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eASR

The target release for the 2012 
eASR (electronic Annual Statistical 
Report) is early January 2013.  
The typical due date comes 8 to 
10 weeks after the release of the 
form on MassDEP’s eDEP system.  
Current plans call for no major 
changes to the content of the form, 
just some minor enhancements 

to make your online experience 
as bug-free as possible.  Please 
stay tuned for more detailed 
announcements coming in late 
2012.

Email addresses

The Drinking Water Program 
broadcasts a limited number of 
informative emails during a typical 
year.  We utilize two sources for 
the email addresses, eDEP accounts 
with PWS proofs and eASRs' 
reported email addresses, which 

are stored in our main database.  
These lists are combined and then 
duplicate email addresses removed 
to minimize multiple copies of 
the announcements showing up 
in your mailboxes.  In order for 
you to receive these notifications, 
it is extremely important for you 
to verify that your eDEP account 
email address is accurate and up to 
date.  If your eDEP account email 
is not correct then you will not only 
miss out on the email broadcasts, 

By Damon Guterman

When things go wrong it’s normal to ask who was 
responsible for the error, oversight, or misdeed.  
This is a common concern when a public water 
system (PWS) receives enforcement from MassDEP 
for violations where the underlying actions were 
performed (or expected to be performed) by a certified 
operator or a certified laboratory.

To best understand these situations it’s important 
to appreciate the different areas covered by the 
MassDEP’s Drinking Water Program and Laboratory 
Certification Office as well as the Division of 
Professional Licensure’s Board of Certification of 
Operators of Drinking Water Supply Facilities (which 
is under the Office of Consumer Affairs and Business 
Regulation). 

The Drinking Water Program ensures that PWSs 
comply with 310 CMR 22.00, the Drinking Water 
Regulations.  PWSs are ultimately responsible for 
meeting all these requirements including monitoring, 
reporting, staffing, treatment, and notifications.  
Although the owner or responsible party for a PWS 
may delegate some or all of these tasks to an employee 

Who Is Responsible? 
or contractor such as certified operators or certified 
laboratories, this does not transfer their responsibility.

The Laboratory Certification Office ensures that 
laboratories comply with 310 CMR 42.00, the 
regulations covering Certification and Operation of 
Environmental Analysis Laboratories.  The Drinking 
Water Program refers PWS enforcement cases to 
the Laboratory Certification Office when the actions 
of a laboratory bear investigation.  For example, 
a laboratory “shall utilize acceptable analytical 
methods…for the environmental matrix being tested.”  
This means that the laboratory must only use drinking 
water methods for drinking water samples.  MassDEP 
may take enforcement against both a PWS and a 
laboratory when both sets of regulations have been 
violated.  

In contrast, MassDEP is often asked whether a 
laboratory should be held responsible for late 
reporting.  The answer is that the PWS is always 
responsible for this reporting.  Collecting the sample 
and delivering it to a laboratory with sufficient time 
to run the analysis and report the results depends 
on the PWS being aware of its reporting timelines.  
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but you will also miss out on submission 
receipts when you submit your eASR.  Take a 
minute to verify your eDEP email by logging 
in to eDEP, click on “My Profile” and chose 
“Update My Information.”  There you will see 
the current account information, including the 
email address associated with your account.  

If you need to update email or PWS contact 
information since your last eASR, please 
contact your MassDEP regional Drinking 
Water Program.  Unfortunately, at this time, we 
can only store a single email address for each 
public water supplier.  However, anyone who 
wants to receive these informative emails can 
send an email to Program.Director-DWP@
state.ma.us requesting to be listed either on the 
“Interested Parties” or “Certified Operator” 
email list.  Since these emails are tailored to 
certain groups by their content, please choose 
which group, or both, on which you would like 
to be listed.  Also be sure to put the Program.
Director email address on your safe-sender list.

Water Quality Data Upload by Laboratories

Popularity of uploading water quality data 
continues to grow.  For those not familiar with 

    

In late 2009 the American Water 
Works Association (AWWA) 
Fluoride Committee, via the 
Association of State Drinking 
Water Administrators (ASDWA), 
electronically sent out a 2-page 
sodium fluoride (NaF) saturator 
survey form to the 52 public water 
systems (PWS) using saturators in 
Massachusetts. Surveys were also 
sent to all PWSs using saturators 
in 43 other 
states. (Six 
states do not 
use saturators.) 
A saturator is 
a method of 
automatically 
generating 
a 4% stock 
solution of 
sodium fluoride 
solution to fluoridate a PWS at the 
optimum concentration of 1.0 mg/l 
of fluoride.  This is done for oral 
health benefits of the community 
that drinks the water.

Surveys were designed to be filled 
out on line, and returned to the 
National Fluoridation Engineer at 
the Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention (CDC) in Atlanta. 
Surveys were accepted through 
October 2010, and shared with 
MassDEP, as we are a member of 
the AWWA Fluoride Committee. 

Some reasons the surveys were 
sent out were:

•	 Media reports of the 
deteriorating quality of fluoride
•	 Operator complaints on 
fluoride quality
•	 Metering pump often 
becoming air-bound 
•	 Fluoride commercial 

producer plants moving off-
shore of USA
•	 Saturator survey has never 
been done prior

As a follow up to an In The Main 
article on fluoride saturators in 
June 2010, the AWWA Fluoride 
Committee survey responses from 
Massachusetts are now being 
reported on a preliminary basis.

Out of 52 systems in Massachusetts 
using fluoride saturators, 39 
responded to the survey.  This 
makes for a 75% response rate 
compared to a 30% response 
rate nationally. Only Indiana 
and Mississippi PWSs have 
more saturators in use than in 
Massachusetts. Most PWS in the 
USA use the chemical fluosilicic 
acid (H2SiF6 ) to fluoridate.

Some interesting results for 
Massachusetts water systems were:

“How many pounds of sodium 
fluoride do you add to the saturator 
at one time?”  The most common 
answer was one 50-pound bag. The 
average reported number was 27 
pounds.

“Does your fluoride metering 
pump have air binding problems?” 
(Note that air binding will result in 
unfluoridated water.) 8% said yes.

“How often do you completely 
clean out and restock the saturator 
- frequency in months?” Answers 
ranged from 3 to 24 months with 
an average of 10.3 months between 
cleanouts.

“Does your saturator show a 
cloudy, floating top scum layer?” 
44% said yes.

“Does this top scum layer interfere 
with saturator’s performance?” 9% 
said yes.

“Are you satisfied with your 
saturator’s overall performance?” 
89.7% said yes or sometimes.

MassDEP and the AWWA 
Fluoride Committee would like to 
thank the following PWSs in MA 
for submitting the survey: Acton, 
Amesbury, Amherst, Ashburnham, 
Athol, Bedford, Cohasset, Concord, 
Dracut, Duxbury, Franklin, 
Gardner, Groveland, Hamilton, 
Holden, Hudson, Lincoln, 
Longmeadow, Lynnfield Center, 
Mansfield, Natick, Newburyport, 
North Reading, Oak Bluffs, 
Pembroke, Rockport, Rutland, 
Scituate, Somerset, Southbridge, 
Swansea, Topsfield, Wayland, 
Wellesley, Wenham, West 
Newbury, Westboro, Westford, and 
Weymouth.

In the near future, the AWWA 
Fluoride Committee is expected 
to release the survey results 
nationally.    ITM

Fluoride Saturator Survey Responses By Fred Barker 

For more information, please 
contact: Fred Barker at: 617-292-
5866 or Frederick.Barker@state.
ma.us or contact your regional 
contact listed below:

WERO Mike McGrath 413-755-
2202

CERO Kristin Divris 508-849-4028 
or Lynda Laine 508-849-4027

NERO Hilary Jean 978-694-3229

SERO Allison Rescigno 508-946-
2763

the process, it’s simple; your certified laboratory uploads 
the water quality results through the MassDEP eDEP por-
tal.  Automatically, links to the results are created on your 
eDEP account (same account you use for eASR reporting).  
The links will permanently remain on your account where 
you have the option to get Adobe PDF views and Excel data 
downloads with a  transaction receipt showing the date and 
time of the upload.  No need for mailing copies to MassDEP 
and there isn’t even a need to print the reports because you 
can always access them online.  It’ll save you money, space, 
and time while providing a safe and secure way to report lab 
data.  Ask your lab about eDEP reporting, or contact Andrew 
Durham at 617-574-6855 or andrew.durham@state.ma.us for 
more information.     ITM

How the Permit Extension Act Impacts 
Your Water Management Act Permit 

By Jen D’Urso

Update – August 2012

The Permit Extension Act was created by Section 173 of Chap-
ter 240 of the Acts of 2010 and amended by Sections 74 and 
75 of Chapter 238 of the Acts of 2012 to promote job growth 
and long-term economic recovery.  The Permit Extension Act 
(“the Act”), as amended, automatically extends, for four years 
beyond its original expiration date, any permit or approval that 
was in effect from August 15, 2008 through August 15, 2012.

The Act impacts Water Management Act (WMA) permits and 
registrations, and extends their expiration date by four years.  
The extension is automatic - neither the permit/registration 
holder nor the issuer needs to take action to implement the 
extension.  Notification of the extension will be sent to WMA 
permit holders whose permits are due to expire shortly.  Specif-
ic information on how the Act impacts all Water Management 
Act permits in each Massachusetts basin will soon be posted on 
MassDEP’s website.  If you have immediate questions, please 
contact Jen D’Urso at 617-654-6591.

For further information on the Permit Extension Act, please 
see:  http://www.mass.gov/hed/economic/eohed/pro/zoning-
laws/permit-extension-act.html       ITM

Quotable          Quotes
The work an unknown good man has done is like a vein of 
water flowing hidden underground, secretly making the 
ground green.                             -Thomas Carlyle  1795-1881
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The laboratory’s role is to run the analysis properly 
and report the results to the PWS/client in a timely 
manner.

The Board of Certification of Operators of Drinking 
Water Supply Facilities (Board) ensures that operators 
comply with 236 CMR 1.00 – 5.00 which covers how 
operators are licensed, what they must do to remain 
licensed, and the basis for disciplinary actions.  A 
PWS must be run by certified operators.  MassDEP 
may file a complaint with the Board in addition to 
issuing PWS enforcement in cases where the actions 
of a certified operator justify an evaluation.  The 
Board also routinely reviews MassDEP violation 
data to identify trends where an operator may be 
responsible.  In these cases the contract between a 
PWS and its operator will be examined to clarify these 
questions.  A PWS should understand that the operator 
will only be held responsible for contracted duties.  
Although Board discipline may affect an individual’s 
license, the PWS still remains responsible for any 
drinking water violations.

In summary, a PWS, its certified operator, and its 
certified laboratory can all face scrutiny under a single 
set of events. So how can you as a PWS reduce the 
risk of noncompliance? 

•	 First and foremost you should establish 
contracts with your operators and your 
laboratories.  These contracts should spell out 
what’s expected and who will perform each 
task.  If you don’t understand what’s required 
of your system you should seek clarification 
from MassDEP staff.  Contracts can cover who 
will collect samples, whether subcontracting 
is going to occur, how the results will be 
reported (e.g., paper to you, paper to you and 
MassDEP, electronically via eDEP), how the 
laboratory will communicate results above an 
MCL or MRDL which may necessitate having 
nighttime and weekend contacts at both the 
laboratory and the PWS so the required 24-
hour notice can be delivered and received.

•	 You should perform water quality monitoring 
as early as possible in each monitoring period 
so if something goes wrong you may still have 
an opportunity to collect replacement samples. 

•	 You should become familiar with the reports 
sent to you from your laboratory and compare 

new results to old ones so any changes 
over time can be highlighted.  Admittedly, 
understanding analytical results can be 
challenging but between your laboratory, your 
operator, and the drinking water regulations 
you should be able to confirm that the correct 
methods were used, the analyses were 
performed within the allowed timeframe, 
and the reports are complete and accurate.  
Although this might be a difficult task, you 
also have the right to audit any data you 
receive from a laboratory.

•	 You should consider reporting water quality 
results via eDEP.  Electronic submittals are 
reviewed the same day they are uploaded and 
technical errors are immediately identified, 
which may also give you time to collect 
replacement samples.  Speak with your 
laboratory to see if they offer this service.

•	 You should request that your laboratory 
informs you when they subcontract any part 
of your work and you should ensure that your 
laboratory reviews the subcontractor’s report to 
identify any technical errors.  Knowing when 
subcontracting occurs also allows you to better 
understand when the reports will be available.

•	 You should meet regularly with your operators 
to review and discuss any issues with your 
system.  Even if no problems exist it is useful 
to discuss what might be coming up in terms 
of new monitoring requirements, potential 
treatment changes, and the condition of all 
your assets.  This is an opportunity for both 
parties to highlight concerns and exchange 
recommendations.

If you have questions about these different oversight 
roles, please contact:

Drinking Water Program:  Marielle Stone, Acting 
Program Director at Marielle.Stone@state.ma.us, 617-
292-5529

Laboratory Certification Office:  Ann Marie Allen, 
Acting Deputy Director at Ann.Marie.Allen@state.
ma.us, 978-242-1333

Board of Certification of Operators of Drinking Water 
Supply Facilities:  Paul Niman, Board Chair at Paul.
Niman@state.ma.us, 617-556-1166.     ITM

“Responsible” continued from page 1 Cross-Connection Control Program News Corner
By Otavio Paula-Santos

PWS Responsibilities
As the CCCP Plan Questionnaire for PWS Serving a 
Population ≥ 3,300 was being revised, it was noted 
that some public water systems, which utilize the 
services of a cross connection consultant, have put 
the consultant’s name and telephone number in their 
correspondence.  MassDEP would like to emphasize 
that all correspondence must be on the PWS letterhead 
and include the name and phone number of a PWS 
staff as the contact.  All MassDEP correspondence 
will be sent to the PWS mailing address, not to 
a consultant.   Please note: the PWS is ultimately 
responsible for the implementation of the CCCP at the 
local level.

2012 Cross-Connection Control Program Audit
In the spring of this year, MassDEP conducted a 
comprehensive audit of 8 public water system cross-
connection control programs (CCCP). 

The purpose of the CCCP audit program is to evaluate 
the effectiveness of the water system's CCCP to 
prevent contamination of the distribution system 
and to protect the consumers of water from cross-
connections. The audit also serves to assess the water 
system's capability to comply with 310 CMR 22.22: 
Massachusetts Cross-Connection Control Regulations 
and to provide technical assistance to the water 
system, if necessary.

This year's audits were conducted at:
Webster Water Dept.
Dudley Water Dept. 
Ashburnham Water Dept. 
Amesbury DPW - Water Div. 
Topsfield Water Dept.
Swampscott Water Dept.
Cohasset Water Dept. 
Rochester Memorial School

An audit report was prepared by MassDEP and sent to 
each water system that was audited, with a summary 
of the deficiencies, recommendations, and compliance 
schedules.

As a result of the audits, 4 PWSs were found to be in 
non-compliance with 310 CMR 22.22 and received a 
notice of non-compliance (NON).

In general, the audits revealed that most of the 
deficiencies found were administrative in nature. 
One such example is that PWSs which were utilizing 
the work of consultant, had the consultant's name 
and contact information as the contact person for the 
CCCP.  The audits also revealed that some systems 
have not fully implemented their residential education 
program or have not fully implemented their cross 
connection re-survey program.

PWSs are encouraged to be proactive and review 
their approved cross-connection program plans in an 
attempt to find and correct any deficiencies before an 
audit is performed.

MassDEP would like to thank the staff of the PWSs 
that participated in the audit. They have demonstrated 
a high level of professionalism and understanding of 
their role in protecting the public's health. 

The following are some steps to reduce and/or 
prevent cross-connection incidents:

• Adopt only current plumbing practices 
according to the State Plumbing Code.

• Make sure that all plumbing work is done by a 
Massachusetts Certified Plumber.  

• Provide public information on the health risks 
of plumbing work done by an unlicensed 
individual. 

• Fully implement all CCCP’s components, 
including the cross-connection survey.  

• Implementation of the backflow testing 
component will assure that the backflow 
prevention devices and assemblies (RPBPs and 
DCVAs) are operating properly.

• Make sure that the other city/town departments 
are informed and directly involved in the 
implementation of your CCCP.

• Maintain open communication channels with 
other city/town departments by sending them 
copies of the correspondence related to the 
CCCP.        ITM
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By Paul S. Niman

On May 2, 2008, MassDEP 
promulgated revisions to the 
Massachusetts Drinking Water 
Regulations regarding emergency 
response.  In addition to other 
requirements, the new regula-
tions required each PWS to file 
an Emergency Response Report, 
also known as an After-Action 
Report (AAR), within 30 days of 
specified emergencies.  The list 
of specified emergencies includes 
public health emergencies such 
as Boil Orders, Do Not Drink 
Orders, etc.  All of the required 
AAR reporting information, 
including guidance for complet-
ing the form, can be found in the 
Emergency Response Reporting 
Form at: http://www.mass.gov/
dep/water/approvals/dwsforms.
htm#er 

In the spring of 2012, MassDEP 
was given the opportunity to 
use the services of an intern to 
evaluate “lessons learned” from 
the AARs received following 
the public health emergencies in 
2009-2011.  The intern was tasked 
with reviewing the list of public 
health emergencies, identifying 
the corresponding AARs, and 
reviewing the AARs to iden-
tify commonalities in the public 
health emergencies.  The review 
of the AARs identified the follow-
ing issues:

Administrative
There were 133 public health 
emergencies in 2009-2011.

Although all public health 
emergencies require AARs, 

Lessons Learned from After-Action Reports 
only 32 AARs were available 
for review.

System Management
Emergency Response Plan 
(ERP) unavailable or out-of-
date

Inefficient communication be-
tween PWS owners, operators, 
MassDEP, and consumers

PWS unaware of responsibili-
ties

PWS unfamiliar with the sys-
tem

PWS failed to check the system 
constantly

Sources
Animal wastes, septic tanks, 
and other sources of contamina-
tion in Zone I (11 cases)

Lacking proper protection (3 
cases) 

Low well head likely to be 
inundated (2 cases)

Heavy rains introducing bacte-
ria and elevating water level (6 
cases)

Improper well works (2 cases)

Pumping Station
Failures of pump and accesso-
ries by accident (6 cases)

Aged pump (2 cases)

Improper pump works (1 case)

Low reliability due to insuffi-
cient capacity to meet a sudden 
rise in demand (1 case)

Treatment
Insufficient disinfection (3 
cases)

Finished Water Storage

Lacking proper protection (5 
cases)

Material containing VOCs and 
other contaminants (1 case)

People witnessed near the tank 
(1 case)

Sampling
Poor design of sample taps (2 
cases)

Improper sampling process (4 
cases)

Power
Power outage due to extreme 
weather from snow, storms, etc. 
(18 cases)

Automatic Control Systems
Failed alarm system (3 cases)

Chemical pump lacking safety 
controls (2 cases)

Failed pressure gauge on the 
tank (1 case)

Frozen flow meter sending false 
flow to the flow meter (1 case)

Distribution System
Main leakage (17 cases)

Connection to unclean water 
sources (1 case)

Abuse of hydrant (1 case)

Stagnant water in the distribu-
tion system (1 case)

Aged valves (1 case).

Consumer
Lack of backflow protection (1 
case)

MassDEP recommends that all 
PWSs review the following “lessons 
learned” and take appropriate ac-
tions to ensure they are ready to re-
spond to public health emergencies:

1. Submit an AAR to the 
MassDEP regional offices 
within 30 days of a public health 
emergency. Failure to submit an 
AAR is a violation.

2. Inadequate managerial, 
financial, or technical capacity can 
impact a public health emergency.

3. Make sure your Emergency 
Response Plan (ERP) is up-to-
date and accessible and that staff 
is trained on its use.

4. Raise critical facilities above 
the 100-year flood level and 
conduct regular inspections of 
watershed areas to identify inap-
propriate uses.

5. Develop a Capital Improve-
ment Plan (CIP) to replace aging 
equipment and facilities.

6. If using disinfection, make 
sure adequate disinfection levels 
are maintained throughout the 
system.

7. Make sure all storage 
facilities have adequate 
protection and are inspected 
regularly.

8. Make sure staff is properly 
trained on how to collect 
samples.

9. Make sure back-up 
generators are properly 
maintained and exercised. If 
using rental equipment, make 
sure you have the proper 
connection for its use. 

10. Make sure all alarms and 
controls are tested regularly and 
work properly.

11. Conduct annual flushing 
and valve exercising program.

12. Make sure your Cross 
Connection Control Program is 
up-to-date.

Questions regarding this article 
can be directed to Paul Niman at 
617-556-1166 or by email to Paul.
Niman@state.ma.us.      ITM
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A felled tree taking powerlines with it.

Norene St. Martin of Gateway Reg. School with 
MassDEP's Rick Larson, one of the judges.
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By Marie Tennant

It’s the Gateway Regional School 
of Huntington!  Congratulations 
to Norene St. Martin, the 
primary operator of the school’s 
water system.  Gateway has 
one groundwater source and 
apparently has the best-tasting 
water in Massachusetts, as they 
won first place in Mass Rural 
Water Association's (MassRWA) 
taste-testing competition.  The 
second place winner was the West 
Boylston Water District, and third 
place winner was Egremont Water 
Department. Congratulations to all 
of these systems!

The water taste-testing was held 
during MassRWA’s annual meeting 
in Northfield in September. You 
may know it as the “Trifecta”. Try 
to make it next September for the 
trainings (TCHs), meeting,  and 
of course, bring a sample of your 
water for the taste testing!

Norene et all will be going to 
Washington, D.C., with another 
sample of Gateway’s refreshing 
water to compete in the national 
taste-testing competition. We wish 
Gateway the best of luck!     ITM

Guess Who’s 
Going to DC?

(Continued on next page)
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 Press Release 8-1-2012

(Duncan, Okla.) – The National Rural Water 
Association, in cooperation with each of its State 
Rural Water Affiliates, launched a nation wide 
professional-recognition initiative on August 1, 2012. 
The initiative will advocate the value of professional 
careers in the water and wastewater industry, and 
advance the quality of those careers. 

“The quality of the American water industry has 
advanced so far that it is often taken for granted,” said 
Robert Johnson, CEO. “Too often the efforts of those 
that ensure quality water at the tap go unnoticed.”

According to Readers Digest Magazine, there are 
approximately 108,330 system personnel who operate 
water and wastewater systems.  In the article, these 
positions are listed as number 2 in the “Top 
10 Jobs Americans Cannot Live Without.” 
Individuals in these positions have 
tremendous responsibilities, including water 
quality testing, regulatory compliance and 
handling of dangerous chemicals. Despite 
these heavy responsibilities and liabilities, 
the professionals in these positions often go 
unrecognized. 

“This initiative was created to improve the 
recognition of these critical water-related 
jobs, and position the water industry to cope 
with the impending workforce shortage 
expected from increasing number of 
retirements,” Johnson said. 

The first step of the initiative is a 
terminology change, referring to water 
and wastewater positions as “system 
operations specialists.” The National Rural 
Water Association and its state rural water 
affiliations, together representing over 
28,000 rural and small communities, will 
begin using the new terminology verbally 
and in all printed material after August 1.

“Titles project the skills, knowledge and 
expertise embedded in the industry and 
these system operations specialists should 
be recognized for the critical positions they 
hold in our communities,” Johnson said. 

NRWA Launches Professional Recognition Initiative
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By Paul S. Niman

Do you own or operate a public 
water system (PWS) with an aging 
work force? Are you concerned 
that your drinking water opera-
tor may retire soon and you’re not 
sure how you will fill the position? 
If these issues concern you, you 
may want to consider recruiting a 
veteran to train to become a future 
operator of your drinking water 
facilities.  

The American Water Works 
Association (AWWA) published 
a report in 2005 that projected 
37% of water utility workers 
and 32% of wastewater utility 
workers will be eligible to retire 
in the next 10 years. Additionally, 
the U.S. Department of Labor 
(DOL) estimates that the need for 
water and wastewater operators 
will increase by 20% from 2008-
2018. These statistics represent 
a serious concern to anyone 
working in the water sector 
and, particularly, to anyone 
responsible for the maintenance 
and operation of a public water 
system. Veterans, especially those 
recently discharged, represent a 

Ever Think about Recruiting a Veteran?
major recruiting opportunity for 
water and wastewater utilities. 
The United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), in 
recognition of the significance 
of this opportunity, has signed a 
Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) with the Department of 
Veterans Affairs (VA) Vocational 
Rehabilitation and Employment 
Service (VR&E) to help Veterans 
with disabilities find career 
opportunities in the water sector.

So why should you consider a 
Veteran?

•	 Prior military experience 
gives veterans an 
understanding of teamwork, 
discipline, and personal 
accountability that can 
make them excellent 
employees for a PWS. 
Additionally, many veterans 
may already possess 
technical skills and training 
relevant to the operation of 
a PWS.

•	 The DOL and VA 
administer programs to 
assist veterans transitioning 

Fluoride Awards
The MA Department of Public Health (DPH) said 
goodbye to Lynn Bethel recently, as she decided to 
seek new adventures in California.  Joyce Starr is 
now the new program coordinator for the Office of 
Oral Health at DPH.  Should you have any fluoride 
questions, you may contact her (see next column).

One of Joyce’s first duties was to honor the many 
MA PWSs that have been awarded the 2011 Fluo-
ride Quality Award from the Centers for Disease 

to civilian careers. These 
agencies oversee funding 
to pay for education and 
job training, which may 
help you defer the cost of 
training a new operator. The 
GI Bill provides a variety 
of financial benefits for 
education and training that 
can be advantageous to both 
the veteran and PWS.

Utilities interested in working 
with DOL and VA to recruit 
veterans should contact the 
following VR&E staff:

Angela Wilcher: 202-461-9883 
or Angela.Wicher@va.gov

Zeferino Murrillo: 202-461-
9635 
or Zeferino.Murillo@va.gov 

More information on recruiting 
and training veterans for 
careers in the water sector 
can be found at: http://www.
workforwater.org/ 

Questions regarding this article 
can be directed to Paul Niman 
at 617-556-1166 or by email to 
Paul.Niman@state.ma.us   ITM

Control and Prevention.  Congratulations to all of 
the winning communities!

Joyce Starr, RDH, BS
Program Coordinator, Office of Oral Health
Massachusetts Department of Public Health
250 Washington Street; 5th floor
Boston, MA  02108
617-624-5943
617-624-6062 fax

8

The launch of the initiative includes a proclamation 
to recognize the value of water and wastewater 
professionals and indicate the new terminology. 

“This initiative is just a small step to gain deserved 
recognition for system operational personnel, who 
impact our daily lives in what they do,” Johnson said. 
“The proclamation is the vehicle that will launch 
this effort.  Its success will be measured by system 
personnel, associations, and agencies ingraining it into 
their vocabulary.”      ITM

                                           To view the full-sized proclamation go 
to: www.nrwa.org  and type in "Proclamation" in the search box.

mailto:Angela.Wicher@va.gov
mailto:Zeferino.Murillo@va.gov
http://www.workforwater.org/
http://www.workforwater.org/
mailto:Paul.Niman@state.ma.us
www.nrwa.org
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By Margaret Finn

Does your finished water have a high concentration of 
manganese?  If so, you need to know that manganese 
has been added to the list of substances that need 
to be reported in the annual Consumer Confidence 
Report (CCR) for community public water suppliers.  
You will only need to report the concentration 
of manganese if your finished water exceeds the 
Secondary Maximum Contamination Level (SMCL) 
of 50 ppb (0.05 mg/L).
 

Historically, the 
US Environmental 
Protection Agency 
(EPA) and MassDEP 
set an aesthetics-based 
SMCL for manganese 
of 50 ppb.  At levels 
greater than this, the 
water may appear 

brown, taste unpleasant, and may leave black stains on 
bathroom fixtures and laundry.  But based on recent 
research, concerns have been raised regarding the 
potential for adverse health effects from manganese in 
drinking water.  Although manganese is an essential 
nutrient at low doses, chronic exposure to high 
doses may be harmful.  EPA has issued a Health 
Advisory for manganese in drinking water.  The 
Health Advisory recommends that over a lifetime, 
people should drink water with manganese levels 
less than 300 ppb (0.3 mg/L) and over the short term 
people limit their consumption of water with levels 
over 1000 ppb (1 mg/L), primarily due to concerns 
about possible neurological effects.  Children up to 1 
year of age should not be given water with manganese 
over 300 ppb, nor should formula for infants be made 
with that water. 

If your community system detects manganese greater 
than 50 ppb, you must report these concentrations in 

Manganese Reporting and the CCR

the unregulated table of your 
CCR.  (See example table 
below.)

For manganese concentrations greater than 300 ppb, 
in addition to the table below, you must also include 
an educational statement on manganese in the CCR 
report.  To read the educational statement, see the 
MassDEP: “Guidelines for Public Water Systems, 
Appendix M, Consumer Confidence Reporting 
Guidelines, Updated August 2012”, www.mass.gov/
dep/water/ccrguide.pdf.

To see the EPA drinking water health advisory for 
manganese go to: www.epa.gov/safewater/ccl/pdfs/
reg_determine1/support_cc1_magnese_dwreport.pdf.

If MassDEP determines that the water poses a risk to 
public health, the PWS must take all actions necessary 
to reduce to levels deemed safe by MassDEP.  Actions 
include monitoring, reporting to MassDEP, public 
notice, and reducing levels.  Currently, MassDEP 
recommends the following for public water systems:  
follow your sampling schedule for manganese and all 
secondary contaminants; and contact your regional 
MassDEP office if you exceed the SMCL or EPA 
Health Advisory (HA) levels. If you exceed the SMCL 
or HA level, collect sample(s) to confirm results.  
Distribution system samples may be needed.  Work 
with MassDEP to develop a monitoring schedule, plan 
to reduce levels below the SMCL, and be prepared for 
other reporting and notification actions.      ITM

MassDEP Regional contacts for manganese:
Central Paula Caron 508-767-2719
Northeast Hilary Jean 978-694-3229
Southeast Allison Rescigno 508-946-2763
Western James Gibbs 413-755-2299

Unregulated or Sec-
ondary Contaminant

Date Collected
Result or Range 

Detected
Average 
Detected

SMCL 
(ppb)

Health 
Advisory

Possible Sources

Manganese
(ug/L) or (ppb) 

__/__/2012 50 300 Erosion of natural deposits

 

By Marie Tennant

Easy Way to Avoid a CCR NON
All community PWS must write 
a yearly Consumer Confidence 
Report (CCR), which is to be 
delivered by July 1.  If you look 
ahead to next year’s calendar you 
will see that July 1, 2013 lands on 
a Monday.  This could cause a little 
headache if you wait until the last 
minute.

The federal regulations state that 
the CCR must be delivered by 
that date to all consumers and 
the agencies.  If you postmark on 
Monday, July 1, you risk receiving 
a Notice of Noncompliance (NON).  
Chances are very good that the 
USPS, FedEx, or whatever carrier 
you use will not deliver by close of 
business on that same day.

Please plan ahead and postmark 
early.  Please leave enough time 
for your postal service to deliver.  
When mailing within your town, 
delivery is pretty much a day or 
two event, but when sending out of 
town to MassDEP or MA DPH it 
takes considerably longer; a week 
is not all that uncommon. 

CCR and PN to share a Certifica-
tion Form… Sometimes!
In certain circumstances, a com-
munity PWS may use their annual 
CCR as a Tier 3 Public Notice 
(PN).  Tier 3 PNs have a one-year 
deadline to give notice to the pub-
lic.  Community PWSs may use 
their CCR as PN provided they put 
all the required information of the 
PN in the CCR and they deliver 
their CCR/PN within one year of 
the date of the violation (not neces-
sarily the July 1 CCR deadline).

A system that has a Tier 3 PN 
also must deliver a Certification 
Form to MassDEP as well.  If 
the system is using the CCR as a 
Tier 3 PN you will now be able 
to use the updated CCR Certifica-
tion Form as the PN Certification 
Form.  Please look at the updated 
CCR Certification Form (Rev. 
Oct. 2012) located at: http://www.
mass.gov/dep/water/approvals/
dwsforms.htm#ccr. Note that 
Section B of the form has been 
expanded to accommodate PN 
certification.  By signing the CCR 
Certification Form you are also 
affirming the PN Certification 
Form. If your system is not using 
the CCR as a PN simply check the 
"No" box in Section B and con-
tinue with the CCR Certification 
Form as usual.

Changes to Appendix M
There have been a few changes to 
the guidelines for the CCR- Ap-
pendix M (Rev. Oct 2012) for this 
year [http://www.mass.gov/dep/
water/drinking/systems.htm#ccr]. 
The most notable change is 
manganese reporting.  Detects for 
manganese above 0.05 mg/L must 
now be reported in your CCR. In 
some cases health language must 
also be inserted.  Please read the 
article that details this change on 
the opposite page.

There has been an addition to 
the Sample Cross Connections 
Language.  For systems wanting 
to fulfill their cross-connection 
education requirement, there are 
now two examples of sample lan-
guage to use. Both examples use 
graphics and text to explain what 
a cross connection is and how to 
prevent them.

Consumer Confidence Report News
The Language Translation Require-
ments have been updated.  Systems 
that have large populations of 
non-English-speaking people were 
mailed a letter in August detailing 
their new language requirements. 
The 2010 US Census compilations 
are used to determine the amount 
of non-English-speaking persons 
in a given community.  Over the 
past 10 years things have changed.   
Please review these changes. 

Lastly, the unregulated and second-
ary contaminant charts are cur-
rently undergoing an update.  The 
Unregulated Contaminant Chart 
will have added columns so that it 
resembles the Regulated Contami-
nant Chart.  It will list the Office of 
Research and Standards Guideline 
(ORSG) maximums (instead of an 
MCL) when there is one available.  
There will also be a column show-
ing a conversion factor by which to 
multiply your detect, in order to get 
a whole number to report. Report-
ing whole numbers in your CCR is 
a mandatory federal regulation.

There will also be a new Second-
ary Contaminant Chart.  This will 
mirror the Unregulated Chart 
except using the Secondary Maxi-
mum Contaminant Level (SMCL) 
instead of the ORSG.  These new 
charts should make it easier for 
PWSs to report unregulated and 
secondary contaminants when de-
tected. Look for these tables soon.

If you have any questions, please 
contact Marie Tennant at 617-292-
5885 or at marie.tennant@state.
ma.us.        ITM

Manganese
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By Anita Wolovick

MassDEP was recently notified 
that the U.S. EPA has sent a final 
Revised Total Coliform Rule 
(RTCR) to the White House Office 
of Management and Budget for 
review.  Passage of the final RTCR 
is expected sometime in late 2012.  
In an effort to refresh PWSs on 
the requirements of the RTCR, the 
following is provided courtesy of 
EPA Fact Sheet: Announcement 
of Proposed Revisions to Total 
Coliform Rule, Office of Water at: 
http://www.epa.gov/safewater/
disinfection/tcr/pdfs/RTCR%20
draft%20fact%20sheet%2061710.
pdf.

What are the basic requirements 
of the TCR? 

The current TCR (published in 
1989) continues to be the only 
microbial drinking water regulation 
that applies to all public water 
systems.  Systems are required to 
meet legal limits, i.e., Maximum 
Contaminant Levels (MCL), for 
total coliforms, including fecal 
coliforms, as determined by 
monthly monitoring.  The TCR 
specifies the frequency and timing 
of the monthly microbial testing by 
water systems based on population 
served.  The rule also requires 
public notification as indicated by 
monitoring results.

Who will be affected by this 
proposed rule? 

The entities potentially affected 
by this proposed rule are public 
water systems that are classified as 
community water systems (systems 
that provide water to year-round 

Revised Total Coliform Rule… Are You Prepared?
residents in places like homes 
or apartment buildings) or non-
community water systems (systems 
that provide water to people in 
locations such as schools, office 
buildings, restaurants, etc.); state 
primacy agencies; and local and 
tribal governments.  As with the 
current TCR, the proposed RTCR 
will impact approximately 154,000 
PWSs.  These water systems 
serve approximately 307 million 
individuals.

Why did EPA decide to revise the 
1989 TCR?

The Safe Drinking Water Act, as 
amended, requires EPA to review 
and revise, as appropriate, each 
National Primary Drinking Water 
Rule not less often than every 
six years.  The outcome of the 
review of the TCR determined 
that there was an opportunity to 
reduce implementation burden 
and to improve rule effectiveness, 
and that a revised TCR offers 
an opportunity for greater 
public health protection against 
waterborne pathogens in the 
public drinking water distribution 
systems.

How did EPA identify the 
changes to the TCR?

EPA established a federal 
advisory committee called the 
Total Coliform Rule Distribution 
System Advisory Committee in 
2007 to recommend revisions to 
the TCR.  The Committee was 
comprised of a balanced panel of 
15 key stakeholder organizations, 
including EPA, states and 
tribal representatives, utility 
associations, and advocacy groups 

for environment, public health, 
epidemiology, and consumers.  The 
Committee signed an Agreement 
in Principle (AIP) outlining its 
recommendations in 2008.  The 
proposed rule is being developed to 
be consistent with the AIP.

How have monitoring 
frequencies changed?

The proposed rule links monitoring 
frequency to water quality and 
system performance:

•	 Provides criteria that well-
operated small systems must 
meet to qualify and stay on 
reduced monitoring

•	 Requires increased monitoring 
for high-risk small systems 
with unacceptable compliance 
history

•	 Requires some new monitoring 
requirements for seasonal 
systems such as state and 
national parks

How has the standard for total 
coliform changed? 

The proposed rule establishes 
a health goal (Maximum 
Contaminant Level Goal, or 
MCLG) and an MCL for E. coli 
and eliminates the MCLG and 
MCL for total coliform, replacing 
it with a treatment technique for 
coliform that requires assessment 
and corrective action.

The proposed rule is establishing 
an MCLG and an MCL of zero for 
E. coli, a more specific indicator of 
fecal contamination and potential 
harmful pathogens than total 

coliform.  EPA is proposing to 
remove the current MCLG and 
MCL of zero for total coliform.  
Many of the organisms detected 
by total coliform methods are not 
of fecal origin and do not have any 
direct public health implication.

Under the proposed treatment 
technique for coliform, total 
coliform serves as an indicator of a 
potential pathway of contamination 
into the distribution system.  A 
PWS that exceeds a specified 
frequency of total coliform 
occurrence must conduct an 
assessment to determine if any 
sanitary defects exist and, if found, 
correct them.  Under the proposed 
treatment technique requirements, 
a PWS that incurs an E. coli 
MCL violation must conduct an 
assessment and correct any sanitary 
defects found.

How has the public notification 
requirement changed?

The proposed rule is eliminating 
monthly public notification 
requirements based only on the 
presence of total coliforms.  Total 
coliforms in the distribution system 
may indicate a potential pathway 
for contamination but in and of 
themselves do not indicate a health 
threat.  Instead, the proposed rule 
requires public notification when 
an E. coli MCL violation occurs, 
indicating a potential health threat, 
or when a PWS fails to conduct the 
required assessment and corrective 
action.

How much will the proposed 
rule cost water suppliers and 
consumers?

The estimated net incremental 
cost of the proposal is $14 million 
annually.  This represents total 

increased costs relative to current 
TCR provisions.  PWSs are 
estimated to incur approximately 
97 percent of the proposed rule’s 
net annualized present value costs.  
States/primacy agencies incur the 
remaining costs.

How Massachusetts PWS can 
prepare for the RTCR?

Monitoring: As with the current 
TCR, PWSs will continue to 
monitor for total coliforms and E. 
coli according to a sample siting 
plan and a schedule specific to 
the system.  Sample siting plans 
under the proposed RTCR must 
continue to be representative of the 
water throughout the distribution 
system.  Under the proposed 
RTCR, systems have the flexibility 
to propose repeat sample locations 
that best verify and determine the 
extent of potential contamination 
of the distribution system, rather 
than having to sample within 
five connections upstream and 
downstream of the total coliform-
positive sample location.  In lieu 
of proposing new repeat sample 
locations, the systems may stay 
with the default used under the 
current TCR of five connections 
upstream and downstream of the 
total coliform positive sample 
location.

The proposed RTCR allows 
all systems to transition to the 
new rule at their current TCR 
monitoring frequency, including 
systems on reduced monitoring 
under the current TCR.  States 
will then evaluate the monitoring 
frequency during each sanitary 
survey conducted after the 
compliance effective date of the 
RTCR.

In preparation for the RTCR, 
MassDEP encourages all PWS 

to review their existing sample 
siting plan to determine if it meets 
the criteria established in the 
RTCR.  If a PWS determines that 
there is a need to change sample 
locations in order to comply with 
the RTCR, please keep in mind that 
all samples must be taken at sites 
according to a written sample site 
plan unless otherwise authorized by 
MassDEP in writing.  These plans 
are subject to review, revision, and 
approval by MassDEP. Contact 
your regional office for guidance 
on the necessary steps required to 
change sample locations.

Assessment and corrective action:

As part of a treatment technique, 
all PWSs are required to assess 
their systems when monitoring 
results show that the system may 
be vulnerable to contamination.  
Systems must conduct a simple 
self-assessment (Level 1) or a 
more detailed assessment (Level 
2) depending on the severity and 
frequency of contamination.  The 
system is responsible for correcting 
any sanitary defect(s) found 
through either a Level 1 or Level 2 
assessment.

In anticipation of the final RTCR, 
MassDEP developed and piloted 
the Level 1 Assessment form and 
requested those PWS that had a 
Total Coliform MCL violation to 
perform the Level 1 Assessment 
and provide comments on the 
functionality of the form.  If your 
PWS violates the monthly total 
coliform MCL under the current 
Total Coliform Rule, performing a 
Level 1 Assessment will help you 
to identify vulnerabilities in your 
system, which will in turn help 
bring you into compliance prior to 
the adoption of the RTCR.     ITM

(Continued on next page)

http://www.epa.gov/safewater/disinfection/tcr/pdfs/RTCR%20draft%20fact%20sheet%2061710.pdf
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http://www.epa.gov/safewater/disinfection/tcr/pdfs/RTCR%20draft%20fact%20sheet%2061710.pdf
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One Winter St - 5th Floor    Boston, MA 02108

In The Main at: http://www.mass.gov/dep/public/watline.htm

Drinking Water Program at: 

http://www.mass.gov/dep/water/drinking.htm

MassDEP on Twitter: http://twitter.com/MassDEP 

MassDEP e-newsletter: mass.gov/dep/public/publications/enews.htm

Posted by Pat Roeor on October 2, 2012:  Frans, I 
recently heard that MassDEP performed a CPE in the 
northeast region.  What is a CPE and how could it 
benefit my system?
Answer by Frans Kline:  Pat, excuse my long-
winded answer but… A CPE is a comprehensive 
performance evaluation of a surface water treatment 
plant using a performance tool created by USEPA. 
This performance tool was developed to optimize 
the treatment process at minimum to no cost.  The 
CPE is an operational, controlled check of the system 
to ensure that the drinking water treatment plant 
is producing the highest quality water.  It’s like a 
system “tune-up” and its goal is to achieve optimum 
performance of the entire treatment system.  The tune-
up should result in the best quality water the system 
can produce, without major or costly changes to the 
system, while meeting the standards of the Surface 
Water Treatment Rule.  

Pat:  But what exactly do they look for in the 
treatment plant?
Frans:  Treatment plants are usually a series of 
processes to ensure that if microbes escape one 
process stage, they are likely to be captured by 
the next process stage.  Each treatment process is 
evaluated against a set of performance standards from 
the CPE tool kit, and recommendations are made 

based on the results obtained. Besides detailed plant 
performance, the administrative and financial capacity 
of the system is also evaluated. 

Pat:  How long does a CPE take to complete?
Frans: It varies on how complex the system is but it is 
not uncommon to take up to three days.

Pat:   Does the system get some sort of a “grade” 
when the CPE is completed?
Frans:  Yes, in a way. At the end of the evaluation 
process, there is a wrap-up session with plant staff 
and the MassDEP CPE team.  The CPE team points 
out areas of outstanding performance and makes 
recommendations in areas of deficiencies that could 
limit plant performance. This exit meeting is followed 
up with a formal report sent to the system’s manager. 

Pat:  How often does MassDEP conduct CPEs? Can I 
request a CPE?
Frans:  It is the intention of MassDEP to conduct at 
least one CPE annually.   MassDEP has a schedule to 
adhere to but if you really think your system needs 
one, call your MassDEP regional office drinking water 
program chief to schedule one.  In the meantime stay 
“tuned”!

(Frans Kline’s ghostwriter is MassDEP’s Frank Niles.)

Frans Kline’s Water Quality Blog
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Path leading to Chestnut Hill Reservoir; Brookline, MA
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