, to protect people from PFAS,
we should regulate and monitor the pollutants in surface water. An important step towards
controlling this pollutant is to set a class standard for PFAS in our surface waters.



PFAS contamination is widespread in North Carolina, but there are no standards in place to
control these chemicals or to protect residents from them. DEQ has taken some steps to
investigate and manage PFAS contamination, but standards are necessary and overdue. Last
August, DEQ ordered the chemical company Chemours to reduce its PFAS pollution. In a related
press release, then-DEQ Secretary Michael Regan stated, “As a state, we will not wait for action
from the federal government to provide relief for our communities and protect our natural
resources.”3 We urge DEQ and EMC to follow this direction.



PFAS can be controlled, as shown in other states. In North Carolina, the health goal set by the
N.C. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) for PFAS is 140 ppt (parts per
trillion).4 But this is merely a goal and is not enforced or tied to a specific mandate. Meanwhile,
other states have set maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) for PFAS as a class or for specific
PFAS chemicals. For example, Massachusetts regulates PFAS as a class with a MCL at 20 ppt.5



Affordable control technologies are available to reduce and remove PFAS from water.6 If a class
standard for PFAS were instituted in North Carolina, as we recommend, these technologies
would enable PFAS emitters to comply with those standards.



While low levels of PFAS are widespread, higher concentrations are often localized, meaning
that they can be traced to specific facilities or activities.7 This means there are opportunities for
ensuring accountability for PFAS polluters and enforcement of PFAS water standards.



7 Basic Information on PFAS, EPA, https://www.epa.gov/pfas/basic-information-pfas (last reviewed Apr. 7, 2017).



6 Treating PFAS in Drinking Water, EPA, https://www.epa.gov/pfas/treating-pfas-drinking-water (last updated Oct. 9,
2020); Jay N. Meegoda et al., A Review of the Applications, Environmental Release, and Remediation Technologies
of Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances, 17 Int’l J. Env’t Rsch. Pub. Health 8117 (2020).



5 Massachusetts Drinking Water Regulations, 310 C.M.R. § 22.00 (2020).



4 GenX Health Information, NC DHHS (2017),
https://files.nc.gov/ncdhhs/documents/files/Appendix%20B%20GenX%20fact%20sheet.pdf.



3 DEQ Orders Additional PFAS Reductions by Chemours, NC DEQ (Aug. 13, 2020),
https://deq.nc.gov/news/press-releases/2020/08/13/deq-orders-additional-pfas-reductions-chemours.



2 The average person ingests hundreds of milligrams of soil and dirt per day. EPA, Exposure Factors Handbook
Chapter 5: Soil and Dust Ingestion 49 (Sep. 2011). While this is not enough physical material to harm the body, the
incidental exposure to soil contaminants is a cause for concern.











2. Allowable levels of 1,4-Dioxane in surface water should be lowered.



1,4-Dioxane (or simply Dioxane) is a byproduct of manufacturing processes and is another
chemical that does not readily degrade in the environment. Dioxane is flammable, potentially
explosive, and toxic at very low concentrations, causing liver and kidney damage and increasing
the risk of cancer.8 Yet the proposed target concentration for surface waters (80 µg/L) is over 200
times higher than the allowable concentration in drinking water (0.35 µg/L).9 This differential is
flawed because it fails to recognize the nature of surface water use and chemical transport. This
should be corrected by lowering the surface water standard closer to the drinking water standard.



Surface waters include the lakes and rivers where residents swim, fish, and kayak. When people
swim, they are exposed to chemicals in that water through inhalation; skin contact, especially
when their skin is fully submerged in the water; and oral ingestion. From oral ingestion alone,
adult swimmers tend to intake around 20 milliliters while children can intake up to 100
milliliters.10 The proposed standards for Dioxane do not take into account these opportunities for
exposure in surface water, which are especially dangerous given the high toxicity of Dioxane.



Another characteristic of Dioxane is that it moves fairly easily from surface waters to soil to
groundwater, where it can contaminate drinking water supplies.11 And because Dioxane does not
readily biodegrade, it can leak from landfills and other disposal sites years after it is discarded.
The EMC should act now to ensure that Dioxane produced today does not contaminate our
surface and drinking waters in the future.



3. Water quality standards should be more strictly enforced to hold polluters
accountable.



Currently, PFAS are not regulated at all in North Carolina and the standards for 1,4-Dioxane lack
sufficient enforcement and monitoring mechanisms to ensure that people are protected. Because
1,4-Dioxane is so often used in manufacturing and industrial activities, there are many
opportunities for contamination to occur. This includes a recent discharge in Greensboro that was
six to eight times the surface water quality standard for Dioxane.12 According to an



12 Greensboro Reports Elevated Level of 1,4 Dioxane Discharge, Potential Impact to Downstream Water Systems,
DEQ (July 1, 2021),
https://deq.nc.gov/news/press-releases/2021/07/01/greensboro-reports-elevated-level-14-dioxane-discharge-potential



11 1,4-Dioxane, Environmental Working Group (Oct. 2019),
https://www.ewg.org/tapwater/reviewed-1-4-dioxane.php.



10 Swimming Pools, Spas and Similar Recreational-water Environments - Chapter 4: Chemical Hazards, World
Health Organization 61 (Aug. 2000), https://www.who.int/water_sanitation_health/bathing/srwe2chap4.pdf.



9 Public Notice of Surface Water Triennial Review, NC DEQ (May 13, 2021),
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/documents/files/PublicNotice_SurfaceWaterTriennialReview_05132021.pdf.



8 Technical Fact Sheet–1,4-Dioxane, EPA (Nov. 2017),
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2014-03/documents/ffrro_factsheet_contaminant_14-dioxane_january2014_fi
nal.pdf.











Environmental Working Group analysis, six of the top ten water utilities with the highest
concentrations of Dioxane in finished water were found in North Carolina.13



Industries are not required to remove Dioxane from their waste water or to report discharges of
the toxic chemical. The level of Dioxane in surface and drinking water is measured by third
parties like water utilities or DEQ, it is not measured at the source. This information gap means
that contaminated water can exist unbeknownst to the people who may live near, eat from, or
swim in that water. Industries that produce Dioxane should be required to notify DEQ and the
public of their releases so that people can make informed decisions for their health. Additionally,
the EMC should require industries to treat their wastewater for PFAS and Dioxane before
releasing it.



Thank you for taking these suggestions under consideration. We look forward to working with
you on ensuring swimmable and drinkable water for all North Carolinians.



Respectfully,



Erin Carey, Director of Coastal Programs
N.C. Sierra Club



13 1,4-Dioxane, EWG, https://www.ewg.org/tapwater/contaminant.php?contamcode=2049.













From: Peggy Sholar (pysholar@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 7:30:26 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


REMEMBER:  Safe water is essential for human survival.  Please do the right thing for NC citizens and enforce the
standards set by the Department of Environmental Quality.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Peggy Sholar
319 Stowe Avenue
Asheboro, NC 27203
pysholar@gmail.com
(336) 625-3884


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Matthew Hanson (matthewhanson3@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 9:00:37 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Matthew Hanson
2060 Quail Ridge Rd
Greenville, NC 27858
matthewhanson3@yahoo.com
(401) 996-0746


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Ventaloro, Christopher
To: Angela Stadler; 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Cc: meiburgemc@gmail.com; m.e.deerhake@gmail.com; Smith, Danny; Grzyb, Julie; Higgins, Karen;


jeff.manning@ncmail.net; Jay Donecker; Summer Woodard
Subject: Re: [External] Comment Letter from the City of Reidsville on Proposed 1,4-Dioxane Standard
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 4:39:35 PM


Thank you for the submission of the City of Reidsville comments, Angela. They have been
received and we will contact Mayor Donecker and City Manager Woodard if we have any
questions.


Christopher Ventaloro
Water Quality Standards Co-Coordinator
Classifications, Standards & Rules Review Branch
Division of Water Resources
North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality
 
919 707-9016 office
christopher.ventaloro@ncdenr.gov


Website: https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/water-resources/planning/classification-standards 
 
Mailing Address: 1611 Mail Service Center Raleigh, NC 27699-1611
Physical Address: 512 North Salisbury St., Raleigh, NC 27604
 
Email correspondence to and from this address is subject to the
North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.


From: Angela Stadler <astadler@ci.reidsville.nc.us>
Sent: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 4:27 PM
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
<15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov>; Ventaloro, Christopher
<christopher.ventaloro@ncdenr.gov>
Cc: meiburgemc@gmail.com <meiburgemc@gmail.com>; m.e.deerhake@gmail.com
<m.e.deerhake@gmail.com>; Smith, Danny <danny.smith@ncdenr.gov>; Grzyb, Julie
<julie.grzyb@ncdenr.gov>; Higgins, Karen <karen.higgins@ncdenr.gov>; jeff.manning@ncmail.net
<jeff.manning@ncmail.net>; Angela Stadler <astadler@ci.reidsville.nc.us>; Jay Donecker
<jay.donecker@gmail.com>; Summer Woodard <swoodard@ci.reidsville.nc.us>
Subject: [External] Comment Letter from the City of Reidsville on Proposed 1,4-Dioxane Standard
 
CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Mr. Ventaloro,
 


On behalf of Mayor Jay Donecker, please see attached the City of Reidsville’s
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comments on the proposed 1,4-dioxane standard. Please let Mayor Donecker
or City Manager Summer Woodard know if there are any questions.
 


Thank you,
Angela
 
Angela G. Stadler, CMC/NCCMC
City Clerk/Public Information Officer
City of Reidsville
336-349-1040
astadler@reidsvillenc.gov
 
 


Pursuant to North Carolina General Statues, Chapter 132, email correspondence to and from this address
may be considered public record under the North Carolina Public Records Law and may possibly be
disclosed to third parties.
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From: Marian Wenink (twenink@email.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 7:04:25 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Marian Wenink
1034 Prestwick Court
Clemmons, NC 27012
twenink@email.com
(336) 778-9273


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Preston Howard
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] NCMA"s Comments on 2020-2022 Triennial Review of Surface Waters
Date: Monday, August 2, 2021 8:48:25 PM
Attachments: NCMA Comments_1_4-Dioxane Standards_080221.doc


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Please see attached.
 
Best,
 
Preston Howard
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2 August 2021



Christopher Ventaloro



NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section



1611 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, NC 27699-1611 


Subject:  2020-2022 Triennial Review of Surface Water Quality Standards


Dear Mr. Ventaloro, 


The North Carolina Manufacturers Alliance (NCMA) is pleased to submit these comments on the Environmental Management Commission’s (EMC or Commission) proposed rule changes contained in the 2020-2022 Triennial Review of Surface Water Quality Standards.  NCMA’s comments are specifically addressed to the Commission’s proposed codification of the current “In-stream Target Values” as water quality standards for 1,4-Dioxane.  The proposed values are 80 ug/L for the protection of fish consumption in all waters, and 0.35 ug/L for the protection of water and fish consumption in surface waters classified as water supplies.  


Based on our review of the proposal as it relates to 1,4-Dioxane, we offer the following comments and concerns:



· The Division of Water Resources has apparently been using unadopted “instream target values” of 0.35 ug/l for water supply waters and 80 ug/l for all other fresh surface waters since 2010.  The enforceability of permit actions based on those unadopted values (which have never stood public review under the NC Administrative Procedures Act) is at best questionable.


· Notwithstanding the previous point, most parties, including NCMA, see the need to better control discharges of 1,4-Dioxane.  However, given the extensive use of products containing 1,4-Dioxane across many manufacturing sectors, and the high concentrations of 1,4-Dioxane in a multitude of everyday personal and household consumer products, combined with the very questionable availability of scalable treatment technologies necessary to achieve the proposed standards, we believe that the cost impacts of the proposed standards will be enormous for many industries and local governments. [Note: In one study in the State of New York, 1,4-Dioxane was found in 65 out of 80 regularly used consumer products (including shampoos, body washes, baby products, laundry detergents, hand and dish soaps) that were independently tested. Products tested had 1,4-dioxane levels as high as 17,000 ppb.  Some laundry detergents had concentrations exceeding 50 parts per million.] 


· EPA included 1,4-Dioxane in the 3rd Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule to evaluate the extent of 1,4-Dioxane’s presence in drinking waters across the nation.  Based on the UCMR 3 results EPA concluded that, “While the health effects data suggest that 1,4-dioxane may have an adverse effect on human health and the occurrence data indicate that 1,4-dioxane is occurring in finished drinking water above the HRL, the EPA continues to evaluate whether there is a meaningful opportunity to reduce health risk for persons served by PWSs by establishing an NPDWR for 1,4-dioxane. Based on UCMR 3 data, the EPA derived a national estimate of less than two baseline cancer cases per year attributable to 1,4-Dioxane in drinking water.” 



· The EMC’s proposed 1,4-Dioxane standard for drinking waters is almost three (3) times more stringent than the MCL for 1,4-Dioxane adopted by the State of New York.  Also, as best we can determine, no other state has adopted a drinking water standard for 1,4-Dioxane.  Until affordable treatment technologies are identified, the EMC should follow the lead of EPA and other states and focus efforts on educating companies and consumers on product substitution, and consumer product selection as a means to reduce 1,4-Dioxane concentrations in wastewater effluents.  



· Thorough evaluation of the costs and benefits associated with any North Carolina agency rulemaking action is a major tenant of the NC Administrative Procedures Act.  There has been no such evaluation of the costs and benefits associated with the proposed standards for 1,4-Dioxane.  Instead, the Regulatory Impacts Analysis states simply that:




“It is reasonable to expect future positive impacts to human health as a result of assessment of 




waterbodies for impairment and possible TMDL development for 1,4-dioxane;” and



“There are likely substantial ongoing human health benefits due to implementation of the 1,4-




dioxane ITVs, which will be unchanged by codifying the existing ITVs into rule. Since these 




impacts from regulating 1,4-dioxane are ongoing and are not the result of the proposed 




rulemaking, we have not included benefit/cost estimates for 1,4-dioxane in this analysis”




Whether its reasonable to expect future positive impacts to human health due to some future action 
by the Commission or not, NCMA does not see that such possible future action absolves the 
Commission of its responsibility to thoroughly evaluate the costs and benefits of 
the currently 
proposed standards. And while it may be true that there are ongoing human health benefits due to the 
implementation of un-codified ITV’s, there has been no attempt by the Commission to quantify the 
extent of those human health benefits. Further, while the impacts of “regulating” 1,4-Dioxane (albeit 
through uncodified ITVs) may be ongoing, establishment of regulatory standards such as the ones 
identified in the proposed rules necessitate development and evaluation of the costs and benefits by 
the Commission under the APA, and those requirements should not be ignored.  


We thank the Commission and DEQ staff for the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed rule, and for your thoughtful consideration of our comments.  If you have any questions, please contact me by email at preston.howard@myncma.org or by cell at 919-740-8834. 



Sincerely,



Original Signed By


A. Preston Howard, Jr., P.E. 


President










From: Martha Brimm (mcb44444@aol.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 1:45:09 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Martha Brimm
7 Surrey Lane
Durham, NC 27707
mcb44444@aol.com
(919) 493-1775


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Preston Howard
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: Re: [External] NCMA"s Comments on 2020-2022 Triennial Review of Surface Waters
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 9:27:17 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Chris,
Thanks for the followup!
Preston


Get Outlook for iOS


From: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
<15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 9:06:27 AM
To: Preston Howard <preston.howard@myncma.org>
Subject: RE: [External] NCMA's Comments on 2020-2022 Triennial Review of Surface Waters
 
Thank you Preston. Your comments have been received.
 
Christopher Ventaloro
Water Quality Standards Co-Coordinator
Classifications, Standards & Rules Review Branch
Division of Water Resources
North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality
 
919 707-9016 office
christopher.ventaloro@ncdenr.gov
 
Website: https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/water-resources/planning/classification-standards 
 
Mailing Address: 1611 Mail Service Center Raleigh, NC 27699-1611
Physical Address: 512 North Salisbury St., Raleigh, NC 27604
 
Email correspondence to and from this address is subject to the
North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.
 
 


From: Preston Howard [mailto:preston.howard@myncma.org] 
Sent: Monday, August 2, 2021 8:47 PM
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
<15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov>
Subject: [External] NCMA's Comments on 2020-2022 Triennial Review of Surface Waters
 
CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.
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Please see attached.
 
Best,
 
Preston Howard








From: badin lake
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Cyanide testing Badin Lake
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 11:05:59 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:


I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River 
Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality. 


Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak cyanide and 
fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain Creek. As recently as 
April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly average for both cyanide and 
fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly into Little Mountain Creek and into 
Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are 
frustrated and confused as to why the Division of Water Resources has not taken 
enforcement action on what appears to be a clear violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa 
Badin Business Park's permit. We are also concerned that the proposal in the Triennial 
Review to allow compliance by measuring EITHER "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it 
easier for Alcoa to comply with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to 
the environment. 


I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to the 
ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR "total" 
cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule change just to 
make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits. Monitoring Badin Lake and 
Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can make things easier or even cheaper 
for the regulated community. Rather it should be about the protection of public health and 
the environment. Even the state's own regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the 
measurement of free cyanide is less strict. 


Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be 
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure the 
greatest level of protection. We support measuring free cyanide in order to make sure we 
are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide, which is 
currently not the case. However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide be 
written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid dissociable" or 
WADs.


At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements since 
TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and the rules 
should not change midterm. How would anyone be able to compare results when now 
"apples wouldn't be compared to apples"? 
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I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require that both 
free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits.jj








From: Lori Bright (britespirit1@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 7:10:11 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Please stop water pollution in our state!  It?s literally killing us.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Lori Bright
75 Hickory Tree Rd, Apt E
Asheville, NC 28805
britespirit1@yahoo.com
(828) 699-7924


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Mary Goodkind (mary@lindleyg.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 8:22:35 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I want the highest standards science recommends and real teeth for enforcement. Hope you do, too.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Mary Goodkind
23 Ridgefield Pl
Mary, NC 28803
mary@lindleyg.com
(828) 424-7151


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: April Hardee (ahh.runnergirl@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 6:56:24 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Who wants chemical contaminants in our water?  Really, why is this even an issue to be considered by the NC
Department of Environmental Quality?  Environmental Quality


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


April Hardee
7528 Sound Dr
Emerald Isle, NC 28594
ahh.runnergirl@gmail.com
(704) 280-6575


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Howard Ferguson
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] DEC needs to strengthen the proposed changes made in this year"s Triennial Review
Date: Monday, July 19, 2021 5:52:24 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


It is my opinion that the NC Department of Environmental Quality needs to strengthen
the proposed changes made in this year's Triennial Review process with concern in the
following three areas:


1. Bacteria: NC standards should be updated so that all waters North Carolinians swim
and boat in are tested and kept safe by limiting e. coli levels. The EMC  eeds to expand
the proposed e. coli limits to the entire state which should include all of the state’s low
income and minority residents as well.


2. PFAS (also known as "forever chemicals"): The proposal fails to address this class of
toxics that has circulated for decades in our environment, even as health impacts have
been tied to increasingly small exposures. Too many North Carolina communities are
forced to take on the burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water; the
Environmental Management Commission should ensure this burden rests on the
polluters. It is very important that EMC control PFAS BECAUSE


These synthetic chemicals have been linked to increased risks of certain cancers,
reduced birth weight, and reduced hormone levels.
PFAS contamination is widespread across North Carolina and control technology
exists to keep it out of our water. The EMC should make sure that these
technologies are implemented. 
Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the burden of
removing PFAS from their drinking water; the EMC should ensure that this burden
rests on the polluters, not the downstream utilities, or even worse on NC citizens,
like myself. I have had to first buy bottled water and now I am using an expensive
filter that I have to replace every 4-6 months. 


3. 1,4-dioxane: The proposed standard allows high concentrations of 1,4-dioxane, which
is toxic at very low concentrations. The proposed standard is more than 200 times higher
than what DEQ has deemed safe for people to drink. Further, a strong standard should
apply in all waters, rather than only river segments designated for drinking water. 1,4
dioxane is difficult to treat and readily contaminates downstream segments in addition to
the stretch of the river where it is discharged. 1,4-dioxane pollution has been a problem
for years and stronger action is long overdue.
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Thank you. 
Howard L. Ferguson 


Sent from Howard's iPad








From: Diane Clark (zurclark@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 12:41:56 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Thank you for doing what you are able, to protect the natural resources in North Carolina for future generations.  As
a lifelong resident of this great state, it matters a lot to me and my family  that we take action now, to preserve the
good quality of our underground aquifers, rivers, and lakes.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians
and the environment. I appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would
like to see bolder action to protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Diane Clark
4115 Castleford Dr.
Colfax, NC 27235
zurclark@gmail.com
(336) 668-3131


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Stacey Harris
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Need testing for both forms of cyanide at Baydin Lake
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 8:28:03 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


We are requesting both forms of Cyanide testing be performed at Baydin Lake. It has come to our attention that this
is harmful to our communities. Thanks, Stacey Harris


Sent from my iPhone
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From: Eeyi Oon (eeyi.oon@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Tuesday, July 27, 2021 7:08:20 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Eeyi Oon
215 Stoney Dr.
Durham, NC 27703
eeyi.oon@gmail.com
(919) 964-1648


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Gretchen Gochenauer (ggochena@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 6:27:09 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Water by law Should have personhood !!!
These laws protect water and make it a crime to pollute or waste .    Water is life!  Water needs protection and
respect from all of us.  The current regulations favor industry over the public needs.  Look at Flint MI!


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Gretchen Gochenauer
207 Blueridge Road
Carrboro, NC 27510
ggochena@yahoo.com
(919) 229-4417


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Vanna May (vannalikesgreen@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Friday, July 23, 2021 3:59:29 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Vanna May
111 Busbee Mtn Rd
Asheville, NC 28803
vannalikesgreen@gmail.com
(828) 302-3567


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: MW Barney
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] DEQ Public Comments on PFAS/PFOS Standards
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 1:52:24 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Hello Mr. Ventaloro,


My name is Marlene Barney and I live in New Hanover County, NC a few miles from
Carolina and Kure beaches and not far from the City of Wilmington. We are on public
water administered by Aqua.


I am sending you my comments for the public comment period on proposed
PFAS/PFOS groundwater standards. I am opposed to the  proposed package of
groundwater standards, primarily for the following reasons:


 The package of standards does not do enough to protect our health.
The package of standards is not nearly as good as the standards of other states
leading the way on PFAS.


  Please set health protective PFAS/PFOS surface quality standards!


My husband and I retired to the Wilmington, NC area nearly 4 years ago.  Shortly
after buying a home and moving here in late 2017, we learned that Dupont Chemours
and other corporate polluters were dumping toxic chemicals into our water.  Since
that time,


·      My husband and I drink only bottled water – no tap water whatsoever
·      We worry about brushing our teeth and showering with tap water
·      We worry about giving our dog tap water-and often don’t
·      I even worry about the impact of watering my vegetable garden with
tap water.
·      Our drinking water has tested above safe standards for toxic chemicals
several times.


 
About a year ago, my husband developed a case of skin cancer.  Fortunately, it was
caught early by his doctor. He has also developed early kidney disease. I have
developed rashes and other skin irritations several times since moving here.
 
The best available science continues to identify human health harm from exposures
to PFOA, PFOS, and other PFAS at concentrations much lower than those proposed.
These health effects include harm to liver, kidneys, thyroid, and the immune system,
and can cause prenatal complications.
 
NC groundwater standards must protect our children, other vulnerable populations,
and all North Carolinians. Also, polluters should be required to bear the expense of
cleaning up their toxic chemicals.  Improved standards certainly are necessary, but
we can do better than this.  



mailto:msmwb1@gmail.com
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Thank you,
Marlene Barney
msmwb1@gmail.com
8508 Lakeview Drive
Wilmington, NC 28412
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From: Rebecca Galloway (reccer7848@aol.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 11:49:23 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


See comments added above about agricultural chemicals and pesticides.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.
3.  Agricultural chemicals and other pesticides need tighter regulation.  These chemicals pollute air and water and
destroy native habitats.  Use of these chemicals may be necessary in some cases, but the use should be limited as
much as possible.  All chemical applicators must have training for proper use, frequently including licensing.  The
general public should have less ready access to these toxins.


Sincerely,


Rebecca Galloway
12349 ONeal Rd
Wake Forest, NC 27587
reccer7848@aol.com
(919) 556-2183


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Maryann Witte
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] PFAS Action Act (HR 2467) and dioxane
Date: Friday, July 23, 2021 8:41:44 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Please take care of our precious water by passing these standards for PFAS and dioxane.
Thank you,
Maryann Witte
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From: Connie Raper (ckrmob@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 8:10:21 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Connie Raper
2614 Woodmont Dr
Durham, NC 27705
ckrmob@gmail.com
(919) 698-3282


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Alaina Norzagaray (alainan72@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 11:42:26 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Alaina Norzagaray
102 Swiss Stone Court
Cary, NC 27513
alainan72@gmail.com
(919) 576-7548


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Marsha Opritza (sharp.cookie@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 4:28:07 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Marsha Opritza
1059 Lakewood Dr
Newton, NC 28658
sharp.cookie@yahoo.com
(828) 238-5526


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Sarah Eckard
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Pittsboro Water Pollution
Date: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 6:01:20 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Hi Chris,


I may be too late but I just wanted to share that I am so upset about the water pollution. The
cancer risk being shared is not acceptable for me, my family, and especially my children.
There is not enough data or studies about these pollutants to even tell us that this is safe for
drinking water and what risk we have based on what we have ingested already. As a result, it
is very possible we have already passed the threshold of a 1 in 10,000 cancer risk for 1,4-
dioxane and are getting higher every time we drink our water. My father, a Pittsboro resident,
died from aggressive cancer last year. He had a type of cancer that typically has a very high
survival rate. I can't help but feel that every time I drink the water at my home, at church, or
even out at a restaurant, we are at risk. I can't even grow a vegetable garden without worrying
how much forever chemicals or 1,4-dioxane is in my tomatoes. Clean, safe water is a basic
need for everyone. No one can get their health back. We deserve more information, guidance,
and support from our local government. We deserve more accountability from industries to
pay for the pollution. Our state needs to support initiatives to keep people healthy and natural
resources usable rather than industrial interests and greed.


Sincerely,


Sarah Eckard
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From: Jenny Garvin (jennygrvn@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 11:10:06 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Jenny Garvin
402 Woodlawn Ave
Greensboro, NC 27401
jennygrvn@yahoo.com
(336) 272-5645


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Craig Conrad
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External]
Date: Sunday, July 25, 2021 9:00:41 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


To: NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section
     Attn: Christopher Ventaloro
     1611 Mail Service Center
     Raleigh, NC 27699-1611
 
Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I live full-time on Badin Lake and I am a paying member of both "Protect Badin Lake"
and "Yadkin River Keeper." Even if I didn't live and play with my grandchildren on
Badin Lake, I would still be very concerned about its water quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak
cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain
Creek.  As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly
average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly
into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current
NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of
Water Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear
violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also
concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by
measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply
with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the environment. 
 
From my understanding, the current proposed changes to the ambient water quality
standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR "total" cyanide appears
to be another example of how the state is making a rule change merely to make it
easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits.  Monitoring Badin Lake and
Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can make things easier or even
cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be about the protection of
public health and the environment.  Even the state's own regulatory analysis admits
that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure
the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make
sure we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide,
which is currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of
free cyanide be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak
acid dissociable" or WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements
since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and
the rules should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare
changes or progress when now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
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I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require
that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits. 


Many thanks for your oversight in ensuring that we leave a viable environment for
our children and grandchildren.


Craig
_____________________________________
Craig J. Conrad
Sr. Project Manager / Solution Architect
520 Pinehaven Dr, New London (Badin Lake), NC, USA 28127
+1.704.236.4772 - Mobile
CraigJConrad@gmail.com
https://www.linkedin.com/in/CraigJConrad
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From: Sarah Eckard
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] EMC Triennial Review Comments
Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 2:10:33 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Hello Chris, 
I have more to say. I would like to share that I am from Pittsboro. I would like to echo what
my town leaders and Clean Haw River has said (Katie Bryant). Please set regulations for
PFAS (and similar compounds like GenX).  I believe the standard should be 0.35ug/L in all
waters to prevent contamination downstream. As written, Greensboro would be allowed to
discharge more than they currently do on average, but just downstream, the standard would be
0.35ug/L at Pittsboro's intake. It would put a considerable burden on our town while they are
able to continue to pollute our drinking water. I would also like to see a class standard of 20
ppt for total PFAS, or all PFAS included in the EPA's 537.1 testing method. I moved to
Pittsboro when we were first married. I got preeclampsia and had to have an emergency c-
section, resulting in a premature child with a month long hospital stay. He has a
developmental delay now. Both of my children were born SGA (small for gestational age), not
even 3rd %ile on the growth charts. They are known outcomes from PFAS exposure. One of
my sisters who lives in Pittsboro has had 5 miscarriages. My friend's son had a rare cancer, t-
cell lymphoma. He has made it through all of his treatments now and his family fights for his
life every day, because his immune system is so fragile and he will always be at risk. My
father died last year from prostate cancer that morphed into a rare cancer. He was extremely
healthy and his PSA level went from less than 1 to 15 in a year. He died despite quick
treatment from very aggressive cancer, less than 2 years from his blood work revealing an
astronomical PSA. Firefighters exposed to PFOAS are known to have aggressive prostate
cancer. https://dceg.cancer.gov/research/what-we-study/pfas
I honestly believe that these issues are related to our water contamination. We didn't know
about the contamination. We drank the water all these years. We thought it was safe. Imagine
finding out that your fridge or water filters can't filter out any of the deadly chemicals in your
water. You can't even use your ice. We found out from news articles. Even now, commercial
filters aren't enough to protect us from the pollution in our water. They're not made for it.
We've been told this by the companies. Our small community is having to pay millions in
taxpayer dollars and also personal dollars (for individual filters and bottled water) to attempt
to keep ourselves safe. North Carolina owes its citizens safe drinking water by protecting
surface waters from contaminants. These compounds are giving us cancer, miscarriages, early
problems for our children, and more. People are dying when they shouldn't and carrying the
heavy health and financial consequences allowed by industrial pollution. 


Thank you for your work. May it serve the people who need it most.


Sincerely,


Sarah Eckard
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From: Ray Hearne (rayforpeace@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 6:54:31 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Ray Hearne
91 Bald Creek Rd
Leicester, NC 28748
rayforpeace@yahoo.com
(828) 683-4322


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Joanne McGrath (everythingchanges41905@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 7:37:02 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Joanne McGrath
924 Chestnut Cove Rd
Sylva, NC 28779
everythingchanges41905@gmail.com
(828) 631-1572


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Nadine Duckworth (hellof_amom@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 6:53:50 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Nadine Duckworth
804 Deal Farm Lane
Township of Taylorsville, NC 28681
hellof_amom@yahoo.com
(828) 409-9544


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Petter, Lauren
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Cc: Bouma, Stacey; Petter, Lauren; Meadows, Susan; Ventaloro, Christopher
Subject: [External] EPA"s Comments on North Carolina"s 2021 Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 8, 2021 7:27:57 AM
Attachments: EPA Comment Letter to NC DEQ on 2021 TR notice.pdf


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Mr. Ventaloro,
 
Attached are the EPA’s comments related to North Carolina’s current triennial review. As noted in
the letter, feel free to contact myself or Tony Able if you have any questions.
 
Lauren Petter
Water Quality Standards Coordinator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Phone: (404) 562-9272
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              UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
                                                               REGION 4 
                                               ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 
                                                   61 FORSYTH STREET, SW 
                                           ATLANTA, GEORGIA  30303-3104 



 
July 7, 2021 



 
              
 
 
Mr. Christopher Ventaloro 
NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section 
1611 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, North Carolina  27699-1611 
 
Dear Mr. Ventaloro: 



 
The purpose of this letter is to provide comments on North Carolina’s proposed water quality standards 
rules and request for public comment regarding the triennial review. The public notice requesting this 
feedback was published in the North Carolina Register (the Register) on May 13, 2021. Before 
providing the substance of our comments on the proposed revisions, we would like to take this 
opportunity to express appreciation to the Department of Environmental Quality and the Environmental 
Management Commission for their work to initiate this current triennial review in a timely manner. This 
current effort will allow the state to complete its triennial review hearing activities as required by statute 
and federal regulation. 
 
General Comments 
 
We understand that the state’s public notice identifies many revisions relating to new science, including 
several EPA specific Clean Water Act section 304(a) criteria recommendations. We support and 
encourage the state’s work to develop the current revisions, in consideration of the specific comments 
provided below, within this current rulemaking effort. The public notice also notes additional topics 
regarding EPA’s recommended ammonia, human health, and aluminum updates. The EPA continues to 
encourage the state to incorporate this updated scientific information into its water quality standards 
regulations, either in the current or next triennial review rulemaking effort. 
  
Specific Comments 
 
Bacteria Criteria 
 
The current proposal includes a revision to adopt site-specific E. coli criteria within Class B waters in 19 
counties, while also taking comment on statewide adoption of E. coli within Class B waters. EPA 
recommends North Carolina proceed with the option to adopt E. coli statewide for all Class B waters. 
 
Adoption of the current E. coli recommended values for all Class B waters would provide equivalent 
protection across the state, continuing to align with the current use structure within the state for Class B 
waters. While some water quality parameters can be addressed on a site-specific basis, considering 
localized conditions, differential use of bacteria, in this case, based on geography, is not consistent with 
the requirement for a sound scientific rationale to support site-specific criteria development. If North 











Carolina wishes to retain its existing fecal criteria, in addition to the statewide adoption of E. coli 
criteria, EPA recommends the same practice used by other states, which retained both criteria for a 
triennial review cycle before removing the fecal coliform so that only E. coli criteria remains in a 
subsequent rulemaking. If the state chooses this hybrid approach to move forward, we strongly 
encourage coordination with EPA in advance of state rule finalization to ensure the language is worded 
appropriately to ensure both criteria are effective for all purposes of the Clean Water Act.  
 
The current proposal allows for a statistical threshold value (STV) E. coli value of 320 cfu/100 mL and 
use of an exceedance frequency of 20% percent of samples. EPA recommends that this be revised to 
match one of the following options based on the proposed adoption of the 100 cfu/100 mL geometric 
mean (GM) value and to be consistent with the underlying science. Based on a request from Department 
staff, we are also including the comparable list of STVs for the GM value of 126 cfu/100 mL. 
 



Corresponding STVs  
for a GM of 100 cfu/ 100 mL 



(associated with an illness rate of 32/1,000) 



Corresponding STVs  
for a GM of 126 cfu/ 100 mL 



(associated with illness rate of 36/1,000) 
186 (75th percentile) 235 (75th percentile) 
217 (80th percentile) 274 (80th percentile) 
260 (85th percentile) 327 (85th percentile) 
326 (90th percentile) 410 (90th percentile) 
455 (95th percentile) 573 (95th percentile) 



 
Cadmium Criteria 
 
The current proposal revises Class C criteria for cadmium, specifically three equations within 15A 
NCAC 02B .0211(11)(e). Since the 2016 acute equation is based on protecting commercially and 
recreationally important rainbow trout, and by extension all of the salmonid species for which toxicity 
data are available, it is our understanding that the state is utilizing the 2016 acute equation for its trout 
waters. In order to address the remaining non-trout waters, the state appears to have revised the equation 
to utilize different assumptions regarding the most sensitive species, which changes one of the factors 
used to calculate the acute criterion for these waters. It is our understanding that the state is using the 
calculated final acute value for Salvelinus of 5.733 µg/L total cadmium for its non-trout waters. We ask 
that the state ensure the rationale related to the different equation used for the non-trout, acute criterion 
be provided in its responsiveness summary and/or any additional supporting documentation. This will 
ensure the Agency has the necessary information needed to review the change when the revisions are 
submitted. 
 
1,4 Dioxane Criteria 
 
The current proposal revises 15A NCAC 02B .0208 to include a human health criterion for 1,4 – 
dioxane of 80 µg/l, related to the consumption of fish and shellfish. In addition, all five water supply 
designated uses were revised to add a 1,4 – dioxane criterion of 0.35 µg/l, related to the consumption of 
water. These criteria were calculated using several factors, some of which have been updated by the 
EPA in recent criteria guidance documents. For instance, the Human Health Ambient Water Quality 
Criteria: 2015 Update (2015 Update) recommends the use of 22 grams per day fish consumption rate, 
80 kilograms for body weight, and 2.4 liters per day for drinking water consumption as opposed to the 
default assumptions used by North Carolina. EPA recommends that both criteria values be updated to 
reflect EPA’s latest recommendations for the calculation of human health criteria or that the revision to 
include 1,4 – dioxane within the state’s regulations be postponed until the state’s other human health 











criteria are updated. This will ensure that protection of the respective designated uses is consistently 
addressed for all parameters related to the 2015 Update. 
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (404) 562-9273, or have your staff contact 
Ms. Lauren Petter at (404) 562-9272. 
 
       Sincerely, 
       
 
 
           Tony Able, Chief                                     



Water Quality Planning Branch  
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			ANTHONY ABLE



















From: Del Holford
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Alcoa Badin Business Park chemical leakage
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 9:43:57 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River
Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak cyanide
and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain Creek.  As
recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported excesses in its monthly average for both
cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly into Little Mountain Creek
and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are
frustrated and confused as to why the Division of Water Resources has not
taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear violation of effluent limitations of
Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also concerned that the proposal in the
Triennial Review to allow compliance by measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will
make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its permit limits in the future and provide less
protection to the environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to the
ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR "total"
cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule change just to
make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits.  Monitoring Badin Lake and
Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can make things easier or even cheaper
for the regulated community. Rather it should be about the protection of public health and
the environment.  Even the state's own regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the
measurement of free cyanide is less strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure
the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make sure
we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide, which is
currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide be
written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid dissociable" or
WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements since
TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and the rules
should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results when now
"apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require that both
free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits. 


Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
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Sincerely,


Delbert B. Holford 








From: Linda Lewandowski (themerrywanderer@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 9:52:09 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Linda Lewandowski
33 Bermuda Sand Dr
Asheville, NC 28806
themerrywanderer@yahoo.com
(828) 665-1787


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Ann Rowell (l.ann.rowell@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 7:24:56 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Ann Rowell
7001 Thermal Road
Charlotte, NC 28211
l.ann.rowell@gmail.com
(704) 366-0653


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Rick Hills (rickg8tor@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 4:19:43 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Rick Hills
134 James Loop
Waynesville, NC 28786
rickg8tor@yahoo.com
(828) 452-0228


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: anky chau
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Cc: FR-Chris Hinkle
Subject: [External] Pittsboro Water
Date: Friday, July 30, 2021 11:30:17 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear Hearing Officer Chris Venteloro and members of the Environmental Management
Commission, 
 
My name is Anky Chau, I’m the parent of Kai Hinkle (13 yrs old) and Maya Hinkle (11
yrs old), I have lived in Pittsboro for 15 years. Our main source of drinking water is surface
water drawn from the Haw River, which has a long history of being polluted by upstream
textile industries and sludge land application from Greensboro, Burlington and Reidsville. 
  
For 15 years my family and I have been ingesting 1,4 dioxane and PFAS via our drinking
water supply, both of which regularly exceed health advisory limits. 
  
To keep my children safe they should have been drinking water with a limit of 0.35 ug/L for
1,4-dioxane, putting them at a risk of 1:1,000,000 of developing cancer per the Clean Water
Act. Instead they fall between 1:10,000 and 1:1000 risk categories. They have been exposed,
so far, their entire lives to this carcinogen due to the lack of drinking water regulations
North Carolina so desperately needs. 
  
This July the Pittsboro water supply battled, yet again, another chemical dump of 1,4-dioxane
into our drinking water supply by way of the Greensboro region where preliminary sampling
results showed levels of the likely carcinogen ranged from 543 ug/L to 687 ug/L in the
wastewater discharge into the Haw River. These concentrations moved downstream to
Pittsboro where we were forced to turn off our supply. It has been over three weeks since this
incident and the concentrations have yet to reach safe levels. In the meantime our entire town
is being exposed to 1,4-dioxane and we have no idea what health effects this will have on us. 
 
We need all surface water in North Carolina to be set to the same standards in order to
eliminate the threat of industries discharging high concentrations upstream of water users like
us. To reiterate, I am demanding that the 0.35ug/L limit apply to all surface waters.  
  
Secondly, I am shocked that the EMC has left off  PFAS for this review process. I want to
encourage you to set PFAS limits we desperately need as a contaminated community. For
years, our water samples have been used as a positive control in research studies and it has to
stop now. We are a community suffering from many health complications that range from
infertility, thyroid disease to rare cancers. 
  
In a recent study, Pittsboro blood serum samples, (including my very own) maintained higher
than the national average and showed a direct correlation to the Haw river water
concentrations.  In 2018, NC state sampling revealed our collective PFAS levels were 1000
ppt. Currently, the EPA health advisory limit of 70 ppt for PFOS and PFOA does not apply to
our population when any given day our water exceeds those limits and includes multiple PFAS
chemicals, not just PFOS and PFOA. PFAS is a family of Flourinated compounds that range



mailto:ankychau@hotmail.com

mailto:15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov

mailto:chris@hinkle.com

mailto:report.spam@nc.gov





from 5000-8000 different types. Many of  the PFAS compounds behave similarly, pose the
same risk as PFOS and PFOA, and bioaccumulate. Based on collaborative research of 16
scientists, from June 2020- PFAS regulations should be managed at the class level to
safeguard our water. We are a community overexposed, our blood serums are continually
building up and our risks of developing cancer and other health risks are increasing. I
desperately urge the EMC for PFAS to be regulated collectively as a class  and to not exceed
10 ppt.  
 
We urge you to consider our community, who has experienced decades of exceeding minimal
exposure limits, and are at risk of overexposure multiple times every day. Your “lifetime of
minimal exposure limit” does not apply to us.  We are a vulnerable population. We deserve the
safest standards possible. Set the standards with the most vulnerable communities in mind.  
 
In closing, the cost to remove these compounds is far more than our small town can handle-
1,4 dioxane can only be eliminated with UV advanced oxidation and PFAS compounds are
only completely removed with reverse osmosis. These systems are costly to install and
maintain, and should not be the burden of our small town and its taxpayers. We needed action
years ago.  This is our call to action for your agency to set standards that will protect us, our
town, and our state by preventing industry from dumping volatile organic carcinogens into our
waterway. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Anky Chau 
 
Contaminated Pittsboro Resident 
 
 


 








From: Virginia Moreland (ginnymoreland@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 7:16:59 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Virginia Moreland
201 Greene Drive
Black Mountain, NC 28711
ginnymoreland@gmail.com
(828) 449-4294


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Suzanne Davis
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Pittsboro Water--Immediate Action Needed
Date: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 9:24:38 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


To Chris Venteloro and members of the Environmental Management Commission,


We are Jeff and Suzanne Davis, native North Carolinians who returned to retire in Pittsboro in
2016.  Happily for us, our daughter, her husband, and their toddler son also moved to their
first home in Pittsboro in December of 2020. However, the truth about Pittsboro's water
contamination problems has changed our family joy to a shocking realization about the
dangers of living here.


Recently, we have been alerted to the fact that we are ingesting 1,4 dioxane and PFAS via our
drinking water supply, both of which regularly exceed health advisory limits. Our main source
of drinking water is surface water drawn from the Haw River, which we have learned has a
long history of being polluted by upstream textile industries and sludge land application from
Greensboro, Burlington and Reidsville. 


The stakes for our family health have grown exponentially now that our daughter is pregnant.
Our family members-- young, old, and unborn-- have been exposed to these carcinogens due
to the lack of drinking water regulations that North Carolina so desperately needs. We
suddenly feel as if we have moved to a Third World country, putting our children at risk.


 
This July the Pittsboro water supply was endangered again by another chemical dump of 1,4-
dioxane into our drinking water supply from the Greensboro region where preliminary
sampling results showed levels of the likely carcinogen ranged from 543 ug/L to 687 ug/L in
the wastewater discharge into the Haw River. These concentrations moved downstream to
Pittsboro where officials were forced to turn off our supply. It has been over three weeks since
this incident and the concentrations have yet to reach safe levels. In the meantime our entire
town is being exposed to 1,4-dioxane and we have no idea what health effects this will have
on us. 


All surface water in North Carolina should be set to the same standards in order to eliminate
the threat of industries discharging high concentrations upstream of water users like us. We
demand that the 0.35ug/L limit apply to all surface waters. Please also set PFAS limits
we desperately need as a contaminated community! Our community deserves the safest
standards possible.


Please take immediate action to set standards that will protect us, our town, and our state by
preventing industry from dumping volatile organic carcinogens into our waterway.


Sincerely,


Suzanne and Jeff Davis
446 May Farm Rd.
Pittsboro, NC
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From: Karen Waltman (karenwaltman@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 3:11:49 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Karen Waltman
517 Burge Mountain Rd.
Hendersonville, NC 28792
karenwaltman@yahoo.com
(352) 237-9620


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: ROSEMARY TANN (rocatgo@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Sunday, July 25, 2021 5:29:34 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


ROSEMARY TANN
14 Painted Trillium Trl., Address 2
Black Mountain, NC 28711
rocatgo@gmail.com
(954) 646-6634


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Celia Yow
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Alcoa / Badin Lake
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 10:10:07 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
My family has owned property at Badin Lake since 1966. In addition to supporting the
efforts of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River Keeper, we are North Carolina citizens
seriously concerned about holding Alcoa accountable for the long-term damage
they’ve caused to the residents of Badin and the water quality Badin Lake.
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak
cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain
Creek.  As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly
average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly
into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current
NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of
Water Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear
violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also
concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by
measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply
with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to
the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR
"total" cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule
change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits. 
Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can
make things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be
about the protection of public health and the environment.  Even the state's own
regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less
strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure
the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make
sure we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide,
which is currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of
free cyanide be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak
acid dissociable" or WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements
since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and
the rules should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results
when now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples?”
 
I hope you will reconsider making this an "either / or" proposition and require
that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits.
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Respectfully,
Celia A. Yow


Sent from my iPhone








From: Glenn Benfield
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] For Badin Lake require that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits
Date: Friday, July 30, 2021 8:55:32 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:


Two matters please:


First, please consider turning the Alcoa Badin Lake issue over to the EPA. Too many
years have passed with too little being done. 


Second, I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and
Yadkin River Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about
water quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak
cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain
Creek.  As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly
average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly
into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current
NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of
Water Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear
violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also
concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by
measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply
with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to
the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR
"total" cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule
change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits. 
Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can
make things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be
about the protection of public health and the environment.  Even the state's own
regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less
strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure
the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make
sure we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide,
which is currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of
free cyanide be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak
acid dissociable" or WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements
since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and
the rules should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results
when now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
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I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require
that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits.


Sincerely,


Glenn Benfield
101 Rolling View Drive
New London, NC 28127
Davidson County 
704-785-0851








From: Karen Mallam (ladylibrrtyusa@protonmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 6:48:41 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.  This
must include significant financial penalties for polluters, including cleaning up the water which many communities,
such as Pittsboro, drink.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Karen Mallam
810 Buckner Springs Road
Siler City, NC 27344
ladylibrrtyusa@protonmail.com
(919) 742-9953


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Virginia Moreland (ginnymoreland@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 7:16:21 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Virginia Moreland
201 Greene Drive
Black Mountain, NC 28711
ginnymoreland@gmail.com
(828) 449-4294


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: William Eckard
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Pittsboro Water
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 10:26:45 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


We have concerning levels of PFAS and 1,4-dioxane in our drinking water, sourced from 
the Haw River. It is the result of industrial dumping and we are having to put in our own 
expensive filters in our homes, at significant cost, to try to address the health risks in our 
drinking water. I believe the standard should be 0.35ug/L in all waters to prevent 
contamination downstream. As written, Greensboro would be allowed to discharge more 
than they currently do on average, but just downstream, the standard would be 0.35ug/L 
at Pittsboro's intake. It would put a considerable burden on our town while they are able 
to continue to pollute our drinking water. I would also like to see a class standard of 20 
ppt for total PFAS, or all PFAS included in the EPA's 537.1 testing method.


We don’t want to be the next Flint, MI. 
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From: Gary Feimster (georgef7373@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 3:07:37 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Gary Feimster
845 Graham Loop Rd
Mount Ulla, NC 28125
georgef7373@gmail.com
(704) 550-1895


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Karla Heinen (karlaheinen@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 9:27:25 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


No one should have to suffer adverse health consequences due to unclean water. We need to protect this vital
resource for our children, for everyone.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Karla Heinen
408 NORTHCLIFT DR
RALEIGH, NC 27609
karlaheinen@gmail.com
(919) 621-6843


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Art
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Alcoa polluting Badin Lake
Date: Friday, July 30, 2021 3:57:32 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River
Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak
cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain
Creek.  As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly
average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly
into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current
NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of
Water Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear
violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also
concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by
measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply
with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to
the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR
"total" cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule
change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits. 
Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can
make things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be
about the protection of public health and the environment.  Even the state's own
regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less
strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure
the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make
sure we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide,
which is currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of
free cyanide be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak
acid dissociable" or WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements
since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and
the rules should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results
when now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require
that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits. 
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--  Sent from Art's iPhone








From: Linda Choi
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Free and total cyanide
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 10:21:32 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River
Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak
cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain
Creek.  As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly
average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly
into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current
NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of
Water Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear
violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also
concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by
measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply
with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the environment. 
 
From what I understand, the current proposed changes to the ambient water quality
standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR "total" cyanide appears
to be another example of how the state is making a rule change just to make it easier
for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits.  Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's
discharge should never be about how we can make things easier or even cheaper for
the regulated community. Rather it should be about the protection of public health
and the environment.  Even the state's own regulatory analysis admits that allowing
for the measurement of free cyanide is less strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure
the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make
sure we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide,
which is currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of
free cyanide be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak
acid dissociable" or WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements
since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and
the rules should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results
when now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require
that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits. 


Linda Patel
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From: Stella Gibson (sbgibson8@msn.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 6:47:01 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Please, stronger, more stringent water standards are essential for ensuring our future health.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Stella Gibson
167 Mockingbird Lane
Mocksville, NC 27028
sbgibson8@msn.com
(336) 751-2530


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Sherri Paul (spvc61@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 6:46:41 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Sherri Paul
2011 Chedington Drive
Apex, NC 27502
spvc61@gmail.com
(845) 709-3666


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Katie Bryant
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Fwd: Clean Water for the Citizens of Pittsboro
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 2:59:01 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


From a concerned Resident of Pittsboro, NC. 


--
Katie Bryant, BS Microbiology | Jessica Merricks, PhD Biological Sciences
Clean Haw River Co-founders


---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Doreen Wassell <dfw816@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Jul 27, 2021 at 8:20 AM
Subject: Clean Water for the Citizens of Pittsboro
To: <cleanhawriver@gmail.com>


Dear Committee Members:


As a fifteen year resident of Pittsboro I am very familiar with the many challenges to
the drinking water supply. This latest incident involving a spill of 1,4 dioxane from
Greensboro into the Neuse River Basin and the contamination levels reaching as far
as Pittsboro is very alarming; this issue is now in crisis mode. Clean drinking water is
essential to all citizens and the disposal of toxins i.e.: 1,4 dioxane must be stringently
regulated if the quality of life is to be one that is free of major health calamities for all
the people of NC, and especially for the residents of Pittsboro who draw their water
supply from the Haw River, a site of repeated contamination with PFAS. 


PFAS are linked to liver, kidney, and childhood leukemia. I urge this committee to act
in the only ethical and responsible manner possible and place strict, enforceable
guidelines that prohibit these toxic chemicals from being released into any water
supply. It is evident that the EPA is not prepared to address this nationwide issue as
twenty seven states currently face contaminated water supplies due to PFAS in the
drinking water supply. Thus, it is up to the states to protect the precious commodity of
clean drinking water within their own individual states. I ask that this
committee protect both the water supply and the health and well being of the citizens
of North Carolina by acting now to prohibit 1,4 dioxane at any level from entering the
water supply that is pulled from the Neuse River Basin and the Haw River. It is within
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your authority to levy restrictions that apply to ALL PFAS and I ask that you exercise
this responsibility for the citizens of North Carolina and Pittsboro.


Sincerely,


Doreen F Wassell
Resident of Pittsboro








From: Ron Liberto
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Badin Lake
Date: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 4:37:48 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>



mailto:rlib@verizon.net

mailto:15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov

mailto:report.spam@nc.gov






From: Tracie Fowler
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Pittsboro resident - Stop allowing us to be poisoned!
Date: Thursday, July 29, 2021 4:41:35 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear Hearing Officer Chris Venteloro and members of the Environmental Management 
Commission,


My name is Tracie Fowler. I have lived in Pittsboro for 8 years. Our main source of 
drinking water is surface water drawn from the Haw River, which has a long history of being 
polluted by upstream textile industries and sludge land application from Greensboro, 
Burlington and Reidsville.
 
For 8 years my family and I have been ingesting 1,4 dioxane and PFAS via our drinking water 
supply, both of which regularly exceed health advisory limits. From 2016-2018 I spent over 
a year having eye tests, blood tests, MRI's, etc. to diagnose mysterious, recurring 2-3 day 
long headaches with no known cause nor relevant medical history. At the advice of my 
doctor, who was out of ideas, I left my high paying corporate job because he suspected 
stress. The headaches continued. The headaches vanished when I stopped drinking 
Pittsboro water. 
 
This July the Pittsboro water supply battled, yet again, another chemical dump of 1,4-dioxane 
into our drinking water supply by way of the Greensboro region where preliminary sampling 
results showed levels of the likely carcinogen ranged from 543 ug/L to 687 ug/L in the 
wastewater discharge into the Haw River. These concentrations moved downstream to 
Pittsboro where we were forced to turn off our supply. It has been over three weeks since this 
incident and the concentrations have yet to reach safe levels. In the meantime our entire town 
is being exposed to 1,4-dioxane and we have no idea what health effects this will have on us.


We need all surface water in North Carolina to be set to the same standards in order to 
eliminate the threat of industries discharging high concentrations upstream of water users like 
us. To reiterate, I am demanding that the 0.35ug/L limit apply to all surface waters. 
 
Secondly, I am shocked that the EMC has left off  PFAS for this review process. I want to 
encourage you to set PFAS limits we desperately need as a contaminated community. For 
years, our water samples have been used as a positive control in research studies and it has to 
stop now. We are a community suffering from many health complications that range from 
infertility, thyroid disease to rare cancers.
 
In a recent study, Pittsboro blood serum samples, maintained higher than the national average 
and showed a direct correlation to the Haw river water concentrations.  In 2018, NC state 
sampling revealed our collective PFAS levels were 1000 ppt. Currently, the EPA health 
advisory limit of 70 ppt for PFOS and PFOA does not apply to our population when any given 
day our water exceeds those limits and includes multiple PFAS chemicals, not just PFOS and 
PFOA. PFAS is a family of Flourinated compounds that range from 5000-8000 different 
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types. Many of  the PFAS compounds behave similarly, pose the same risk as PFOS and 
PFOA, and bioaccumulate. Based on collaborative research of 16 scientists, from June 2020- 
PFAS regulations should be managed at the class level to safeguard our water. We are a 
community overexposed, our blood serums are continually building up and our risks of 
developing cancer and other health risks are increasing. I desperately urge the EMC for PFAS 
to be regulated collectively as a class and to not exceed 10 ppt. 


We urge you to consider our community, who has experienced decades of exceeding minimal 
exposure limits, and are at risk of overexposure multiple times every day. Your “lifetime of 
minimal exposure limit” does not apply to us.  We are a vulnerable population. We deserve the 
safest standards possible. Set the standards with the most vulnerable communities in mind. 


In closing, the cost to remove these compounds is far more than our small town can handle- 
1,4 dioxane can only be eliminated with UV advanced oxidation and PFAS compounds are 
only completely removed with reverse osmosis. These systems are costly to install and 
maintain, and should not be the burden of our small town and its taxpayers. We needed action 
years ago.  This is our call to action for your agency to set standards that will protect us, our 
town, and our state by preventing industry from dumping volatile organic carcinogens into our 
waterway.


Sincerely,


Tracie Fowler


Contaminated Pittsboro Resident








From: Stephen Weissman (sweissman4@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 7:15:37 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Stephen Weissman
8 Oak Ct.
Candler, NC 28715
sweissman4@gmail.com
(828) 255-5602


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Robert Wagner (bobby@rwagnerphotography.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 1:51:23 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I have two young kids, I'd like for them to grow up in a chemical free North Carolina free from toxic pollution. 
Please consider our most important but voiceless members of society, our children and their children...  Let's protect
our future!


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Robert Wagner
3021 Lewis Farm Road
Raleigh, NC 27607
bobby@rwagnerphotography.com
(917) 971-3012


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Cathy Cole (cathycole0@icloud.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 9:19:02 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


This is also an environmental justice issue as economically disadvantaged communities which in NC translate into
Black, Latinx, and Indigenous communities invariably have the most harm from lax regulations.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Cathy Cole
113 White Oak Way
Chapel Hill, NC 27514
cathycole0@icloud.com
(919) 360-3071


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Patricia Brown (mpbrowncnm@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 6:42:59 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


What are we waiting for ???


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Patricia Brown
209 landsbury drive
durham, NC 27707
mpbrowncnm@gmail.com
(607) 435-4906


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Micah McLain (micah.mclain@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 9:12:04 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


Please protect the waters we love and depend on.


Thank you,
Micah


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Micah McLain
97 Virginia Ave
Asheville, NC 28806
micah.mclain@gmail.com
(404) 626-6233


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Nancy Jones
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Cc: Sarah Eckard; Heather Barsallo; Holly Douthitt; Ashley Garrison
Subject: [External] Haw River Water Quality
Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 2:38:02 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


To NC Environmental  Management Commission:


I am writing to urge the Commission to take action and make a priority the removal of toxins from our water sources
for communities across the state.


Here in Pittsboro, our source of water for the community in which my four daughters, four sons-in-law and my nine
grandchildren in addition to me has forced us now to install expensive(not to mention expensive plumber and
electrician costs which are significant)
water filters in our home.


I and my husband moved to Pittsboro in 2013 from Charlotte, NC after my husband retired from his company of 40
years of employment with that company. He was
60. We were perfectly healthy when we moved to Pittsboro. Last year on April
12, 2020, He died of metastatic prostate cancer which came light in 2018 when his PSA shot to 15 in July 2018 after
a 0 PSA in July of 2017 which was the norm for him all his life. When he died at the age of 68, just two months shy
of his 69th birthday. I thank God that he did not die of Covid-19 but he spent months in agony when the cancer
spread to his bones and his liver. As it turned out, he died 17 days after leaving Duke University Main Hospital.
Thankfully by God’s grace and mercy, my four daughters and I were together to see him away from his life on
deterioration and pain into his life of peace and pain-free life in God’s eternal kingdom. His final words to were, “I
love you.” And then he was gone.


My understanding is that there may be a link from the dumped industrial chemicals in the Haw River may be linked
to the incidence of prostate cancer according to expert researchers into the medical effects on residents who rely on
the local water supply. Needless to say, this possible link to cancer is of personal and very deep concern to me.


I urge you for the health of me and my children’s families to witness to my loss and my story of grief for my entire
family. We were finally able because of COVID-19 restrictions everywhere to have his memorial service with as
much of his family at Christ United Methodist Church in Chapel Hill. We were restricted to 50 people. We had 44
there.


Thank you for all you are doing to gather facts and information from NC residents who can bolster the legislature’s
awareness of our statewide problem of contaminated water sources for our cities, towns and communities. We need
your efforts not only to influence our legislators but to get them to commit NC State governmental funds to
significantly ameliorate this pervasive situation; ie, to put their money where their mouths are!!!!!!


Thank you for your time.
May we all be blessed by God to challenge and direct changes affecting all of us North Carolinians who live here
and love North Carolina.


Nancy Badgley Jones
38 N Freeman Drive
Pittsboro, NC 27312
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Sent from my iPhone








From: rcjlwj@warwicke.net
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Badin Lake Cyanide Testing
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 12:16:55 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


                     
 
Dear Christopher Ventaloro and NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I am a property owner at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin
River Keeper, but most importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak cyanide and
fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain Creek.  As recently as
April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly average for both cyanide and
fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly into Little Mountain Creek and Lake
Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated
and confused as to why the Division of Water Resources has not taken enforcement action
on what appears to be a clear violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's
permit. We are also concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow
compliance by measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to
comply with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to the
ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR "total"
cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule change just to
make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits.  Monitoring Badin Lake
and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can make things easier or even
cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be about the protection of public
health and the environment.  Even the state's regulatory analysis admits that allowing for
the measurement of free cyanide is less strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure
the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide to make sure we are
testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide, which is currently
not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide be written
to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid dissociable" or WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements since
TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and the rules
should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results when now
"apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either-or" proposition but require that both
free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits. 
 


Randy Johnson
704.740.2900
 



mailto:rcjlwj@warwicke.net

mailto:15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov

mailto:report.spam@nc.gov






From: Tara Bodenstab
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Protect Badin Lake & Little Mountain Creek
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 8:18:27 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department: I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter 
of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously 
concerned about water quality. Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business 
Park continue to leak cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and 
Little Mountain Creek. As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its 
monthly average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly 
into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES 
Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of Water 
Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear violation of 
effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also concerned that the 
proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by measuring EITHER "Free" OR 
"Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its permit limits in the future and 
provide less protection to the environment. I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, 
the current proposed changes to the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by 
measuring either "free" cyanide OR "total" cyanide appears to be another example of how 
the state is making a rule change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing 
permit limits. Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we 
can make things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be 
about the protection of public health and the environment. Even the state's own regulatory 
analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less strict. Specifically, 
the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be changed to require 
the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure the greatest level of 
protection. We support measuring free cyanide in order to make sure we are testing for the 
most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide, which is currently not the case. 
However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide be written to include 
hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid dissociable" or WADs. At the same 
time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements since TOTAL 
cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and the rules should not 
change midterm. How would anyone be able to compare results when now "apples wouldn't 
be compared to apples"? I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" 
proposition but require that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for 
regulatory permits.
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From: LINDA ROHRET (linda.rohret@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 6:42:03 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


LINDA ROHRET
11 Pinyon Place
Durham, NC 27707
linda.rohret@gmail.com
(984) 289-4171


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Michael Marshall (mmmarsha@uncg.edu) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 9:02:23 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Michael Marshall
605 Hannah McKenzie Dr
Greensboro, NC 27455
mmmarsha@uncg.edu
(336) 545-0171


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: kdavis5@carolina.rr.com
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Badin Lake Cyanide Testing/Water Quality
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 8:28:29 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River
Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak cyanide and
fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain Creek.  As recently as
April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly average for both cyanide and
fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly into Little Mountain Creek and into
Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES Storm Water Permit. 


Please help us hold Alcoa accountable and responsible for cleaning up after years of
ecological abuse - they profited handsomely off of the Badin Alcoa site for years - and
whether they knew at the time they were causing environmental harm or not - they need
to be responsible for their actions and stop all contamination of our lake.


We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of Water Resources has not
taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear violation of effluent limitations of
Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also concerned that the proposal in the
Triennial Review to allow compliance by measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will
make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its permit limits in the future and provide less
protection to the environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to the
ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR "total"
cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule change just to
make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits.  Monitoring Badin Lake
and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can make things easier or even
cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be about the protection of public
health and the environment.  Even the state's own regulatory analysis admits that allowing
for the measurement of free cyanide is less strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure
the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make sure
we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide, which is
currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide be
written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid dissociable" or
WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements since
TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and the rules
should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results when now
"apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require that both
free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits. 
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Respectfully,


Ken Davis
383 Pineridge Road
New London, NC 28127
 








From: Heather Barsallo
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Haw River contamination
Date: Monday, August 2, 2021 3:00:48 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


We have concerning levels of PFAS and 1,4-dioxane in our drinking water, sourced from the 
Haw River. It is the result of industrial dumping and we are having to put in our own 
expensive filters in our homes, at significant cost, to try to address the health risks in our 
drinking water. I believe the standard should be zero ug/L in all waters to prevent 
contamination downstream. As written, Greensboro would be allowed to discharge more 
than they currently do on average and It would put a considerable burden on our town 
while they are able to continue to pollute our drinking water. I would also like to see a class 
standard of zero ppt for total PFAS, or all PFAS included in the EPA's 537.1 testing method.


Thank you,


Heather



mailto:heatherbarsallo@gmail.com

mailto:15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov

mailto:report.spam@nc.gov






From: admiralsue
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Protect Badin Lake and its Citizens
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 8:59:00 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:


I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River Keeper,
but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.   


Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak cyanide and
fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain Creek.  As recently as
April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly average for both cyanide and
fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake
Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and
confused as to why the Division of Water Resources has not taken enforcement action on what
appears to be a clear violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit.
We are also concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by
measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply with
its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the environment. 


I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to the ambient
water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR "total" cyanide
appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule change just to make it easier
for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits.  Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's
discharge should never be about how we can make things easier or even cheaper for the
regulated community. Rather it should be about the protection of public health and the
environment.  Even the state's own regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the
measurement of free cyanide is less strict.  


Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be changed
to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure the greatest level of
protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make sure we are testing for the
most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide, which is currently not the case. 
However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide be written to include
hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid dissociable" or WADs.


At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements since
TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and the rules
should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results when now "apples
wouldn't be compared to apples"?  


I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require that both free
and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits.


Sincerely,
Susan T. Dowless
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Sent via the Samsung Galaxy S21 5G, an AT&T 5G smartphone








From: Deidre Duffy (ddduffy88@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Friday, July 23, 2021 3:36:26 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I have witnessed the harm poor water quality has on people. No one should be made to suffer like that. Nor should
the aquatic life.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Deidre Duffy
67 Craggy Ave
Asheville, NC 28806
ddduffy88@yahoo.com
(828) 778-8771


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Laura Perdue (laura_perdue@icloud.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 8:41:13 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Laura Perdue
618 Isley Place
Burlington, NC 27215
laura_perdue@icloud.com
(336) 675-5269


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: OscarHeather Barsallo
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Haw River contamination
Date: Monday, August 2, 2021 3:03:10 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


We have concerning levels of PFAS and 1,4-dioxane in our drinking water, sourced from the 
Haw River. It is the result of industrial dumping and we are having to put in our own 
expensive filters in our homes, at significant cost, to try to address the health risks in our 
drinking water. I believe the standard should be zero ug/L in all waters to prevent 
contamination downstream. As written, Greensboro would be allowed to discharge more 
than they currently do on average and It would put a considerable burden on our town 
while they are able to continue to pollute our drinking water. I would also like to see a class 
standard of zero ppt for total PFAS, or all PFAS included in the EPA's 537.1 testing method.


Thank you,


Oscar Barsallo
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From: Lisa Reinhardt
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Badin Lake Cyanide levels
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 9:05:52 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


 
Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin
River Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water
quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak
cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain
Creek.  As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly
average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly
into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current
NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division
of Water Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a
clear violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are
also concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by
measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to
comply with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the
environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to
the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide
OR "total" cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule
change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits. 
Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can
make things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should
be about the protection of public health and the environment.  Even the state's own
regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less
strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should
be changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to
ensure the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in
order to make sure we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic
forms of cyanide, which is currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to
see the definition of free cyanide be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide
ions, and the "weak acid dissociable" or WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide
measurements since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit
requirements and the rules should not change midterm.  How would anyone be
able to compare results when now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require
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that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits.


Lisa Reinhardt
570 Pinehaven Drive
New London, NC 28127
704-614-6123
Lots 59, 60, 61


-- 


 








From: Teresa Sowinski
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Protect Badin Lake
Date: Monday, August 2, 2021 10:08:06 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


I am a resident and concerned citizen for Badin Lake. Please require Alcoa to measure both total and free cyanide in
order to protect the lake, wildlife and citizens.   Thank you for making this a priority.


Teresa Sowinski
191 Old North State Lane
New London, NC 28127
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From: Javier G. Madrigal Jr. (javier.g.madrigal@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Friday, July 23, 2021 6:22:12 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


this is easy. no pollution of any kind in our water. make the polluters and rich pay for it.


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Javier G. Madrigal Jr.
2630 South Blvd
charlotte, NC 28209
javier.g.madrigal@gmail.com
(509) 237-6208


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Terry Campbell (tkccam@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 8:35:46 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I lived in Clay County for over 30 years and there was a time years ago when Lake Chatuge had issues and we were
told not to eat the fish, etc. I live in Buncombe County now and I understand there is an issue with the French Broad
as well. There has been a time in the past where people were cautioned not to swim in the French Broad. That is so
sad to not be able to enjoy a beautiful river. I know that all of western NC had had issues with chemicals being used
in farming going into the creeks and rivers they border. It just goes on. Please keep our rivers, lakes and streams safe
for future generations. I know my grandchildren would appreciate it! Thank you!


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Terry Campbell
20 Ridgeland Rd.
Asheville, NC 28805
tkccam@yahoo.com
(706) 897-2750


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Dan Barrier
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Badin Lake Cyanide testing
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 8:35:15 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
 
Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River
Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak cyanide and
fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain Creek.  As recently as
April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly average for both cyanide and
fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly into Little Mountain Creek and into
Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are
frustrated and confused as to why the Division of Water Resources has not
taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear violation of effluent limitations of
Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also concerned that the proposal in the
Triennial Review to allow compliance by measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will
make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its permit limits in the future and provide less
protection to the environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to the
ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR "total"
cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule change just to
make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits.  Monitoring Badin Lake
and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can make things easier or even
cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be about the protection of public
health and the environment.  Even the state's own regulatory analysis admits that allowing
for the measurement of free cyanide is less strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure
the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make sure
we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide, which is
currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide be
written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid dissociable" or
WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements since
TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and the rules
should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results when now
"apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require that both
free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits. 
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Sincerely,
Daniel L Barrier
Badin Lake property owner








From: Jennifer Koontz
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Help protect Badin Lake!
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 9:06:40 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
 
I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River
Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak cyanide
and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain Creek. As
recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly average for both
cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly into Little Mountain Creek
and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES Storm Water Permit.
 
We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of Water Resources has not taken
enforcement action on what appears to be a clear violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa
Badin Business Park's permit. We are also concerned that the proposal in the Triennial
Review to allow compliance by measuring EITHER "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it
easier for Alcoa to comply with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to
the environment. From what I understand, the current proposed changes to the ambient
water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR "total" cyanide
appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule change just to make it
easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits. Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's
discharge should never be about how we can make things easier or even cheaper for the
regulated community. Rather it should be about the protection of public health and the
environment. Even the state's own regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the
measurement of free cyanide is less strict. Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of
either a free OR total cyanide should be changed to require the measurement of BOTH
Free AND Total cyanide to ensure the greatest level of protection. We support measuring
free cyanide in order to make sure we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially
toxic forms of cyanide, which is currently not the case. However, I would ALSO like to see
the definition of free cyanide be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the
"weak acid dissociable" or WADs. At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the
TOTAL cyanide measurements since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing
permit requirements and the rules should not change midterm. How would anyone be able
to compare results when now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require that both
free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jennifer Koontz
 



mailto:jkoontz@popeandland.com

mailto:15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021@ncdenr.gov

mailto:report.spam@nc.gov






From: Treva Miller
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Protect Badin Lake
Date: Sunday, August 1, 2021 5:53:00 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River
Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak
cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain
Creek.  As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly
average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly
into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current
NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of
Water Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear
violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also
concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by
measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply
with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to
the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR
"total" cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule
change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits. 
Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can
make things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be
about the protection of public health and the environment.  Even the state's own
regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less
strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure
the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make
sure we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide,
which is currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of
free cyanide be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak
acid dissociable" or WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements
since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and
the rules should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results
when now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require
that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits. 


Kindest regards,
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Treva S. Miller
1434 Lakeshore Drive
New London, NC
treva1574@gmail.com
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From: Linda Lewandowski (themerrywanderer@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Friday, July 23, 2021 4:56:35 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Linda Lewandowski
33 Bermuda Sand Dr
Asheville, NC 28806
themerrywanderer@yahoo.com
(828) 665-1787


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Keith Johnson (kmjohnso15@hotmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 8:19:07 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Keith Johnson
810 Buckner SpringsRoad
Siler City, NC 27344
kmjohnso15@hotmail.com
(919) 742-9953


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Ann Colley
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] It"s Time to Add Stronger Water Protections in North Carolina
Date: Friday, July 30, 2021 9:58:24 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class


There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
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adopted.


Thank you!


Ann Colley 
ann.colley02@gmail.com 
40 East 94th Street 
New York, New York 10128








From: Pat Zeabart
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Cc: Leonard and Pat Zeabart
Subject: [External] Badin Lake Water Quality
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 6:54:00 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


July 22, 2021


Dear Member of the NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department, 


I am a fulltime resident in the Dixie Shores neighborhood on Badin Lake in Montgomery Co, NC. 
Our immediate family of 10 people (2 elderly, 4 middle aged, and 4 middle schoolers) is very
concerned about water quality. We all swim in Badin Lake on a regular basis and do not want to
suffer current and long-term health problems due to cyanide and other chemicals present in Badin
Lake.  We are unable to feel confident that the Badin Lake water is currently truly safe.  Looking to
the future, will you ensure through all of the authority you may possess that the water quality of
Badin Lake will improve and certainly not get worse?  Please help us protect our health, community
and secondarily our property values. 


Is the Division of Water Resources taking all needed and available enforcement action on all
violations of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit? Holding industry
accountable is essential.  


Please do not support the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by measuring either
"Free" OR "Total" cyanide!  We need maximum (not less) protection to the environment. Please do
everything in your power to ensure strict monitoring of both “Total” and “Free” cyanide to protect
our health and the environment.  Simply put, it is essential that you require that both free and total
cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits.


 


Thank you,


Patricia Zeabart


532 Shoreline Road


New London, NC 28127


pzeabart@gmail.com
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From: Kathy Kiser
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Protect Badin Lake
Date: Friday, July 30, 2021 9:20:45 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River Keeper,
but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak cyanide and
fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain Creek.  As recently as
April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly average for both cyanide and
fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake
Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and
confused as to why the Division of Water Resources has not taken enforcement action on what
appears to be a clear violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit.
We are also concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by
measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply with
its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to the ambient
water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR "total" cyanide
appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule change just to make it easier
for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits.  Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's
discharge should never be about how we can make things easier or even cheaper for the
regulated community. Rather it should be about the protection of public health and the
environment.  Even the state's own regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the
measurement of free cyanide is less strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be changed
to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure the greatest level of
protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make sure we are testing for the
most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide, which is currently not the case. 
However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free cyanide be written to include
hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid dissociable" or WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements since
TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and the rules
should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results when now "apples
wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require that both free
and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits. 


Sent from my iPad
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From: Lucy Tyndall (beaverfalls1@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 2:52:25 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Lucy Tyndall
2958 Caldwell Ridge Parkway
Charlotte, NC 28213
beaverfalls1@yahoo.com
(336) 582-1973


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Kay Myers
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Cc: Kay Myers
Subject: [External] Badin Lake Water Quality
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 9:41:13 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River
Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak
cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain
Creek.  As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly
average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly
into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current
NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of
Water Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear
violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also
concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by
measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply
with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to
the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR
"total" cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule
change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits. 
Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can
make things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be
about the protection of public health and the environment.  Even the state's own
regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less
strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure the
greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make
sure we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide,
which is currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of
free cyanide be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak
acid dissociable" or WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements
since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and
the rules should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results
when now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require that
both free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits. 


Kay Myers
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kmyersdesign@triad.rr.com
152 Forest Creek Dr.
Winston Salem, NC 27107
336-817-0092


Good design speaks for itself.
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From: Rebecca Marks
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] It"s Time to Add Stronger Water Protections in North Carolina
Date: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 2:03:06 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class


There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
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adopted.


Thank you!


Rebecca Marks 
becmarks@gmail.com 
2213 Camellia Dr 
Wilmington, North Carolina 28403








From: Angela Nastri
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Protect Badin Lake
Date: Friday, July 30, 2021 4:01:59 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River
Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak
cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain
Creek.  As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly
average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly
into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current
NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of
Water Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear
violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also
concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by
measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply
with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to
the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR
"total" cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule
change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits. 
Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can
make things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be
about the protection of public health and the environment.  Even the state's own
regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less
strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure
the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make
sure we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide,
which is currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of
free cyanide be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak
acid dissociable" or WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements
since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and
the rules should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results
when now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require
that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits. 
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Angela Nastri
BadinLake


Sent from my iPhone








From: Sarah Wright (saawright@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 8:10:13 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Sarah Wright
1459 Hideaway Mountain Dr
Murphy, NC 28906
saawright@gmail.com
(912) 398-5344


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Laura Lathan (consumerofstuff@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Surface Water Triennial Review
Date: Thursday, July 15, 2021 7:50:11 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to Report Spam.<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


The triennial review is an opportunity to tighten surface water standards to protect the health of North Carolinians. I
appreciate the proposed updates to some standards, like cadmium and cyanide, but would like to see bolder action to
protect our water quality.


For decades, industries have been allowed to release industrial toxins like PFAS and 1,4 dioxane into our waterways
with little to no accountability for the contamination or the health of downstream communities.


I request the following changes to the proposed rules:


1. Require that DEQ hold polluters accountable for 1,4 dioxane discharges. DEQ has known about 1,4 dioxane
pollution for years but has taken little meaningful action to address the threat. The 0.35 ug/L water quality standard
for 1,4 dioxane is already North Carolina law. We support clarification of that in this rulemaking, but the EMC must
ensure that DEQ pairs that with action designed to ensure that entities releasing 1,4 dioxane meet the standard.


2. Set protective standards for PFAS as a class. Too many North Carolina communities are forced to take on the
burden of removing PFAS from their drinking water. Failure to set these standards will continue to favor polluters
over downstream communities.


The EMC has a statutory responsibility to adopt rules for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the state's
air and water resources. That includes protecting communities from industrial contamination. We can do that by
strengthening current standards, adding a PFAS discharge standard, and making sure that companies who violate
these standards are held to account.


Sincerely,


Laura Lathan
1312 Gateshead Lane
Matthews, NC 28105
consumerofstuff@gmail.com
(410) 310-6808


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with NC Sierra
Club. If you need more information, please contact Margaret Lillard at NC Sierra Club at
margaret.lillard@sierraclub.org or (919) 833-8467.
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From: Shannon Pelkey
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] It"s Time to Add Stronger Water Protections in North Carolina
Date: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 2:00:26 PM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Manager Chris Ventoro,


Dear Mr. Christopher Ventalor, NC DEQ-DWR Planning Section,


I'm writing as a supporter of Waterkeepers Carolina. I am echoing their request for changes
and updates to surface water quality standards. The changes in this Triennial Review period do
not go far enough to protect our waters and communities. To adequately protect our waters
and communities, DEQ should recommend that the EMC should consider the following:


Establish a statewide E.coli standard as the pathogenic indicator in all surface waters


The EMC has proposed that 19 counties in the western part of North Carolina establish the
E.coli standard, however, this proposal should be extended to the entire state. Fecal
contamination is a statewide problem with public health implications. When people come into
contact with water containing high levels of E.coli or fecal contamination, they can suffer from
gastrointestinal illness, eye infections, and skin irritations. The presence of E.coli in water is the
best available indicator of recent fecal waste contamination and has been the recommended
standard for recreational waters by EPA since 2012.


Adopt standards to protect against harmful algal blooms


Many of North Carolina’s rivers and lakes are overloaded with nitrogen and phosphorus,
leading to algal blooms and in some cases harmful algal blooms that contain cyanotoxins that
can adversely affect drinking water and endanger human health, pets and aquatic life. North
Carolina does not have an ambient water quality standard for cyanobacteria or related
cyanotoxins. EPA has recommended water quality criteria for two of the most common
cyanotoxins, microcystins and cylindrospermopsin. The EMC should adopt the 2019 EPA-
recommended cyanotoxin ambient water-quality criteria for recreational use.


Adopt a standard for PFAS as a class


There are currently no proposals to set a surface water standard for PFAS, despite the ongoing
crisis with forever chemical contamination in North Carolina that has gained national attention.
It's past time for our state agencies to set protective standards for PFAS as a class for our
surface waters that is protective of human health. There are thousands of different specific per-
and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), so rather than adopting surface water quality
standards for them one by one, the EMC should start by adopting a class standard for a total
allowed concentration of PFAS, for at least all Class A waters. Based on the available science,
a standard of no more than 20 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of all PFAS should be
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adopted.


Thank you!


Shannon Pelkey 
pelkeynikki1@gmail.com 
4507 Coddington Loop Apt 203 
Wilmington, North Carolina 28405








From: Paul Straubel
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Badin Lake Water Quality
Date: Monday, August 2, 2021 3:58:23 PM
Importance: High


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I am a 14 year resident of Badin Lake and a strong supporter of Protect Badin Lake and the
Yadkin River Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen whose children and grandchildren
swim in the waters of this precious natural resource. I am writing you because I am
seriously concerned about the lakes’ water quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park are continuing to leak
cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain Creek. As
recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly average for both
cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly into Little Mountain Creek
and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are
extremely frustrated and confused as to why the Division of Water Resources has not
taken enforcement action on what clearly appears to be a violation of effluent limitations of
Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also deeply concerned that the proposal in the
Triennial Review to allow compliance by measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will
make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its permit limits in the future and provide less
protection to the environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I have studied and understand, the current proposed
changes to the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free"
cyanide OR "total" cyanide clearly appears to be another example of how the state is
making a rule change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit
limits rather than seeking to maintain and protect water quality. Monitoring Badin Lake and
Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can make things easier or even cheaper
for the regulated community. Rather it should be about the protection of public health and
the environment.  Even the state's own regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the
measurement of free cyanide is less strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure
the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make
certain we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide,
which is currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of free
cyanide be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak acid
dissociable" or WADs.
 
At the same time, I believe it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide
measurements since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit
requirements and the rules should not change midterm.  How could any regulatory official,
scientist or concerned citizen be able to compare results when now "apples wouldn't be
compared to apples"?  
 
I implore you to reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require that both
free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits.
 
Sincerely and Respectfully submitted for consideration,
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Paul Straubel
 


127 Sunrise Lane
New London, NC 29128
Paul@StraubelGroup.com
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From: Anna Boaz
To: 15ANCAC02B_SWTriRev_Comments_2021
Subject: [External] Protect Badin Lake
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 9:38:45 AM


CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to Report Spam.


Dear NC DEQ-DWR Planning Department:
 
I am a resident at Badin Lake and a supporter of Protect Badin Lake and Yadkin River
Keeper, but mostly importantly a citizen seriously concerned about water quality.   
 
Hazardous waste disposal sites at Alcoa's Badin Business Park continue to leak
cyanide and fluoride, among other chemicals, into Badin Lake and Little Mountain
Creek.  As recently as April of this year, Alcoa reported exceedances in its monthly
average for both cyanide and fluoride at Outfall 005 (the outfall that flows directly
into Little Mountain Creek and into Lake Tillery's drinking water) under its current
NPDES Storm Water Permit. We are frustrated and confused as to why the Division of
Water Resources has not taken enforcement action on what appears to be a clear
violation of effluent limitations of Alcoa Badin Business Park's permit. We are also
concerned that the proposal in the Triennial Review to allow compliance by
measuring EITHER  "Free" OR "Total" cyanide will make it easier for Alcoa to comply
with its permit limits in the future and provide less protection to the environment. 
 
I am not a scientist, but from what I understand, the current proposed changes to
the ambient water quality standard for cyanide by measuring either "free" cyanide OR
"total" cyanide appears to be another example of how the state is making a rule
change just to make it easier for Alcoa to comply with its existing permit limits. 
Monitoring Badin Lake and Alcoa's discharge should never be about how we can
make things easier or even cheaper for the regulated community. Rather it should be
about the protection of public health and the environment.  Even the state's own
regulatory analysis admits that allowing for the measurement of free cyanide is less
strict.  
 
Specifically, the proposal to allow the use of either a free OR total cyanide should be
changed to require the measurement of BOTH Free AND Total cyanide to ensure
the greatest level of protection.  We support measuring free cyanide in order to make
sure we are testing for the most bioavailable and potentially toxic forms of cyanide,
which is currently not the case.  However, I would ALSO like to see the definition of
free cyanide be written to include hydrogen cyanide, cyanide ions, and the "weak
acid dissociable" or WADs.
 
At the same time, I feel it is important to maintain the TOTAL cyanide measurements
since TOTAL cyanide is what has been used under existing permit requirements and
the rules should not change midterm.  How would anyone be able to compare results
when now "apples wouldn't be compared to apples"?  
 
I hope you will reconsider not making this an "either or" proposition but require
that both free and total cyanide be measured and used for regulatory permits. 
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Sincerely,
Anna Harris







