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EPA Commitments
to


Stakeholder Involvement


Proposed Revised Total Coliform Rule (RTCR)
Stakeholder Meeting 


April 3, 2009
Sean Conley







Objectives


Review the Recommendations for Stakeholder 
Involvement from the Total Coliform
Rule/Distribution System Advisory Committee 
(TCRDSAC) Agreement in Principle (AIP)


Introduce the topics for today’s discussion


Outline the rule schedule


2







AIP Recommendations for Stakeholder Involvement


16 recommendations for stakeholder involvement
EPA agreed to provide those opportunities
Some are concurrent with the development of the 
proposed rule
Others are more long term
Some relate to the Research and Information 
Partnership recommended in the AIP
Today’s meeting is in response to one 
recommendation for an annual meeting to inform 
EPA's effort to propose a rule that has the same 
substance and effect as the elements of the AIP
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Elements for today’s discussion 
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Opportunities for public 
comment should include a 
stakeholder meeting


Public Notification 
and Consumer 
Confidence Report 
Language


Meeting at least once a year  …
dialogue


Issues in 
developing the rule, 
including linkages 
to other rules


RecommendationElement  







Elements for today’s discussion (2)
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To determine whether these 
methods continue to be 
appropriate


Evaluation of 
currently approved 
coliform analytical 
methods


Discuss the development plan 
with interested stakeholders


Guidance manual 
development plan 
and schedule


RecommendationElement  







Elements for today’s discussion (3)
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Engage stakeholders as part of the 
information requirements planning 
process. 


Upgrade to 
SDWIS


To determine if the criteria for 
acceptance of the new methods are 
consistent with the intent and 
objectives of the TCR, considering …
sensitivity, specificity, matrix 
interference, false (+) and false (-) 
results, temperature, and holding time


Review of the 
Alternative Test 
Procedure (ATP) 
microbial protocol 
for TC/EC 
methods for 
drinking water


RecommendationElement  







AIP Recommendations –
Research and Information Collection 


Partnership
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1. Steering Committee – meet at least once per year


2. Regular review and evaluation of research - to refine 
the agenda 


3. Progress review and data evaluation – stakeholder 
meeting at least every two years 


4. Information collection process – consult with 
stakeholders in advance


5. Findings and results – consult with a representative 
group of stakeholders concerning actions being 
considered







Other AIP Recommendations  
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The TCRDSAC recommends that EPA develop goals 
and performance measures …in parallel with rule 
development  … aimed at evaluating the rule's long-
term effectiveness.  ... recommends that EPA conduct 
a review of the effectiveness of the RTCR using a 
stakeholder process … in accordance with the 
Agency’s existing 6 year review process. 


… recommends that EPA and primacy agencies reference 
and compile existing requirements, guidance, and other 
information on cross connection control practices from 
EPA, states, AWWA, and other relevant parties with the aim 
of having a single, complete resource library available to 
the public. 







Other AIP Recommendations  
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The TCRDSAC recommends that EPA, in 
cooperation with primacy agencies, develop 
minimum qualifications and a standardized 
training program for sanitary surveyors, and 
evaluate the need for certification.


The TCRDSAC encourages the development of 
national and regional distribution system 
optimization partnerships that focus on protecting 
the integrity of drinking water quality once it is 
delivered to the distribution system 
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Schedule for the RTCR


April 2nd Stakeholder meeting  


Develop rule, preamble, and                        
support documents


through June


2009SAB review May/June


NDWAC consultation May


2010
Proposed rule August


Final rule August 2012








Prioritization, scope, and schedule


Proposed revised Total Coliform Rule (RTCR) 
Stakeholder Meeting 


April 3, 2009
Jeremy Bauer, USEPA







Objectives
Introduce potential guidance document topics to 
accompany RTCR
Discuss need, scope, and priority of guidance 
document topics
Outline schedule
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What guidance has EPA provided with 
recent rules? 


Quick reference guides / 
pocket guides


Rule overview
e.g., separate guide for 
each system size category


Specific rule provision
e.g., for provisions 
implemented in the field 
(e.g., sample collection)


Fact sheets
General rule 
requirements
Specific rule provisions


Guidance documents
Specific rule provisions
Consecutive systems
Small entity compliance
Particular treatment 
technique or toolbox of 
treatment techniques
Simultaneous compliance
Implementation guidance 
(for States)
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Guidance for the current TCR 
A Small Systems Guide to the Total Coliform Rule


Provides information for community water systems serving <3,300
Explains requirements and includes worksheets to help track


TCR: A Handbook for Small Noncommunity Water 
Systems serving less than 3,300 persons


Provides information for noncommunity water systems serving <3,300
Explains requirements and includes worksheets to help track


Interactive Sampling Guide for Operators (CD-ROM)
Provides help with understanding procedures of collecting SDWA samples 
including TCR samples


Revised Public Notification Handbook 
Includes templates for public notification


Small Systems Compliance Technology List for the 
Surface Water Treatment Rule and TCR


Examples include protection of wells/wellhead, DS maintenance, filtration 
and/or disinfection, and maintenance of residual in DS


http://www.epa.gov/safewater/disinfection/tcr/compliancehelp.html
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Examples of new or revised guidance 
for RTCR


Assessments and Corrective Action


Monitoring/Sampling Plan


Possible revisions to existing guidance, as 
appropriate (e.g., small entity guidance, GWR 
guidance)


Broken out by size and type of system
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Assessments and Corrective Action: 
Potential Scope of Guidance


Recap requirements and provide purpose and example 
for how to conduct:


Level 1 & Level 2 Assessments
Example Assessment forms
Example sanitary defects and their correction (corrective 
action)
Annual Site Visit (to qualify for annual monitoring)


Provide guidance for systems based on:
Size
Source water (GW, SW, consecutive systems)
Treatment
Attributes of distribution system
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Monitoring/Sampling: Potential Scope of 
Guidance


Monitoring Schedule
Recap requirements and provide guidance on:


How to qualify for reduced monitoring
What will trigger systems back to baseline or up to 
increased monitoring


Sample Collection
Where, when, and how samples should be taken
Sample siting plans – provide guidance and/or a list of 
existing resources
What to consider when taking repeat samples beyond 
5 upstream or downstream taps
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Proposed Plan


Begin development of highest priority guidance 
and solicit comment in 2010


Update existing TCR guidance depending on 
final rule, as appropriate


Depending on the number of guidance, complete 
final documents or solicit comment on draft 
documents following final rule


Order of completion time depends on priority
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Discussion Questions


What is the priority of guidance documents?
Assessment and corrective action 
Monitoring sample plan
Revision of existing guidance


Additional guidance documents that would be 
helpful to utilities and states? 
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Evaluation of Analytical 
Methods 


Proposed revised Total Coliform 
Rule (RTCR) Stakeholder Meeting 


April 3, 2009
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Overview


• Background
• AIP recommendations
• Agency plans for AIP recommendations


– More timely results
– Method performance evaluation
– ATP protocol review
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Background and Progress


• AIP includes recommendations for RTCR 
analytical methods


• Currently drafting preamble and proposal
– RTCR proposal could seek public comment on 


• Timeframe for positive results to be reported to PWS
• Appropriateness of current methods


– Should Agency continue to have 2 categories of approved 
methods (lactose fermentation and enzyme substrate)?


• Method performance evaluation plan
– Consultation with Agency scientists
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AIP Recommendations
• Ensure best available analytical methods be 


used to detect E. coli and TC indicator bacteria. 
– Specific items:
1. Consider approving methods that allow the timely 


(e.g. on the order of 24 hours) analytical results for E. 
coli and that provide relatively concurrent analyses, 
without significantly sacrificing accuracy, precision, 
and specificity. 


2. Evaluate all currently approved coliform analytical 
methods to determine whether these methods 
continue to be appropriate for use for drinking water 
compliance monitoring


3. Engage stakeholders in a technical dialogue in its 
review of the Alternative Test Procedure (ATP) 
microbial protocol for TC/E. coli methods
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AIP item 1: More Timely Results


• Depends on:
a. Timeframe for positive results to be reported 


to PWS
b. Analytical method
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AIP Item 1: More Timely Results -
a. Timeframe for positive results to 


be reported to PWS
• Time by which the laboratory must report 


results to the PWS not defined in TCR
– results may be reported via phone, email, or 


mail
• Some labs do not accept shipments Friday-


Sunday
– Repeat samples may be collected the week 


following a TC+ routine sample
• Note: TCR specifies that repeat samples be collected within 24 


hrs, but States have the flexibility to extend this timeline
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Addressing AIP Item 1: More Timely 
Results - a. Timeframe for positive 


results to be reported to PWS
• RTCR proposal could seek public comment on 


how to address timeframe issues
• Items for consideration:


– Should RTCR define time by which PWS must 
receive positive results from the laboratory?


– Should RTCR limit state discretion that currently 
allows repeat samples to be taken after 24 hours?


– How should EPA address implementation issues?
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Addressing AIP item 1: More Timely 
Results – b. Analytical Method


• Will evaluate methods of varying incubation 
times to better understand coliform recovery.
– use bacterial cells to mimic real world conditions


• Enzyme substrate methods generally recover a 
broader range of non-stressed organisms
– Need to better understand how well 24 hr. incubation 


time supports recovery of stressed/injured organisms
• DS bacteria likely to be chlorine/starvation stressed
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Addressing AIP Item 2: Evaluate 
Performance of Current Methods


• Based on results from study described in 
previous slide
– If appropriate, perform a small scale scoping study to 


compare method performance
• Obtain additional information based on “apples to apples”


comparison


• Proposed rule could seek public comment on 
appropriateness of current methods approved
– Should Agency continue to have 2 categories of 


approved methods?
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Addressing AIP Item 3: ATP 
protocol review


• Review ATP protocol; revise as appropriate
– informed by results of method performance studies


• Items for consideration:
– How best to establish method acceptance criteria?
– Should current reference method continue to be 


used?
– Should the Agency request method validation data as 


a part of the ATP process?
– How should the Agency define a total coliform?
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Summary of Questions


1. Should RTCR define time by which PWS 
must receive positive results from the 
laboratory?


2. Should RTCR limit state discretion that 
currently allows repeat samples to be 
taken after 24 hours?


How should EPA address implementation 
issues?


3. Should the Agency continue to have 2 
categories of approved methods?
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Summary of Questions


4. How best to establish method acceptance 
criteria?


5. How should the Agency define a total 
coliform?


6. Should current reference method continue 
to be used?


7. Should method validation data be included 
as a part of the ATP process?
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Public Notification and 
Consumer Confidence Reports


Karl Anderson


RTCR Stakeholder Meeting


April 3, 2009
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Objectives


• Describe the Agreement in Principle 
recommendations regarding Public Notice (PN) 
and Consumer Confidence Report (CCR) 
requirements


• Describe EPA’s approach to modifying 
regulatory language for
– PN Requirements
– Health effects language
– CCR Requirements


• Obtain stakeholder feedback
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PN and CCR Recommendations from 
the AIP


“The TCRDSAC recommends that EPA propose 
and request public comment on a revision to 
public notification and Consumer Confidence 
Report language consistent with existing 
provisions … that reflect the use of TC as an 
indicator and the provisions for a treatment 
technique”
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Public Notification Requirements
• 40 CFR 141 Subpart Q


• PN is divided into 3 “Tiers”


• The RTCR will have PN consistent with the existing 
three tiers, as follows:


– Tier 1 – for E.coli MCL violation


– Tier 2 – for Treatment Technique TT violation (failure to do 
assessment or corrective action)


– Tier 3 – for Routine Monitoring Violation or Reporting 
Violation


• See Appendix for rule language
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Example Change‐ Tier 1 PN


• Relevant provisions in the AIP
– Fecal coliforms will no longer be used
– Failing to test for E.coli will also be an MCL violation


• Existing Tier 1 PN Violation Categories:
– A violation of the MCL for total coliforms when fecal 
coliform or E.coli are present 


• Approach: Simplify language to only refer to E.coliMCL
– When the water system fails to test for fecal coliforms or 
E.coli when any repeat sample test positive for coliform


• Approach: Delete language for failing to test since it 
will also be an E. coliMCL violation Simplify language to 
only refer to E.coliMCL
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Example Change – Tier 2 PN  
• Relevant provisions in the AIP


– Removal of the TC MCL, addition of a TT violation 
associated with assessment/corrective action


• Existing Tier 2 PN Violation Categories
– Violations of MCL or Treatment Technique requirements, 
(except those that require tier 1)


– Approach:  No change necessary because TT is already 
included


• Repeating the notice ‐ Current Language
– Must repeat every 3 months as long as situation persists 
(unless determined otherwise by primacy agency)


– For TCR MCL violations, less frequent notices are not 
appropriate


– Approach: Include TCR TT violations in this section
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PN Discussion Items


• Tier 1
– Does the language concerning failing to test need 
to be modified?


• Tier 2
– Is the current language sufficient?


– Do the repeat notice provisions need to be 
modified?
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Health Effects Language


• Contained in both 40 CFR 141 Subparts Q 
(PN) and O (CCR) 
– Health effects language is found in the 
Appendix to each subpart (see appendix)


• This language is required for all PN and 
CCR containing TCR violation information


• Health effects language is the same for PN 
and CCR
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Example Change – Health Effects Language 
for Fecal Coliform and E. coli


• Relevant provisions in the AIP
– Fecal coliforms are no longer used


• Existing Language: Fecal Coliform/E.coli (Tier 1)
– “Fecal coliforms and E.coli are bacteria whose presence 
indicates that the water may be contaminated with human 
or animal wastes.  Microbes in these wastes can cause 
short term effects, such as diarrhea, cramps, nausea, 
headaches, or other symptoms.  They may pose a special 
health risk for infants, young children, some of the elderly, 
and people with severely compromised immune systems.”


• Proposed approach
– Remove reference to fecal coliforms
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Example Change ‐ Health Effects 
Language for Total Coliform


• Relevant provisions in AIP
– Removal of the TC MCL, addition of a TT violation 
associated with assessment/corrective action


• Existing Language: Total Coliform (Tier 2)
– “Coliforms are bacteria that are naturally present in the 
environment and are used as an indicator that other, 
potentially harmful, bacteria may be present.  Coliforms
were found in more samples than allowed and this was a 
warning of potential problems.”


• Proposed approach
– Remove reference to “more samples than allowed”


– Explain TT requirements and potential consequences of TT 
violation
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Health Effects Language Discussion 
Items


• Tier 1
– Is simply removing the reference to fecal coliform
sufficient?


• Tier 2
– What language should be used to clearly and 
concisely explain the consequences of a TT 
violation under the RTCR?
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Consumer Confidence Report 
Requirements


• 40 CFR 141 Subpart O


• Annual reports sent to community water 
system customers 


• Contain information about quality of 
water and characterization of risk


• Little language in the AIP concerning CCR
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CCR Requirements Changes
• Relevant provisions in AIP


– None


• Current requirement for total coliforms: 
reporting the  number of positive samples 
– The highest monthly number of positive samples for 
systems collecting fewer than 40 samples per 
month; or


– The highest monthly percentage of positive samples 
for systems collecting at least 40 samples per 
month


• For fecal coliform: The total number of positive 
samples
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CCR Discussion Items
• For total coliform, should systems continue to 
report the number of samples?


• 141.153 (d)(4)(iii) If there is no MCL … indicate 
that there is a treatment technique … and include 
the definitions for treatment technique …


• Approach to changes may consider:
– The number of assessments
– The sanitary defects found (similar to GWR significant 
deficiencies)


– The corrective actions taken
– See the appendix for GWR language
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Public Notification Handbook


• AIP recommends separate monitoring versus 
reporting violations


• Templates in the Public Notification Handbook 
contain information on:


– E. coli, PN, and monitoring/reporting violations


• Proposed approach


– No change to E.coli language


– Changes required for Tier 2 PN for TT violation


– Separate language for monitoring and reporting 
violations
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Summary ‐ Items for Discussion


• PN
– Tier 1, Tier 2 language


– Language concerning failing to test


• Health Effects Language
– How to best explain the health consequences 
of a treatment technique violation


• CCR
– Reporting of the number of positive samples
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Appendix
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Appendix: Current Language – Tier 1
Existing Tier 1 PN Violation Categories, section 141.202(a), Table 1:
“Violation of the MCL for total coliforms when fecal coliform or E.coli are present in the water 


distribution system (as specified in 141.63(b)), or when the water system fails to test for fecal 
coliforms or E.coli when any repeat sample test positive for coliform (as specified in 141.21(e))”


Referenced Sections:
• 141.63(b)


– (b) Any fecal coliform‐positive repeat sample or E. coli ‐positive repeat sample, or any total 
coliform‐positive repeat sample following a fecal coliform‐positive or E. coli ‐positive 
routine sample constitutes a violation of the MCL for total coliforms. For purposes of the 
public notification requirements in subpart Q, this is a violation that may pose an acute risk 
to health.


• 141.21(e)
– (e) Fecal coliforms/Escherichia coli (E. coli) testing. 
– (1) If any routine or repeat sample is total coliform‐positive, the system must analyze that 


total coliform‐positive culture medium to determine if fecal coliforms are present, except 
that the system may test for E. coli in lieu of fecal coliforms. If fecal coliforms or E. coli are 
present, the system must notify the State by the end of the day when the system is 
notified of the test result, unless the system is notified of the result after the State office is 
closed, in which case the system must notify the State before the end of the next business 
day.


– (2) The State has the discretion to allow a public water system, on a case‐by‐case basis, to 
forgo fecal coliform or E. coli testing on a total coliform‐positive sample if that system 
assumes that the total coliform‐positive sample is fecal coliform‐positive or E. coli ‐
positive. Accordingly, the system must notify the State as specified in paragraph (e)(1) of 
this section and the provisions of §141.63(b) apply.
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Appendix: Current Language – Tier 2


• Existing Tier 2 PN Violation Categories, 141.203(a), 
Table 1:
– “All violations of the MCL, MRDL, and treatment technique 


requirements, except where a Tier 1 notice is required under 
141.202(a)”


– Section 141.202(a) requires Tier 1 notice for TC and E. Coli (see 
previous slide)


• Existing Language from 141.203(b)(2) concerning 
repeat notices:
– “The public water system must repeat the notice every three months 


as long as the violation or situation persists, unless the primacy 
agency determines that appropriate circumstances warrant a different 
repeat notice frequency . . . It is not appropriate for the primacy 
agency to allow less frequent repeat notice for an MCL violation under 
the Total Coliform Rule”
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Appendix: Current Health Effects 
Language


• Existing Health Effects Language for Fecal Coliform and E.coli
from Appendix A to subpart Q and Appendix A to subpart O:
– “Fecal coliforms and E.coli are bacteria whose presence indicates that the 


water may be contaminated with human or animal wastes.  Microbes in 
these wastes can cause short term effects, such as diarrhea, cramps, 
nausea, headaches, or other symptoms.  They may pose a special health 
risk for infants, young children, some of the elderly, and people with 
severely compromised immune systems.”


• Existing Health Effects Language for Total Coliform from 
Appendix B to Subpart Q and Appendix A to Subpart O:
– “Coliforms are bacteria that are naturally present in the environment 


and are used as an indicator that other, potentially harmful, bacteria 
may be present.  Coliforms were found in more samples than allowed 
and this was a warning of potential problems.”
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Appendix: Current CCR Language


• Existing Language for reporting number of 
positive samples in CCR from Section 
141.153(d)(4)vii‐viii:
“(vii) For total coliform:
(A) The highest monthly number of positive samples for 
systems collecting fewer than 40 samples per month; 
or


(b)The highest monthly percentage of positive samples 
for systems collecting at least 40 samples per month


(viii) For fecal coliform: The total number of positive 
samples”
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Appendix: Current CCR Language (2)


Reporting when there is no MCL ‐ Section 141.153 
(d)(4)(iii) 


“If there is no MCL for a detected contaminant, the 
table must indicate that there is a treatment 
technique, or specify the action level, applicable to 
that contaminant, and the report must include the 
definitions for treatment technique and/or action 
level, as appropriate, specified in paragraph(c)(3) of 
this section.”
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Appendix: Current CCR Language (3)


Reporting significant deficiencies that have not 
been corrected or fecal (+) source water samples 
under the GWR  


141.153(h)(6) Systems required to comply with subpart S. (i) Any 
ground water system that  receives notice from the State of a 
significant deficiency or notice from a laboratory of a fecal 
indicator‐positive ground water source sample that is not 
invalidated by the State under § 141.402(d) must inform its 
customers of any significant deficiency that is uncorrected at 
the time of the next report or of any fecal indicator‐positive 
ground water source sample in the next report. 
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Appendix: Current CCR Language (4)


Reporting significant deficiencies that have been 
corrected  


141.153(h)(6)(D)(ii) If directed by the State, a system with 
significant deficiencies that have been corrected before 
the next report is issued must inform its customers of the 
significant deficiency, how the deficiency was corrected, 
and the date of correction under paragraph (h)(6)(i) of this 
section.
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Proposed RTCR Development 
Update and Issues for Discussion


Tom Grubbs
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Overview of Presentation
1. Background and progress
2. Linkages to other rules
3. MCLGs/MCLs
4. Definitions
5. Biofilm Variance
6. Seasonal Systems
7. Reduced and Repeat Monitoring
8. Triggers and Assessments
9. Sanitary Surveys
10. Transition
11. Other
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Background and Progress


• AIP includes detailed recommendations for 
many RTCR elements


• We are currently drafting proposed rule 
language, preamble language, and 
supporting documents


• Consultations and review with HHS, SAB 
and NDWAC this spring


• Proposed rule by 2010
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Background and Progress (cont’d.)


• Today we will discuss issues and possible 
inconsistencies encountered during rule 
development


• EPA/State workgroup will also be addressing 
these and other issues during proposal 
development


• The Agency plans to solicit public comment 
on the proposed rule and certain specific 
topics where needed
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Linkages to Other Rules
• SWTR and Stage 1 DBPR - no problems 


identified or anticipated 
– Collection of disinfectant residual samples at same 


time/location as TC samples to demonstrate 
detectable residual and MRDL compliance, 
respectively


• Existing TCR - will need to determine when the  
requirements will no longer be effective and 
which requirements to keep
– Monitoring will switch to RTCR 3 years after 


promulgation
– May need to keep requirements for reporting/ 


recordkeeping and compliance
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Linkages to Other Rules (cont.)


• GWR – Issue to be resolved


– Repeat monitoring at the entry point to the 
distribution system (EPDS) (to be discussed 
later)


• Airline Drinking Water Rule will be finalized 
later this year


– Ensure consistency in microbial monitoring 
requirements
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MCLGs/MCLs
• MCLG


– Remove MCLG for TC (includes FC and EC)
– Add MCLG for EC (zero)


• MCL
– Remove MCLs for TC and FC
– Add MCL for EC


• Questions to consider:
– Is there a need for any changes in Best Available 


Treatment (BAT) language
– Transition at 3 years following promulgation – is there 


an issue with MCL enforcement?
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Biofilm Variance
• TCR has a provision that stayed the TC MCL 


for systems that demonstrated to the State   
“…that the violation…is due to a persistent 
growth of total coliforms in the distribution 
system…”


• Question to be considered: 
– Is this provision still needed?


• TC MCL is being replaced by a treatment technique that 
requires assessment and corrective action after trigger


– A variance from a treatment technique may not be 
appropriate
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Definitions


• AIP included definitions for clean compliance 
history, sanitary defect, seasonal system
– Will request comment on:


• Conditions that should or should not be 
included


• Anything else?


• Other terms to define?
– EPA/State workgroup may identify additional 


terms to define
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Seasonal Systems
AIP recommends that seasonal systems on 


quarterly or annual monitoring have:
– an approved startup plan


– a monitoring plan that includes sampling during 
period of highest demand or highest 
vulnerability


• Question to be considered:
– Type of guidance or implementation support 


needed?
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Reduced Monitoring
Systems must meet specific objective criteria to 


qualify for and remain on reduced monitoring
– AIP recommends that State primacy application 


indicate if and how it will allow reduced monitoring 


• Questions to be considered:
– How will systems demonstrate compliance with 


ongoing requirements?


– Which criteria may require guidance for states to 
implement (e.g., continuous disinfection, 
equivalent enhancements)?
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Repeat Monitoring
• Systems collect 3 repeat samples after a TC+  


– GWR triggered monitoring requires sampling at the source 


• AIP allows GW systems to propose repeat sampling 
locations that differentiate potential source water and 
DS contamination (by sampling at EPDS)


• Questions to be considered:
– Is there a difference between the sample taken under this 


allowance and triggered GWR monitoring for systems with < 
4-log virus treatment?


– What does EPDS monitoring by systems with 4-log virus 
treatment inform?
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Triggers and Assessments


• Questions on Assessment Triggers
– When does the clock start for the assessment?  


Assume it is as soon as the utilities receive notice of 
the trigger.


• Questions on Assessments
– How will assessment elements be developed?


• Basic in EPA guidance but specific to State and system-
type?


– How will states review and determine adequacy?  
What should be included in the primacy application?
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Sanitary Surveys
• States shall perform a special RTCR 


monitoring evaluation during each sanitary 
survey to determine whether the system is on 
an appropriate monitoring schedule
– What will States look at beyond the objective AIP 


criteria for reduced or increased monitoring?


– Will the sanitary survey guidance manual need to 
be modified, or other guidance prepared?
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Transition
• AIP calls for systems to continue with same 


monitoring frequency that was used for TCR
• States will review the system monitoring 


frequency at the first sanitary survey 
conducted after the RTCR compliance 
effective date 


• Questions to be considered:
– Any issues?
– Any specific issues for comment solicitation?  







16


Questions on Other Issues
• Consecutive systems


– Are there issues that need to be addressed in 
the RTCR?


• Monitoring plans
– AIP suggests a primacy requirement to 


describe how they will review them to 
determine adequacy 


– How will states evaluate system SOP for 
determining alternate repeat sampling sites?


– Is guidance necessary?







17


To Be Addressed Later Today


• Public notification and CCR 
language


• Analytical methods
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Summary of Questions


1. Transition at 3 years following promulgation – is there 
an issue with MCL enforcement?


2. How should repeat monitoring at the entry point to the 
distribution system be handled?
– What is the difference between this sample and triggered GWR 


monitoring for systems with < 4-log virus treatment?
– What does EPDS monitoring by systems with 4-log virus 


treatment inform?


3. Is there a need for any changes in Best Available 
Treatment (BAT) language


4. Is the biofilm variance still needed?
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Summary of Questions (2)
5. When does the clock start for the 


assessment? 
6. How will assessment elements be 


developed?
7. How will states review and determine the 


adequacy of the assessments?
8. What will States look at during the sanitary 


survey monitoring evaluation beyond the 
objective AIP criteria for reduced or 
increased monitoring?
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Summary of Questions (3)


9. Will the sanitary survey guidance manual need 
to be modified, or other guidance prepared?


10.Are there additional transition issues other than 
those presented today?


11.Are there consecutive system issues that need 
to be addressed in the RTCR?


12.How will states evaluate system SOPs for 
determining alternate repeat sampling sites?  Is 
guidance necessary?





