
 
 
 

 
September 15, 2006 

 
 
BY ELECTRONIC MAIL 
The Honorable Stephen L. Johnson, Administrator 
The Honorable Benjamin H. Grumbles, Assistant Administrator for Water Programs 
The Honorable Brian Mannix, Associate Administrator for Policy and Economic Innovation  
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
c/o Water Docket, Mail Code 410T 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20460-0001 
Electronic Address: http://www.regulations.gov/ (Docket ID No. OW-2005-0034) 
 
Re:  Comments on EPA’s National Primary Drinking Water Regulations for Lead and 
Copper: Short-term Regulatory Revisions and Clarifications; Proposed Rule 
 
Dear Sirs: 
 
The U.S. Small Business Administration's (SBA) Office of Advocacy (Advocacy) is pleased to 
submit the following comments on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) 
Proposed National Primary Drinking Water Regulations for Lead and Copper: Short-term 
Regulatory Revisions and Clarifications Rule.1  The proposed rule is intended to strengthen the 
implementation of the Lead and Copper Rule (LCR) in the following areas: monitoring, 
treatment processes, customer awareness, and lead service line replacement.  The proposed 
changes are designed to provide more effective protection of public health by reducing 
exposure to lead in drinking water.2  Advocacy recommends that EPA subcategorize regulated 
small entities in order to understand better the impact of the proposed rule on small water 
systems of varying sizes.  Advocacy also believes that subcategorization should be adopted as 
a general principle of regulatory flexibility analysis. 
 
Office of Advocacy 
 
Advocacy was established pursuant to Pub. L. 94-305 to represent the views of small entities 
before Federal agencies and Congress.  Advocacy is an independent office within SBA, so the 
views expressed by Advocacy do not necessarily reflect the views of the SBA or the 
Administration.  The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), as amended by the Small Business 
Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996 (SBREFA),3 gives small entities a voice in the 
rulemaking process.  For all rules which will have a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities, EPA is required by the RFA to assess the impact of the 

                                                 
1 71 Fed. Reg. 40828-40863 (July 18, 2006). 
2 Id. at 40828. 
3 Pub. L. 104-121, Title II, 110 Stat. 857 (1996) (codified in various sections of 5 U.S.C. § 601 et seq.). 
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proposed rule on small business and to consider less burdensome alternatives.  Moreover, on 
August 13, 2002, President Bush signed Executive Order 13272,4 which requires Federal 
agencies to give every appropriate consideration to any comments on a proposed or final rule 
submitted by Advocacy.  The agency must include, in any explanation or discussion 
accompanying publication in the Federal Register of a final rule, the agency's response to any 
written comments submitted by Advocacy on the proposed rule. 
 
Background 
 
EPA’s proposed rule is intended to strengthen the implementation of the Lead and Copper Rule 
(LCR) to provide more effective protection of public health by reducing exposure to lead in 
drinking water.  However, the proposed changes do not affect the basic requirements of the 
LCR, the lead or copper maximum contaminant level goals, or action levels.  EPA has certified 
under the RFA that the proposed rule will not have a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities.  While Advocacy does not dispute the ultimate 
determination of the certification, Advocacy believes that EPA should subcategorize the 
regulated small entities in order to understand better the impact of the rule on small water 
systems of varying sizes.  
 
Specifically, EPA’s use of a single size category for small water systems serving 10,000 users 
or fewer without subcategorizing small water systems into subcategories dilutes the size of the 
impact by using a single revenue figure instead of revenues reflecting four different size 
systems.  This is contrary to Advocacy guidance and inconsistent with past EPA practices.  
Advocacy hired a contractor (Pechan) to assess EPA’s RFA analysis and recommends that 
EPA adopt the methodology recommended by the contractor.  A copy of the Pechan report5 is 
attached and incorporated as part of Advocacy’s comments.   However, as stated earlier, a 
revision of the methodology in this particular rulemaking does not change the certification 
decision because this particular rule does not impose significant costs on any size facilities.6 
 
EPA Should Subcategorize as a General Principle of RFA Analysis 
 
As directed by Executive Order 13272, Advocacy prepared guidance for federal agencies on 
how to comply with the RFA.7  That guidance (excerpted below) clearly supports the concept 
that federal agencies should subcategorize industry sectors as necessary when performing 
regulatory flexibility analyses: 
 

Thus, to meet the basic [RFA] goal, analysts will routinely want to economically 
segment industrial sectors into several appropriate size categories smaller than the … 

                                                 
4 67 Fed. Reg. 53461 (August 16, 2002). 
5 Revenue Estimates for Small Entiies Potentially Affected by National Primary Drinking Water 
Regulations for Lead and Copper, Technical Memorandum, E.H. Pechan & Associates, Inc., September 15, 
2006. 
6 The average cost/small facility revenue is estimated at 0.002 percent.  71 Fed. Reg.  40828, 40856.   This 
ratio would not increase this figure  to above one percent for even the smallest subcategory (100 or fewer 
users.    
7 A Guide for Government Agencies, How to Comply with the Regulatory Flexibility Act, Implementing the 
President’s Small Business Agenda and Executive Order 13272, May 2003. 
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[SBA size standard].  Only by doing so will the analyst accurately identify and 
analyze those entities covered by the RFA. 
 
Consider the following example of how the SBA definition of a small business may 
not adequately address the nuances that exist within the universe of affected small 
entities: 
 
SBA established a size standard for the drinking water supply industry at $5 million 
in revenues, equating approximately to a city serving 30,000 people. EPA has 
proposed an alternative definition—a small water supply would serve no more than 
10,000 people. Such a system generates somewhat less than a million dollars in 
annual revenue. However, EPA does not stop by looking only at the supply serving 
10,000 people. It also examines sub-populations of the water supply industry serving 
fewer than 100 people, 101-500 people, 501-3,300 and 3,300-10,000. Water supplies 
in the smallest size category generate revenues less than one-tenth that of those in the 
10,000-25,000 size category. More significantly, 90 percent of regulated water 
supplies serve fewer than 500 people, and on average, water supplies in those two 
size categories have net losses, costs being spread to other municipal revenue streams. 
EPA typically examines each of these small water supply size categories and, in 
keeping with the Regulatory Flexibility Act, has proposed different “available 
treatment technologies” for each water supply size, reflecting the wide range in 
economic viability within the industry. Each of the size categories below the “small 
water supply” size cut-off stands as its own universe of economically similar 
regulated entities. EPA recognized the regulatory significance of this and 
incorporated it into its analysis. 
 
Agencies should identify and examine various economically similar small regulated 
entities so that they will have a baseline from which to determine whether a 
significant regulatory cost will have an impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. An understanding of the differences in economic impacts across the various 
regulated communities often generates different regulatory alternatives. When the 
agency is ready to prepare its [Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis], sound analysis 
implies that agencies look at the various subsectors of the regulated community, the 
differences among them, and additional sound regulatory alternatives that can achieve 
the statutory mission while mitigating unnecessary economic impacts on small 
entities.8 

 
Since there is a wide disparity among small water systems revenues, a single size standard for 
the purposes of regulatory flexibility analysis is inappropriate.  Accordingly, Advocacy 
recommends that EPA subcategorize small water systems into the four subgroups 
recommended in the attached Pechan report.9 

                                                 
8 A Guide for Government Agencies, How to Comply with the Regulatory Flexibility Act, Implementing the 
President’s Small Business Agenda and Executive Order 13272, May 2003, pages 15-16. 
9 Advocacy recognizes that the example from the Advocacy guidance is from EPA’s affordability analysis 
for small water systems and not its RFA certification analysis.  Affordability analyses are used by EPA to 
determine if small systems within a given subcategory warrant a variance from a specific drinking water 
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The Pechan report adopts the same four subcategories as EPA uses in the analysis cited above.  
Below is a copy of Table 4 from the Pechan report: 
 

Table 4.  2000 CWSS Revenue Estimates for All Small Water Systems 
 

Population Served 
Number of 

Water Systems 
Mean 

($000s) 
Median 
($000s) 

Less than 100 12,658 10 2 
101 to 500 16,461 36 20 
501 to 3,000 14,017 191 144 
3,001 to 10,000 5,052 786 648 
    

10,000 or less* 48,188 153 117 
   *weighted by proportion of number of systems in each size category 

 
In the table, using a single size category results in median revenues of $117,000, whereas using 
four subcategories results in a range of revenues from $2,000 to $648,000.10  In other words, 
use of a single size standard of $117,000 underestimates the regulatory impact on a small 
system of less than 100 users by a factor of more than fifty (i.e., $117,000 ÷ 2).  Therefore, the 
failure to use subcategories dilutes the measure of impact, and EPA would potentially miss 
significant impacts for more expensive rules.  Accordingly, Advocacy recommends that EPA 
employ the subcategorization method in this rulemaking and in all EPA rules. 
 
EPA Does Not Have a Consistent RFA Certification Methodology 
 
In the RFA certification analysis of the pesticide container rule promulgated only last 
month, EPA properly disaggregated the 3,000 affected small pesticide commercial 
applicators into three sizes: small-small, medium-small, and large-small.11  Therefore, EPA 
found that it was appropriate in the certification analysis to divide these differently affected 
firms in this situation for a proper analysis.  EPA has not offered any explanation as to why 
the approach would be different for drinking water rules.  This is particularly surprising, 
when for other purposes, such as the affordability waiver, the EPA office already employs 
four subcategories within the small water system category to examine whether regulatory 
variances are appropriate.   
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                 
standard.  However, it is also appropriate to use this methodology for certifications since both measure 
regulatory impacts. 
10 Pechan’s single category mean revenue estimate for small water systems is $153,000, whereas EPA uses 
a mean value of nearly $3.0 million.  See further discussion in the Pechan report at pages 1-7.  The Pechan 
report explains in more detail why EPA should be using only the municipality water-related revenues, and 
not total municipal revenues, in the cost/revenue comparison that is part of EPA's certification analysis.   
11 EPA Final Rule, Standards for Pesticide Containers and Containment, 71 Fed. Reg. 47329-47437 
(August 16, 2006).       
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Conclusion 
 
Advocacy appreciates the opportunity to comment on EPA’s Proposed National Primary 
Drinking Water Regulations for Lead and Copper: Short-term Regulatory Revisions and 
Clarifications Rule.  Advocacy recommends that EPA employ an appropriate subcategorization 
method in the final LCR and future Safe Drinking Water Act rules.  Please feel free to contact 
me or Kevin Bromberg of my staff at (202) 205-6964 (or kevin.bromberg@sba.gov) if you 
have any questions or require additional information. 
 
   Sincerely, 
 
   //signed//   
  
   Thomas M. Sullivan 
   Chief Counsel for Advocacy 
 
   //signed//  
 
   Kevin Bromberg 
   Assistant Chief Counsel for Advocacy 
 
 
cc: Steven D. Aitken 
 Acting Administrator, Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs 
 Office of Management and Budget 
 
 
Attachment:  September 15, 2006 Pechan Technical Memorandum 
 



 
 
 
 

REVENUE ESTIMATES FOR SMALL ENTITIES POTENTIALLY 
AFFECTED BY NATIONAL PRIMARY DRINKING WATER 

REGULATIONS FOR LEAD AND COPPER 
 

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared for: 
 

U.S. Small Business Administration 
Office of Advocacy 

409 Third Street, SW 
Washington DC  20416 

 
 
 
 

Prepared by: 
 

Andy Bollman 
E.H. Pechan & Associates, Inc. 

3622 Lyckan Parkway, Suite 2005 
Durham, NC  27707 

 
 
 

September 15, 2006 
 
 
 

Work Assignment No. 04-9 



PECHAN September 15, 2006 

 

 ii Technical Memorandum
 

The Office of Advocacy, an independent office within the U.S. Small Business Administration, 
has primary responsibility for government-wide oversight of the Regulatory Flexibility Act of 
1980 (RFA), as amended by the Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996 
(SBREFA).  The principal goal of the RFA is to identify, and, if possible, lessen the burdens 
Federal regulations place on small entities.  The Office of Advocacy sponsored this report under 
contract SBAHQ-03C0020.  This report was developed under a contract with the Small Business 
Administration, Office of Advocacy, and contains information and analysis that was reviewed 
and edited by officials of the Office of Advocacy.  However, the final conclusions of the report 
do not necessarily reflect the views of the Office of Advocacy. 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 
 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is proposing targeted regulatory changes to 
the National Primary Drinking Water Regulations (NPDWR) for lead and copper.  The EPA 
states that the proposal will strengthen the implementation of the Lead and Copper Rule (LCR) 
in the following areas:  monitoring, treatment processes, customer awareness, and lead service 
line replacement.  The EPA expects these changes to provide more effective protection of public 
health by reducing exposure to lead in drinking water.  The proposed changes do not affect the 
basic requirements of the LCR, the lead or copper maximum contaminant level goals, or action 
levels. 
 
The U.S. Small Business Administration’s Office of Advocacy (Advocacy) requested that 
Pechan evaluate the analysis used to support EPA’s “no significant impact” regulatory flexibility 
act (RFA) certification for the proposed LCR revisions.  In particular, Advocacy directed Pechan 
to assist in reviewing the basis for EPA’s small water system revenue estimates used in the RFA 
certification.  Specifically, Advocacy notes that EPA uses one size category for small water 
systems serving 10,000 users or less without subcategorizing small water systems into smaller 
subcategories.  This is contrary to Advocacy guidance, and contrary to EPA practice in 
performing other economic regulatory analyses.  The following summarizes the revenue 
information EPA used in the RFA certification for the proposed LCR, and describes the revenue 
estimates that EPA should use in performing the RFA analysis for this and potential future 
drinking water regulations. 
 
II. REVIEW OF PAST SMALL DRINKING WATER SYSTEM 

REVENUE ESTIMATES 
 
In supporting its certification of “no significant impact” for the proposed LCR, EPA used an 
estimated small drinking water system revenue estimate of $2.981 million.  According to EPA, 
the derivation for this estimate was provided in the economic analysis for the Stage II 
Disinfection Byproducts Rule (EPA, 2005a).  As indicated by Table 1, this value was derived as 
the weighted average of individual small entity revenue estimates for small government entities, 
small businesses, and small organizations. 
 

Table 1.  Stage II DBPR Small Entity Revenue Estimates 
 

Type of Entity 
Number of Small 

Systems 
Percent of 

Small Systems 
Average Annual 

System Revenues ($) 
Small Governments 1,827 43% $2,649,186 
Small Businesses 1,584 37% $2,555,888 
Small Organizations 838 20% $4,750,838 
All Small Entities 4,250 100% $2,981,331 

  Source:  Exhibit 8-1 of EPA, 2005a. 
 
 
The economic analysis for the Stage II Disinfection Byproducts Rule (DBPR) provides limited 
information on how EPA developed each of the Table 1 individual small entity revenue 
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estimates.  Because of the lack of information, Pechan was unable to understand how EPA 
derived the small business and small organization estimates. 
 
The EPA clearly identifies the use of two data sources in developing their small government 
revenue estimate:  Bureau of the Census’ 1992 Census of Governments and the Bureau of 
Economic Analysis 1992-2003 price index for government consumption expenditures and gross 
investment (DOC, 1997 and DOC, 2006).  Pechan compiled these data in an attempt to replicate 
EPA’s $2.65 million revenue estimate.  From these data, Pechan calculated a small government 
entity revenue estimate of $1.89 million ($1.404 million estimated from 1992 Census of 
Governments data multiplied by 1992-2003 BEA price index of 1.349).12  Because EPA did not 
provide Advocacy with the actual data/calculations that were used to derive the $2.65 million 
estimate, Pechan is unable to identify the reason for the discrepancy.13 
 
The EPA had considered developing small water system revenue estimates from data developed 
in the 2000 Community Water System Survey (CWSS).  After review of the available data, 
however, EPA concluded that the CWSS data were an inappropriate measure of small system 
revenues for the following three reasons: 
 

1) Publicly owned systems have other sources of revenue that are not included in the 
survey (e.g., have access to the general fund of their municipality); 

 
2) The survey does not capture revenues available to non-community water systems; and 

 
3) A substantial proportion of water systems does not charge directly for water and/or did 

not report water-related revenue in the survey (e.g., 42 percent in the size category 
serving 25-100 people), and certain CWSS tables include revenue estimates of zero for 
these systems (Burneson, 2006). 

 
As for the first comment, the CWSS asks that survey respondents include all sources of revenue, 
and specifically includes an entry for general fund revenues (e.g., from municipalities) for 
question 26C, which is used to develop revenue estimates reported in the 2000 CWSS report 
(EPA, 2002).  EPA’s second comment has merit if there is evidence that average revenues for 
non-community water systems are significantly different from average revenues for community 
water systems.  However, EPA has not yet cited evidence indicating any average revenue 
distinction between these two system types.  Finally, the 2000 CWSS report provides revenue 
estimates specific to water systems that only report positive revenue and expenses (Table 49).  
Therefore, Pechan believes that two of the three reasons that EPA has cited for not using the 
CWSS are without merit.  Because non-community systems generally serve smaller populations 

                                                 
12  The economic analysis for the Stage 2 DBPR does not mention a shortcoming of the Census of Governments 
data.  Because this source does not provide North Central region townships revenue data by population size, these 
entities are not included in the calculation of average municipality/township revenues. 
13  It is possible that EPA's estimate is an average that includes other small government entity revenues (counties, 
special districts), but there is no mention of any government revenue data source other than the 
municipality/township governments volume of the Census of Governments. 
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than community systems,14 and systems serving smaller populations report lower revenues, the 
third reason EPA provided for not using the CWSS implies that the initial estimate may tend to 
overstate small system revenues.   
 
III. PECHAN EVALUATION OF SMALL DRINKING WATER 

SYSTEM REVENUES 
 
The following describes Pechan’s evaluation of two related issues:  (1) are total small drinking 
water system revenues (the CWSS-based revenue estimates) or total small government entity 
revenues (the Census of Governments-based revenue estimates) the more appropriate value to 
use in performing small entity impact analyses of drinking water regulations; and (2) what 
specific revenue estimates should be used in the LCR small entity impact analysis? 
 
A. ALTERNATIVE REVENUE MEASURES FOR SMALL 

GOVERNMENT IMPACT ANALYSES 
 
There is an ongoing interagency discussion about whether impact analyses of drinking water 
system regulations should be performed using total government entity revenues or total 
government revenues accruing to water systems.  Ultimately, it is a matter of government policy 
to decide which revenue estimates are the more appropriate values to use in estimating small 
government entity impacts such as those performed in support of the RFA.  The following 
describes Pechan’s consideration of this issue. 
 
Since its enactment in 1980, the RFA has required Federal agencies to prepare regulatory 
flexibility analyses unless the agency certifies that the rule “will not, if promulgated, have a 
significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities.”  Because the term 
“significant” is not defined in the RFA, agencies have some discretion in determining what to 
consider significant.  For regulations affecting small businesses, EPA has developed non-binding 
guidance to determine the presence of a significant impact (EPA, 1999).  This guidance suggests 
that any of the following annual compliance cost-to-sales results can be presumed to not have a 
significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities: 
 

•  All affected entities have cost-to-sales ratios of less than 1 percent; 
•  Fewer than 100 small entities have cost-to-sales ratios of 1 percent or greater; 
•  100 to 999 entities representing less than 20 percent of all affected small entities have 

cost-to-sales ratios of 1 percent or greater; 
•  fewer than 100 small entities have cost-to-sales ratios of 3 percent or greater. 

 
The EPA guidance is silent on the specific sales data to use as the denominator in the 
calculations.  Advocacy suggests that sales should represent the sales specific to the activity that 
would be regulated: 
 

                                                 
14  The latest year data indicate that 61 percent of small community water systems serve 500 people or less, while 85 
percent of small non-transient non-community water systems serve 500 people or less (EPA, 2005b).  (Note that the 
LCR does not apply to transient non-community water systems.)  
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For purposes of analyzing the impact of a regulation on a regulated entity, it is 
most appropriate to focus on the costs and revenues associated with that 
particular activity.  In this case, one wants to measure the costs and revenues 
associated with water use.  Otherwise, you cannot properly evaluate the true 
affect on the activity, because the entity can cross-subsidize the activity with 
revenues from other activities.  For example, if a business has two separate lines 
of businesses and costs are imposed on the second line of business such that the 
profits from that line of business would be eliminated, that line of business would 
close.  If you look only at the total revenues of that business, this impact would be 
lost.  Stated in a different way, one needs to look at the costs and revenues of each 
business line separately to analyze how to manage the business…” (Bromberg, 
2006). 

 
In practice, however, it is clear that past EPA RFA analyses have utilized total revenues in 
calculating cost-to-sales ratios.  If data are available to support a “business line” level analysis, 
then Pechan supports Advocacy’s viewpoint that the RFA analyst should use these data to 
evaluate the possibility that business line impacts will be significant (e.g., business line closures 
are likely).  Unless the affected business line is an extremely small proportion of total business 
activity, Pechan asserts that significant business line impacts are indicative of RFA “significant 
impacts.”  However, it is important to note that, because small businesses often consist of a 
single line of business, there may be no need to separately consider business line level impacts 
for many regulations.  However, this is not likely to be the case when considering regulations 
that affect small government entities. 
 
To evaluate the significance of government entity impacts, EPA’s RFA guidance suggests the 
use of analogous sales-to-revenue ratio analyses.  Small government entities provide many 
diverse services besides providing water.  User fees, which are used as a funding source by all 
small public water systems, serve to both control water consumption and to recover a 
municipality’s costs for providing water.  These user fees also serve to avoid the need for 
additional tax revenue to cross-subsidize the water service.  Data from the 2000 CWSS indicate 
that such cross-subsidization is relatively rare − less than 7 percent of small public water systems 
utilize general fund revenues to support their activities (actual values range from 1 percent of 
systems serving 100 people or less to 7.2 percent of systems serving 501 to 3,300 people). 15  The 
CWSS revenue data already reflect the extent to which general fund revenues are currently used 
to support water services.  Pechan asserts that total water system revenues should be used in 
performing small government impact analyses of drinking water regulations because the 
significance of these regulations is likely to be measured by municipalities, not based on their 
total revenues, but rather based on their revenues currently allocated to provide that service.  
Therefore, Pechan recommends that EPA perform cost-to-revenue analyses of potential drinking 
water regulations using total water system revenues rather than total government revenues. 
 
It should also be noted that EPA’s own documentation for the CWSS suggests that one of the 
purposes of the CWSS is to provide revenue data to support RFA analyses: 
 

                                                 
15  General tax revenue is more generally used to fund other municipal functions (e.g., police protection). 
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The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) and the newly authorized Small Business 
Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act (SBREFA) require the Agency to 
demonstrate that SDWA regulations do not impose an unreasonable economic 
and financial burden on small businesses or governments.  The analyses required 
by the RFA and SBREFA can be supported by many of the same CWS Survey data 
elements as the RIA and ICR analyses.  The table on the opposite page compares 
RFA data requirements and CWS Survey data elements.  The financial section of 
the CWS Survey database provides a number of critical data elements for input 
into EPA’s small business impact analyses (EPA, 1997, at page 32).16 

 
Not only do the EPA’s stated reasons for replacing CWSS-based revenue estimates with Census 
of Government based estimates appear not to support making this switch, EPA has acknowledged 
that the CWSS was designed in part to develop data to support RFA analyses.  Pechan suggests 
that either EPA should provide a more valid rationale for the switch to total government entity 
revenues or else return to the use of CWSS-based revenue estimates.  If such a rationale exists, 
then Pechan recommends that Advocacy request that EPA provide further detail on the 
derivation of their small entity revenue estimates.  As noted earlier, the information provided is 
not sufficient to understand the data sources/methods that were used to develop the small 
business and small organization revenue estimates.  In addition, Pechan’s calculation of small 
government revenues indicates average revenues of $1.89 million, while EPA’s estimate is $2.65 
million.  Given this large discrepancy, EPA should provide further detail on the calculations used 
to develop their higher estimate.  Furthermore, if EPA continues to believe that the CWSS does 
not provide an accurate picture of revenues accruing to small water systems, then EPA should 
revise the CWSS to ensure that it provides valid data to support RFA analyses. 
 
Until such time as EPA provides a more compelling rationale for replacing CWSS revenue data 
with Census of Governments revenue data, Pechan believes that the CWSS data are appropriate 
for the small entity impacts analysis of the LCR.  In addition, the CWSS provides complete 
detail on revenues for individual subcategories within the overall small entity classification 
(systems serving 10,000 people or less) for which the Census data are incomplete.  SBA 
guidance recommends performing RFA analyses for such subcategories because average small 
entity impact estimates can mask significant impacts for the smallest affected entities.17  It 
should be noted that EPA already conducts similar affordability analyses for subcategories of 
small water systems (e.g., the Stage 2 DBPR includes an affordability analysis for systems 
serving 500 or fewer people, systems serving 501 to 3,300 people, and systems serving 3,301 to 
10,000 people).  Interestingly, EPA appears to acknowledge the desirability of performing small 

                                                 
16  The table that is referred to in this paragraph identifies revenue questions from the CWSS as supporting RFA 
analyses. 
17 Recent SBA guidance on complying with the RFA/SBREFA recommends that government agencies divide the 
affected total small entity population into smaller size categories:  “to meet the basic Small Business Regulatory 
Enforcement Fairness Act (SBREFA) goal, analysts will routinely want to economically segment industrial sectors 
into several appropriate size categories smaller than the Small Business Act section 3 definition.  Only by so doing 
will the analyst accurately identify and analyze those entities covered by the RFA… Agencies should identify and 
examine various economically similar small regulated entities so that they will have a baseline from which to 
determine whether a significant regulatory cost will have an impact on a substantial number of small entities.” (“A 
Guide for Government Agencies, How to Comply with the Regulatory Flexibility Act, Implementing the President’s 
Small Business Agenda and Executive Order 13272,” May 2003, at pg. 15.) 
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entity impact analyses for such subcategories because the small entity impacts section of the 
economic analysis for the Stage II DBPR states that “data were not available to differentiate 
revenue for small entities by system sizes…” (EPA, 2005a, at page 8-5).18 
 
B. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REVENUE ESTIMATES FOR LCR 

SMALL ENTITY IMPACT ANALYSES 
 
For the reasons noted in the previous section, Pechan computed revenue estimates for the 
LCR small entity impact analysis using CWSS data.  For the 2000 CWSS, data are 
reported for small public and small private water systems that serve: 
 

•  100 people or less; 
•  101 to 500 people; 
•  501 to 3,000 people; and 
•  3,001 to 10,000 people. 

 
Table 2 reports the mean and median small entity public water system revenues by 
population served; similar data are reported in Table 3 for small entity private water 
system revenues.19  Note that the overall small entity average revenues are much lower 
for private water systems than public water systems because a significantly greater 
proportion of small private water systems are classified in the smallest size categories.  
Also note the large difference between Pechan’s total small government revenue 
estimate, which is based on the Census of Governments data ($1.89 million) and Pechan’s 
small public water system revenue estimate, which is based on the CWSS ($259,000). 
 

Table 2.  2000 CWSS Revenue Estimates for Small Public Water Systems 
 

Population Served 
Number of 

Water Systems 
Mean 

($000s) 
Median 
($000s) 

Less than 100 734 18 10 
101 to 500 5,752 35 26 
501 to 3,000 11,282 191 134 
3,001 to 10,000 4,314 778 653 
    

10,000 or less* 22,082 259 203 
   *weighted by proportion of number of public systems in each size category 

                                                 
18  While this statement is partially correct with respect to the Census of Governments revenue data, it is not true for 
the 2000 CWSS data.  For the Census of Governments, while municipal data are not reported by subcategory, 
separate revenue data are reported for Northeast Townships serving populations of:  (1) less than 2,500 people; (2) 
between 2,500 and 4,999 people; and (3) 5,000 to 9,999 people.  These data indicate, for example, that Northeast 
Townships serving 2,500 people have average total revenues that are about 35 percent of the average total revenues 
of all townships serving less than 10,000 people. 
19  In response to EPA’s concern that the RFA analysis should reflect average revenues that exclude revenues for 
water systems that don’t charge users for water service, the estimates in these tables only reflect systems reporting 
positive revenues. 
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Table 3.  2000 CWSS Revenue Estimates for Small Private Water Systems20 
 

Population Served 
Number of 

Water Systems 
Mean 

($000s) 
Median 
($000s) 

Less than 100 11,924 10 2 
101 to 500 10,709 37 17 
501 to 3,000 2,735 191 194 
3,001 to 10,000 738 850 633 
    

10,000 or less* 26,106 64 46 
   *weighted by proportion of number of private systems in each size category 
 
 
Pechan suggests that the most accurate assessment of whether the LCR will have significant 
economic impacts on a substantial number of small entities would involve comparisons of each 
subcategory’s revenue estimate with each subcategory’s LCR compliance cost estimate.  
Although it is not clear from the limited LCR cost information provided to Pechan, it appears 
that the cost estimates used in the small entity impact analyses are meant to reflect average 
(mean) costs.  If this is the case, then Pechan recommends that the mean revenue estimates be 
used in performing the small entity impact analyses. If separate small water system cost 
estimates can not be developed by individual size category, or for public versus private water 
systems, then Pechan recommends that EPA use the overall small water system mean revenue 
estimate ($153,000) displayed in the last row of Table 4 (note that it may be necessary to adjust 
this estimate to reflect prices in the year represented by the cost data).21 
 

Table 4.  2000 CWSS Revenue Estimates for All Small Water Systems 
 

Population Served 
Number of 

Water Systems 
Mean 

($000s) 
Median 
($000s) 

Less than 100 12,658 10 2 
101 to 500 16,461 36 20 
501 to 3,000 14,017 191 144 
3,001 to 10,000 5,052 786 648 
    

10,000 or less* 48,188 153 117 
   *weighted by proportion of number of systems in each size category 
 

                                                 
20  The 2000 CWSS does not break out private systems into for-profit businesses and non-profit organizations. 
21 It is not clear from the information provided to Pechan, but it appears that the LCR costs may reflect an average 
annual cost over the 2006-2008 period. 
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