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1. INTRODUCTION
Section 1.1: Safe Drinking Water Act Implementation

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) Amendments were signed by the President on August
6, 1996. The 1996 SDWA contains over 70 statutory deadlines for the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), presenting achallenging set of activitiesfor EPA, States, Indian tribes, public water
systems, and other stakeholders.

Dueto the 1996 SDWA'’ s emphasis on public information and participation, aswell asEPA’s
desireto seek abroad range of public input, the stakeholder process that was begun during the 1995
drinking water program redirection effort has been greatly expanded. To provide focus, EPA has
grouped many of the statutory deadlines into more general project areas. Each of these areashasa
broad set of stakeholders that will provide information and comments.

One of these project areas focuses on small systems treatment technologies and is being
addressed by EPA’ s Treatment Technology Team. Thisproject areaisapart of one of the primary
objectives of the 1996 SDWA, which is to more fully consider the needs of small drinking water
systemsin devel oping and implementing drinking water regulations. The mission of the Treatment
Technology Teamisto identify and/or devel op high quality, cost-effective treatment technol ogiesto
meet regulation development and program implementation objectives and deadlines. Theteam’s
short-term goalsareto prepare: (1) by August 6, 1997, thelist of technologiesthat small systemscan
use to comply with the Surface Water Treatment Rule (SWTR); (2) by August 6, 1998, the list of
technologiesthat small systems can useto comply with all of the other (pre-August 1996) National
Primary Drinking Water Regulations (NPDWRs); and (3) by August 6, 1998, the list of variance
technologies for small systems for the appropriate NPDWRs. The long-term goals include the
identification of : (1) small system complianceand variancetechnologiesfor all futureregulations; (2)
best available technologies (BATS) for larger systems in future regulations; and (3) emerging
technologies that should be evaluated as potential compliance or variance technologies for both
existing and future regulations.

The Environmental Protection Agency met thefirst of these short-term goalsin August, 1997.
A Federal Register notice dated August 11, 1997 published the compliance technology list for the
surface water treatment rule (EPA 1997a). The notice also announced the availability of aguidance
manual entitled “ Compliance Technology List for the Surface Water Treatment Rule” (EPA 1997b),
which provided more detail ed background information supporting thelist of technol ogies published
in the Federal Register notice.

TheEnvironmental Protection Agency updated thelist of compliancetechnologiesfor theSWTR
and published the list of compliance technologies for the total coliform rule in a Federal Register
notice on August 6, 1998 (EPA 1998a). EPA isalso publishing an update to the guidance manual
that supported theoriginal SWTR list of compliancetechnologies. The updated guidance manual is
entitled “ Compliance Technology List for the Surface Water Treatment Ruleand the Total Coliform




Rule” (EPA 1998b). This document covers both update of the SWTR list and the compliance
technologies identified for the Total Coliform Rule (TCR). These have been grouped into one
publication asthey both address microbial contaminantsand their indicatorsin drinking water. The
list of compliance technologies for the total coliform rule is one of the lists required by Section
1412(b)(4)(E)(iii) of the SDWA.

The Environmental Protection Agency met both the second and third of the short-term goalsin
August 1998. A Federa Reqgister notice dated August 6, 1998 (EPA 1998a) published the list of
compliance technologies that systems can use to comply with all of the other NPDWRs and the
findings concerning variance technol ogiesfor the contaminants regul ated before 1996. EPA did not
list any variance technologies for contaminants regulated before 1996 in thisnotice. Thisguidance
manual was developed to provide more detail on the list of compliance technologies for the non-
microbial contaminants regulated before 1996. A guidance manual entitled “Variance Technology
Findingsfor Contaminants Regul ated before 1996" has been prepared to describethe proceduresthat
were used to make the determination that there would be no variance technologies for contaminants
regulated before 1996 at this time (EPA 1998c).

Section 1.2: Need for a Small System Technology Requirement

The 1986 SDWA identified aprocessfor setting maximum contaminant levels(MCL ) asclose
to the maximum contaminant level goa (MCLG) as is “feasible.” The Act states that the term
“feasible” meansfeasiblewith the use of the best technol ogy, treatment techni ques and other means
which the Administrator finds, after examination for efficacy under field conditions and not solely
under laboratory conditions, are available (taking cost into consideration) [Section 1412(b)(4)(D)].
Thetechnol ogiesthat met thisfeasibility criterion arecalled “ best availabletechnologies’ (BATs) and
arelisted in thefinal regulations. This processisretained in the 1996 SDWA. All of the existing
MCLs covered in this document were devel oped using this process.

One of the regulations covered in this document is the Lead and Copper Rule, which requires
compliancewith atreatment technique rulerather thanan MCL. Section 1412(b)(7)(A) of the 1986
SDWA listed the conditions under which atreatment technique could be promulgated in lieu of an
MCL. When these conditions are met, the Act statesthat “. . . the Administrator must identify those
treatment techniqueswhich, inthe Administrator’ sjudgement, would prevent known or anticipated
adverseeffectsonthehealth of personstotheextent feasible’. Thedefinition of feasiblelisted above
would also apply inthetechnol ogy determinationsfor treatment techniqueslikethe L ead and Copper
Rule.

Thereisoneother treatment techniqueruleinthegroup of non-microbial contaminantsregulated
before 1996: epichlorohydrin and acrylamide are regulated through the Phase |1 Rule (see Chapter
2) via a treatment technique rather than with MCLs. Unlike the technology-based treatment
techniquesestablished by the SWTR or the Lead and Copper Rul e, thetreatment techniquesfor these
two contaminants are not based on the use of treatment technologies to remove or reduce the
contaminant concentration. Instead, the treatment technique for these two contaminants requires



those public water systems using acrylamide or epichlorohydrin in a treatment process to provide
written certification annually to the State that the combination of dose and monomer level does not
exceed specified levels. Since technologies are not being utilized for these NPDWRS, neither
compliance nor variance technologies will be listed for these contaminants.

Before the 1996 Amendments, cost assessments for the treatment technology feasibility
determinations were based upon impacts to regional and large metropolitan water systems. This
protocol was established when the SDWA was originally enacted in 1974 (Congressional Record
1974) and was carried over when the Act was amended in 1986 (Congressional Record 1986). The
popul ation size categoriesthat EPA hasused to makefeasibility determinationsfor regional andlarge
metropolitan water systems has varied among different regulation packages. The most common
population size categories used were 50,000 - 75,000 people and 100,000 - 500,000 people. The
technical demandsand costsassoci ated with technol ogiesthat arefeasible based onregional andlarge
metropolitan water systemsoften makethesetechnologiesinappropriatefor small systems. The 1996
Amendmentsattempt to redressthis problem in part through the previously described series of small
system compliance technologies. Thisguidanceisthe second part of aseries of publicationsaimed
at helping small systems comply with the existing regulations.

Section 1.3: Small System Treatment Technology Requirements of the 1996 SDWA

Sincelarge systemswere used asthe basisfor thefeasibility determinations, someof theexisting
BATsfor MCLsand the existing treatment techniques may not be appropriate for small systems. In
responseto thisconcern, the 1996 SDWA specifically requires EPA to make technol ogy assessments
relevant to the three categories of small systemsrespectively for both existing and future regul ations,
in addition to the pre-1996 Amendments BAT protocol. Thethree popul ation-served size categories
of small systems defined by the 1996 SDWA are: 10,000 - 3,301 persons, 3,300 - 501 persons, and
500 - 25 persons.

The 1996 SDWA identifies two classes of technologies for small systems. compliance
technologiesand variancetechnologies. A “compliancetechnology” may refer to both atechnology
or other meansthat is affordable and that achieves compliance with the M CL and to atechnology or
other means that satisfies a treatment technigque requirement. Possible compliance technologies
include packaged or modular systems and point-of-entry (POE) or point-of-use (POU) treatment
units [see Section 1412(b)(4)(E)(i1)]. Variance technologies are only specified for those system
size/sourcewater quality combinationsfor whichthereareno listed compliancetechnol ogies[Section
1412(b)(15)(A)]. Thus, the listing of a compliance technology for a size category/source water
combination prohibits the listing of variance technologies for that combination. While variance
technol ogies may not achieve compliance with the MCL or treatment technique requirement, they
must achievethe maximum reduction or inactivation efficiency that isaffordableconsidering thesize
of the system and the quality of the source water. Variance technologies must also achieve alevel
of contaminant reduction that is protective of public health [Section 1412(b)(15)(B)].

Thevarianceprocedurefor small systemshasbeen significantly revisedinthe 1996 SDWA. The



1986 SDWA required non-compliant water systemsto install a“best available technology” (BAT)
before applying for avariance: if they were unable to meet the M CL after treatment, they could then
apply for avariance. The 1996 Amendments have given the variance option additional flexibility in
that variances can beapplied for and granted befor ethevariancetechnol ogy isinstalled, thusensuring
that the system will have a variance before it invests in treatment. This new variance procedure
appliesspecifically to small water systems (systemsserving lessthan 10,000) and isreferredto asthe
“small systemvariance’. Thedifferencebetweentheorigina varianceandthesmall systemvariance
proceduresisthebasisfor thefeasibility (technical and affordability) determination. For theformer,
large systems are the basis; for the latter, small systems are the basis. If there are no affordable
compliance technologies listed by the EPA for a small system size category/source water quality
combination and EPA hasidentified small systemsvariancestechnol ogiesfor that combination, then
the system may apply for asmall system variance. One of the criteriafor obtaining a small system
varianceisthat thesystemmust install avariancetechnology listed for that size category/sourcewater
quality combination [Section 1415(e)(2)(A)]. A small system variance may only be obtained if
alternate source, treatment, and restructuring options are unaffordable at the system-level.

Therearesomeadditional statutory requirementsfor small system variancesthat affect thelisting
of variance technologies. Small system variances are not available for any MCL or treatment
technique for acontaminant with respect to which anationa primary drinking water regul ation was
promulgated prior to January 1, 1986 [ Section 1415(e)(6)(A)]. Thefina Variance and Exemption
Rule provides EPA’ s interpretation of this requirement (EPA 1998d). In acase where a pre-1986
NPDWR isupdated, EPA has determined that small system variances would not be available if the
pre-1986 M CL iseither retained or raised. Small system variancewould only beavailableif the pre-
1986 MCL was lowered (could apply to updates of the existing arsenic and radionuclides MCL s if
thepre-1986 MCLsarelowered). Nor aresmall system variancesallowablefor NPDWRs(including
treatment techniques) for microbia contaminantsor microbial contaminant indicators, i.e., bacteria,
viruses, other regulated pathogens, or regulated indicators, like turbidity [Section 1415(e)(6)(B)].
V ariance technologies were not specified for those contaminants for which small system variances
are not alowable by the SDWA.

The process for identifying compliance and variance technologies for future regulations was
summarizedinthepreceding paragraphs. Thelanguageinthe 1996 SDWA Amendmentsisdifferent
for the existing regulations. There are two mandatory lists of compliance technologies that will be
developed for the existing rules. By August 6, 1997, the Administrator was required to list
technol ogies that meet the SWTR for each of the three size categories [ Section 1412(b)(4)(E)(V)].
By August 6, 1998, after consultation with the States, the Administrator was required to issue alist
of technol ogiesthat achieve compliance with the M CL sor treatment techni que requirementsfor other
existing NPDWRs. Alsoby August 6, 1998, after consultation with the States, the Administrator was
required to issue guidance or regulations for variance technologies for the existing NPDWRs for
whichasmall system variance can begranted. Figure 1 summarizestherequirementsfor compliance
and variance technologies and differentiates between existing and future regulations.



FIGURE 1
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Thetwo major concernsregarding technologiesfor small systemsareaffordability and technical
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complexity. Regarding affordability, per household costs tend to be higher for the smaller system
customersfor most central treatment technol ogies, | eading to many caseswhere small systemssimply
cannot affordtoinstall aprescribed technology. Regarding technical complexity, small systemsoften
do not have accessto well-trained water system operators. Although the statuteissilent concerning



whether small system compliance technologies for existing regulations should be affordable, EPA
believesthat the better approach under the statuteisthat affordability should be evaluated for future
regulations and existing regul ationswhere the statute allows variance technologies. If the candidate
technologies are not evaluated against an affordable technology criterion, then compliance
technologieswould exist for all of theexisting regulationsregardlessof the sourcewater quality. The
existing best availabletechnologies(BATS) or treatment techniqueswoul d automatically becomethe
compliancetechnol ogiesfor small systems, whichwasthe case prior to the 1996 Amendments. EPA
does not believe that result to be what Congress intended. As aresult, EPA will evaluate small
system technol ogies against an affordable technology criterion for those existing regulations where
small system variances or variance technologies are not prohibited by the SDWA. When affordable
compliance technologies are identified for these contaminants, technologies that can achieve
compliancebut did not meet theaffordability criterionwill a'so beidentified. Thisisconsistent with
EPA’ sapproach to the compliancetechnology list for the SWTR and theviewsof stakeholders. EPA
will list these technologies and indicate that they did not pass the affordable technology criterion
rather than limit the information on options available to systems. For those regulations where the
SDWA prohibitssmall system variancesor variancetechnol ogies, affordability will not beconsidered
in the evaluation of compliance technologies because there would be no function to doing so (all
systems subject to the rule must comply).

Theflow chart in Figure 2 showstherole of the affordable technology criteriain the treatment
technology arena. The primary function of the criteriaisto determine whether a system of agiven
size/source water quality combination should proceed down the compliance or variance technology
pathway (assuming an affordable variance technology can beidentified). The secondary functionis
to definethe universe of technol ogieswithin the compliance or variancetechnol ogy pathway. These
affordable technology criteria are different from the affordability criteria to be used by States in
granting small system variancesunder Section 1415(e). Thecriteriaused by Stateswill beapplicable
toindividual systems (“ system-level affordability criteria’). Optionsthat States can usefor system-
level affordability criteriaweredevel opedinthe Small System NDWA C Working Group processand
are availablein “Information for States on Developing Affordability Criteriafor Drinking Water.”
This document was published on February 4, 1998 (EPA 1998e) and can be downloaded at
http://www.epq.gov/OGWDW/smallsys/afford.html. Incontrast, the affordabletechnology criteria
to be developed under Section 1412(b)(4) can be viewed as “national-level affordability criterid’
(EPA 1998f). Technologiesthat meet thenational-level criteriamay not be affordablefor aparticular
system within the size category (“system-level affordability criteria”’). In these cases, the system
should explore the options of restructuring or finding an alternate source of water. If these options
arenot available, grantsand exemptions may beavailable. Theseissuesarediscussed in more detail
in Chapter 4. The respective roles of the national-level and system-level affordability criteria are
summarized in Figure 2.
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For those existing regulations where the SDWA prohibits small system variances or variance
technologies, the candidate technologies will not be evaluated against an affordabl e technol ogy
criterion. There are two statutory prohibitions on small system variances and one prohibition on
variance technologies. As previously mentioned, small system variances are not available for any
NPDWR for a microbial contaminant (or indicator). The compliance technologies for the six
microbial contaminantswerenot eval uated against the affordabl etechnol ogy criterion (EPA 1998b).
Small system variances are also not available for any MCL or treatment technique with respect to
which a NPDWR was promulgated prior to January 1, 1986. Technologies were not evaluated
against an affordabletechnol ogy criterionfor the 12 contaminantswherethepre-1986 M CL hasbeen
retained or raised. The statutory prohibition on variance technologies is found in Section
1412(b)(15)(B) of the SDWA. The Administrator shall not identify any variance technology under
this paragraph, unlessthe Administrator has determined, considering the quality of the source water
to betreated and the expected useful life of thetechnology, that the variancetechnology isprotective
of public health. For 19 contaminants, it was determined that in order to be protective of public
health, the MCL had to be met. Thus, affordable compliance technology determinations were not
done for 31 of the 71 contaminants with listed compliance technologies or for the six microbial
contaminants, which are covered in another document. The flow chart in Figure 3 shows the

simplified process for these regulations. In this figure, “no affordability” refers to the fact that
affordability considerations are not allowed for these contaminants.



FI GURE 3
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Section 1.4: Point-Of-Entry and Point-of-Use Treatment Units as Compliance Technologies

Section 1412(b)(4)(E)(ii) of the SDWA identifies both Point-of-Entry (POE) and Point-of-Use
(POU) treatment units as options for compliance technologies. A POE treatment device is a
treatment device applied to the drinking water entering a house or building for the purpose of
reducing contaminants in the drinking water distributed throughout the house or building. A POU
treatment device is a treatment device applied to a single tap used for the purpose of reducing
contaminantsindrinking water at that onetap. POU devicesaretypically installed at thekitchen tap.

The SDWA identifies requirements that must be met when POU or POE units are used by a
water system to comply with aNPDWR. Section 1412(b)(4)(E)(ii) stipulates that “point-of-entry
and point-of-use treatment units shall be owned, controlled, and maintained by the public water
system or by a person under contract with the public water system to ensure proper operation and
maintenance and compliance with the MCL or treatment technique and equipped with mechanical
warnings to ensure that customers are automaticaly notified of operational problems.” Other
conditionsin this section of the SDWA include thefollowing: “1f the American National Standards
Institute has issued product standards applicable to a specific type of POE or POU treatment unit,
individual unitsof that type shall not be accepted for compliancewithaMCL or treatment technique
unless they are independently certified in accordance with such standards.”

In order to list POU treatment units as compliance technologies, EPA had to delete the part of
40 CFR 8141.101 that prohibited POU devicesto be used to comply withan MCL. A final rulewas
published in the Federal Register on June 11, 1998 (EPA 1998g) deleting the prohibition on the use
of POU devices as compliance technologies. As previously mentioned, POU devices are listed as
compliance technologies for inorganic contaminants, synthetic organic contaminants, and
radionuclides. POU devices are not listed for volatile organic contaminants because they do not
address all routes of exposure. POE devices are still considered emerging technol ogies because of
waste disposal and cost considerations. POE devices may be included on an updated list in 1999.
For more detail on POU and POE devices, see the supporting document entitled “ Cost Evaluation
of Small System Compliance Options: Point-of-Use and Point-of-Entry Treatment Units’ (EPA
1998h).

Section 1.5: Format and Content of the Small System Compliance Technology List for the
Non-Microbial Contaminants Regulated Befor e 1996

The 1996 SDWA does not specify the format for the compliance technology lists. Section
1412(b)(15)(D) states that the variance technology lists can be issued either through guidance or
regulations. EPA believes that the compliance technology list may aso be appropriately provided
through guidance for pre-August 1996 rules, rather than through rule-making. Since the listing
provided in this guidance is meant to be informational, it does not require any changes to existing
rulesor the promulgation of new ones. Thepurposeof thisguidanceisto providesmall systemswith
information concerning the types of technologies that can be used to comply with the requirements
of the existing non-microbial regulations. It does not over-ride any of the requirements of those
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regulations. In summary, EPA has chosen to issue the list through a guidance document because
regulation devel opment is unnecessary and could considerably delay publication of thelist. 1ssuing
the list without rule-making allows EPA to meet the statutory deadline and to provide information
to more small systems asthey maketheir treatment technology decisions. It isaso much easier and
faster to update a guidance rather than arule to incorporate advances in technology performance.

The SDWA does not specify the content of the compliance technology lists. Theseinitial lists
(63 ER 42032) are very general and expand thelists of technology optionslisted in the existing non-
microbial regulations. These lists may be updated to incorporate new technologies or additional
information on parametersthat can affect the selection of treatment. Thelistswill evolveover time,
but will not be product-specific. Thecompliancetechnology listswill not be product-specific because
EPA’s Office of Ground Water and Drinking Water does not have the resources to review each
product for each potential application; nor does EPA feel it would be appropriate to do so.

Information on specific productswill be availablethrough another mechanism. EPA’ sOfficeof
Research and Development has a pilot project under the Environmental Technology Verification
(ETV) Program to provide treatment system purchasers with performance data from independent
third parties. The EPA and National Sanitation Foundation International (NSF) are cooperatively
organizing and conducting this pilot project to allow for verification testing of packaged drinking
water treatment systems for meeting community and commercial needs. This pilot project includes
the development of verification protocols and test plans, the independent testing and validation of
packaged equipment, the fostering and supporting of government/industry partnerships to obtain
credible cost and performance data, and the preparation of product verification reports for wide-
spread distribution.

Section 1.6: Stakeholder | nvolvement

EPA held astakeholder meeting on May 18 and 19, 1998. Approximately 50 peopleregistered
and participated in the meeting. Key stakeholders included States, water systems, and equipment
manufacturers. Representativesfrom nine States were present at the meeting (either at the meeting
or on conferencelines) and several othersreceived thematerial that was sent out prior to the meeting
for review. A draft of the® Cost Evaluation of Small System Compliance Options: Point-of-Useand
Point-of-Entry Treatment Units” was sent out prior to the meeting.

During the meeting, compliance technology options were presented for each group of
contaminants: inorganic contaminants (10Cs), volatile organic contaminants (VOCs), synthetic
organic contaminants (SOCs), and radionuclides. There was aso a presentation on POU and POE
devices that followed the sessions on the contaminant groups. Since most of the compliance
technol ogiesidentified for thesegroupsof contaminantswerethe BATslistedintheregulations, there
were few significant comments on those presentations.

One major topic discussed at the meeting was the format of the document. The two options
were separate documents for each contaminant group or one document with separate chapters
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devoted to each contaminant group. Stakeholders preferred a document organized by contaminant
groups rather than by individual technologies, since many technologies can treat for more than one
contaminant group. For example, the technologies used for VOCs removal can aso be used to
remove some SOCs. Thereisalso alot of cross-over between technol ogies that can treat |IOCs and
radionuclides.

Stakeholders reiterated that they thought the list of compliance technologies should be as
comprehensive as possible. Rather than exclude possible options that have technical limitations,
stakeholders preferred EPA to list the technol ogies along with the discussions of and guidance for
dealingwiththeselimitations. Examplesof limitationsincludetreatment technol ogical complexity,
which raises the concern of whether small systems could successfully operate complex processes.
Stakeholders indicated that a more comprehensive compliance technology list that included more
technology options for individual systems would be preferable to a more conservative list that
disallows for the fact that many small systems have the capacity to operate more complex
technologies. EPA has also incorporated this philosophy into the identification of affordable
compliancetechnologies. EPA identified compliancetechnol ogiesthat did not meet theaffordability
criteriain addition to those that did, as discussed in Section 1.3.

The initial lists of technologies are not intended to be definitive: systems may choose any
technol ogies that meet the requirements of the regulations. In each chapter, there are technologies
identified as“emerging technologies’ that are not listed. These technologies either have data needs
or requirefurther evaluation beforebeing listed ascompliancetechnol ogies. Dataneedsareidentified
in the technology discussions in Chapter 3 and in the chapters discussing each of the individual
contaminant groups. List updates could include new technologies and could include additional
information regarding the already listed technologies.

Section 1.7: Organization of the Document

This document is organized into severa chapters describing the small system compliance
technologies for the non-microbial contaminants regulated before 1996. Chapter 1 discusses the
requirements of the 1996 SDWA and the approach EPA is following to meet those requirements.
Chapter 2 provides background on the existing non-microbial regulations, including the dates of
promulgation. Chapter 3 provides a description of technologiesthat can be used to treat more than
onegroup of contaminants. Technologiesthat only apply to onegroup of contaminantsare described
in the chapter devoted to that contaminant group. Chapter 4 summarizes the national-level
affordability criteria and describes when and how these criteria were used to identify affordable
compliance technologies. Chapter 5 describes the compliance technologies for each of the IOCs,
including corrosion by-products. Chapter 6 describes the compliance technologies for each of the
radionuclides. Chapter 7 describes the compliance technologies for each of the VOCs. Chapter 8
describes the compliance technologies for each of the SOCs.
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2. BACKGROUND ON EXISTING NATIONAL PRIMARY DRINKING WATER
REGULATIONS

This chapter discusses the regulatory history that has resulted in the existing drinking water
regulations. Thediscussionismeant to briefly describetherelevant partsof the chargegivento EPA
by the 1974 Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) and its 1986 Amendments and to briefly explain the
evolution of the National Primary Drinking Water Regulations (NPDWRs) that were promulgated
in response. It is not meant to be a detailed explanation or history of these events, but rather is
intended to providethereader with enough information regarding the NPDWRsso that he or shewill
know which NPDWR isassociated with aparticular contaminant. It also meant asacatal ogue of the
Federal Register citations of the various NPDWRs.

Through the SDWA, Congress requires EPA to regulate contaminants which present health
risks and which are known to occur in some public drinking water supplies. Under the current
SDWA, EPA sets legal limits on the levels of certain contaminants in drinking water through
Maximum Contaminant Levels (M CLs) and treatment techniques. Thelegal limitsareasprotective
of human health asis*“feasible”, where feasibility is determined by treatment removal efficiencies
using the best available technologies, the level s of the contaminant found in drinking water sources
and other water quality parameters, and the levels at which the contaminant can be accurately
guantified analytically. In cases where available analytical methods are inadequate or normal
monitoring schemes are inadequate, EPA may impose treatment techniques to be followed under
specified conditions. For rules that involve MCLs, “best available technologies’ for treating
contaminated water and analytical methodsarelisted. SDWA givesindividual statesthe opportunity
to set and enforcetheir own drinking water standardsaslong asthe standards are at | east as stringent
asEPA'snational standards. Most statesand territoriesdirectly overseethe regulatory programsfor
water systems within their borders.

The United States Congress enacted the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) on December 16,
1974 (Public Law 93-523). In response to SDWA, EPA regulated 23 contaminants between 1975
and 1985. The 1974 SDWA called for EPA to regulate drinking water contaminants in two steps.
The first step involved the creation of the National Interim Primary Drinking Water Regulations
(NIPDWRs), based largely on the 1962 U.S. Public Health Service standards. The second step
involved therevision of these standards, asdeemed necessary, following acomprehensivereview by
the National Academy of Sciences of the risks posed to water consumers from the regulated
contaminants. The NIPDWRswerefully enforceable after their respective stated “ effective dates”.
The first NIPDWRs were promulgated in 1975, the Radionuclides NIPDWRs in 1976, the
Trihalomethanes NIPDWRs in 1979, and the Fluoride Rule in 1986, shortly before the 1986
Amendments.

Congress amended SDWA on June 19, 1986 (Public Law 99-339). The 1986 Amendments
required EPA to set Maximum Contaminant Level Goals (MCL Gs) and National Primary Drinking
Water Regulations (NPDWRs) for 83 specific contaminants. The Amendments declared that the
existing NIPDWRs were finalized as NPDWRs upon enactment of the 1986 SDWA, included
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provisionsfor periodic review of the data and studies affecting the basis of the MCLGsand MCLs,
and made provisions for allowing variances under specified conditions.

Thelist of 83 contaminantsincluded 22 with NIPDWRs (excluded total trihalomethanes) and
remainder were new contaminants. The amendments also required EPA to regulate 25 additional
contaminants every three years, effective January of 1991 and continuing indefinitely. In addition,
each NPDWR was to be reviewed triennially to ensure the continued adequacy of the MCLG and
MCL. In 1987, EPA exercised discretion provided by SDWA in substituting ethylbenzene, styrene,
heptachlor, heptachlor epoxide, nitrite, aldicarb sulfoxide, and adicarb sulfone for 7 of the 83
contaminantslisted for regulation. EPA chose to regulate the 83 contaminantsin phases, according
to the availability of data and studies supporting the setting of MCLGs and NPDWRs. The Phase
| Rule, otherwiseknown asthe VV OC/Unregul ated Contaminants Rule, was promulgated in 1987, the
Phase |1 Rule, the Lead and Copper Rule, and the Phase [1-b Rulein 1991, and the Phase V Rulein
1992. ThePhaselll Rulebecameknown asthe Radionuclides Ruleand iscurrently being reviewed.
The Phase IV Rule became known as the Disinfection-By-Products Rule, which is due to be
promulgated in November of 1998. All of the relevant rules are discussed in more detail below.

Congressagain amended SDWA on August 6, 1996. The 1996 Amendmentsresulted in several
provisions related to the Small Systems Compliance Technology Lists, as discussed in the first
chapter. However, the Small Systems Compliance Technology List deadline covered by this
document appliesonly to the pre-1996 regul ated contaminants, so theimpact of the 1996 SDWA on
future rules and updates need not be discussed here.

Section 2.1 National Interim Primary DrinkingWater Regulations(NIPDWRS) (40 ER 59566)

The National Interim Primary Drinking Water Regulations (NIPDWRS) were promulgated on
December 24, 1975. Thisrule established Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLS) for 6 synthetic
organic contaminants, 10 inorganic contaminants, turbidity, and total coliform. The rule aso
established requirements for monitoring, analytical methods, reporting, record keeping, and public
notification for each of the contaminants. The MCLs established by this rule were designed to be
enforceable until revised.

Section 2.2: Radionuclides NIPDWRs (41 ER 28402)

The Radionuclides NIPDWRs were promulgated on July 9, 1976. Thisrule established MCLs
for combined radium-226 and -228 and two classes of radionuclide contaminants. It also established
requirements for monitoring, analytical methods, reporting, and record keeping for these
contaminants. The M CL sestablished by thisrulewere designed to beenforceableuntil revised. The
M CL s established by thisrule are currently in effect, although the ruleisbeing reviewed at thetime
of thiswriting.
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Section 2.3: Trihalomethanes NIPDWRs (44 ER 68624)

The Trihalomethanes NIPDWRs were promulgated on November 29, 1979. This rule
established MCLs and requirements for monitoring, analytical methods, and reporting for total
trihalomethanes. “Total trihalomethanes’ is defined as the summed concentrations of the four
trihalomethane chemicals defined in the rule. Thisrule only applies to community water systems
serving 10,000 personsor morethat add achemical disinfectant during any part of thedrinking water
treatment process. Snce this rule does not apply to small drinking water systems, total
trihalomethanes will not be considered in terms of small systems compliance or variance
technologies.

Section 2.4: Fluoride Rule (51 ER 11396)

The Fluoride Rule was promulgated on April 2, 1986, updating the Fluoride NIPDWR, which
wasincludedinthe 1975 NIPDWRs. Thisruleestablished an M CL and secondary MCL for fluoride
and appliesonly to community water systems. Therulealso established aprocedure by which public
water systems could obtain variances from the interim and revised regulations for fluoride. The
varianceprocedureincludestheidentification and installation of best availabletechnology (BAT) for
fluoride removal. EPA later revised the monitoring requirements (EPA 1995b) for fluoride by
including it into the Standardized Monitoring Framework promulgated under the Phase Il Rule
(January 30, 1991).

Section 2.5: Phasel Rule (52 ER 25690)

The Phase | Rule was promulgated on July 8, 1987. This rule establishes MCLs and
reguirements for monitoring, reporting, and public notification for 8 volatile organic contaminants
(VOCs). The rule also establishes monitoring requirements for 51 other synthetic organic
contaminantsnot regulated by NPDWRS, i..e., unregul ated contaminant monitoring. Theruleapplies
to community water systems and non-transient, non-community water systems.

Section 2.6: Phasell Rule (56 FR 3526) and Phase |1-b Rule (56 FR 30266)

The combined Phase Il Rule was promulgated in two rule makings, the “Phase Il Rule” on
January 30, 1991 and the “Phase IIb Rule” on July 1, 1991. Combined, the two rule makings
establish new requirementsfor theregulation of 38 chemicals, 11 of whichwereprevioudy regulated
under the 1975 NIPDWRs, including barium, cadmium, chromium, mercury, nitrate, selenium, 2,4-D,
lindane, methoxychlor, toxaphene, and 2,4,5-TP. Additionally, thePhasell Ruleremovedsilver from
the list of NPDWRs and developed SMCLsfor silver and aluminum.

ThePhasell Rule(January 30, 1991) establishes M aximum Contaminant Level Goals(MCL Gs),
MCLs, and requirementsfor monitoring, analytical methods, and public notification for 26 synthetic
and volatile organic contaminants (SOCs, VOCs) and 7 inorganic contaminants (IOCs). Therulealso
reproposes MCLsfor 5 contaminants. Some of theregulationsapply to all public water suppliesand
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others only to community water systems and non-transient, non-community water systems.

ThePhasellb RulefinalizestheM CL Gsand NPDWRsfor the5 contaminantsreproposed inthe
Phase 1l Rule. It also changes the monitoring requirements to the standardized monitoring
framework for the 8 VOCs regulated in the Phase | Rule.

Two contaminants regulated by the Phase Il Rule, acrylamide and epichlorohydrin, are not
applicabletothedetermination of small system compliancetechnology listsor small system variances.
These two compounds are associated with chemical additives used in drinking water treatment and
areregulated through atreatment technique that requires a certification that the product of the dose
and monomer concentration will not exceed certain levels. No treatment technology is required to
be installed to reduce contaminant levels under this treatment technique. As such, there are no
compliance or variance technologies for either acrylamide or epichlorohydrin.

On May 27, 1992 EPA postponed the effective date of the M CL s and amended the monitoring
requirements for adicarb, aldicarb sulfone, and aldicarb sulfoxide (56 ER 221778). This stay will
remainineffect while EPA conductsarevised risk assessment and solicits public comment ontherisk
assessments. During thistime, these pesticides are being monitored as unregulated contaminants.

Section 2.7: Lead and Copper Rule (56 ER 26460)

TheL ead and Copper Rulewas promulgated on June7, 1991 and becameeffective on December
7, 1992. This rule establishes MCLGs and NPDWRs for controlling lead and copper levels in
drinkingwater. Although all rulesestablishing treatment techniquesare unique, the L ead and Copper
Rule stands out because it isthe only NPDWR that attempts to minimize contamination introduced
by the action of thewater itself on the distribution system. Other treatment techniqueseither address
contaminantsin the sourcewater (e.g., the Surface Water Treatment Rule) or contami nantsthat may
result from the treatment processes themselves (e.g., NPDWR for epichlorohydrin).

Lead and copper contamination of drinking water mainly occurs after the water is in the
distribution system, so monitoring at the treatment plant is not adequate. The contamination results
from corrosion of pipesand plumbinginthedistribution system. The L ead and Copper Rulerequires
community water systemsand non-transient, non-community water systemsto completeamaterials
evaluation of their distribution system and/or review other information to target homes that are at
highrisk of lead and copper contamination. Water systemsarerequired to monitor at thetapinthese
high risk homes, with the number of tap-sampling sites being proportional to the population served.
Those systemswith lead levelsabovethe action level* arerequired to apply atreatment techniquefor
mitigation, that may include corrosion control treatment, source water treatment, lead service line
replacement, and public education. Replacement of lead containing materialswithin adistribution
systemisonly required if corrosion control measuresdo not bring lead levelsbelow the action level.

! Action levels are different from MCLsin that, rather than being alegal limit on a
contaminant like an MCL, they are triggers for taking prescriptive prevention or removal steps.
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Systemswith elevated copper level s should apply corrosion control treatment, since replacement of
the copper piping source materia is generally cost prohibitive.

Section 2.8: PhaseV Rule (57 ER 31776)

The Phase V Rule established MCLGs and promulgated NPDWRs for 18 synthetic organic
contaminantsand 5 inorganic contaminants. The monitoring framework for these contaminantsare
inthe standardized monitoring framework format. Thisruleappliesto community water systemsand
non-transient, non-community water systems. The NPDWR for nickel was revoked.

Section 2.9: Summary of National Primary Drinking Water Regulations (NPDWRS)

Table2.11 tabulatesthe various regulated drinking water contaminants, providing information
on contaminant type, the governing NPDWR, and the promulgated MCLs and BATs. For more
information on the NPDWRSs, visit the Office of Ground Water and Drinking Water’s Internet
homepage (http://www.epa.gov/OGWDW). The homepage has a table
(http://www.epa.gov/OGWDW/wot/appa.html) of current NPDWRs that includes information on
health effects from ingestion of the regulated contaminants and the sources responsible for their
occurrence in drinking water. Further information on the drinking water regulatory history can be
found on the OGWDW homepage at “ http://www.epa.gov/saf ewater/source/therule.html”. Each of
the BATsisdiscussed in later chapters.

Summary of Current National Primary Drinking Water Regulations (NPDWRS)
Contaminant Type NPDWR BATs MCL
(nglL)
Benzene vVOC Phase | Rule GAC, PTA 5
Carbon Tetrachloride vVOC Phase | Rule GAC, PTA 5
Chlorobenzene vVOC Phase Il Rule GAC, PTA 100
cis-1,2 Dichlorobenzene vVOC Phase Il Rule GAC, PTA 7
Dibromochloropropane VOC Phase Il Rule GAC, PTA 0.2
1,2- Dichloroethane vVOC Phase | Rule GAC, PTA 5
1,1- Dichloroethylene VOC Phase | Rule GAC, PTA 7
Dichloromethane VOC Phase Il Rule GAC, PTA 5
1,2- Dichloropropane VOC Phase Il Rule GAC, PTA 5
Ethylbenzene VOC Phase Il Rule GAC, PTA 700
Ethylene dibromide VOC Phase Il Rule GAC, PTA 0.05
o-Dichlorobenzene vVOC Phase Il Rule GAC, PTA 600
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p-Dichlorobenzene VOC Phase | Rule GAC, PTA 78.5
Styrene VOC Phase Il Rule GAC, PTA 100
Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) VOC Phase Il Rule GAC, PTA 5
Toluene VOC Phase Il Rule GAC, PTA 1000
trans-1,2-Dichloroethylene VOC Phase Il Rule GAC, PTA 100
1,2,4- Trichlorobenzene VOC PhaseV Rule GAC, PTA 70
1,1,1- Trichloroethane VOC Phase| Rule GAC, PTA 200
1,1,2- Trichloroethane VOC PhaseV Rule GAC, PTA 5
Trichloroethylene (TCE) VOC Phase | Rule GAC, PTA 5
Vinyl Chloride VOC Phase | Rule GAC, PTA 2
Xylenes (total) vVOoC Phase Il Rule GAC, PTA 10,000
Alachlor SOC Phase Il Rule GAC 2
Atrazine SOC Phase Il Rule GAC 3
Carbofuran SOC Phase Il Rule GAC 40
Chlordane SOC Phase Il Rule GAC 2
Dibromochloropropane SOC Phase Il Rule GAC, PTA 0.2
2,4-D SOC Phase Il Rule GAC 70
Ethylene Dibromide SOC Phase Il Rule GAC, PTA 0.05
Heptachlor SOC Phase Il Rule GAC 04
Heptachlor Epoxide SOC Phase Il Rule GAC 0.2
Lindane SOC Phase Il Rule GAC 0.2
Methoxychlor SOC Phase Il Rule GAC 40
Polychlorinated Biphenyls SOC Phase Il Rule GAC 0.5
Pentachlorophenol SOC Phase Il Rule GAC 1
Toxaphene SOC Phase Il Rule GAC 3
245TP SOC Phase Il Rule GAC 50
Benzo(a)pyrene SOC Phase V Rule GAC 0.2
Dalapon SOC Phase V Rule GAC 200
Di(2-ethylhexy!) adipate sSOC Phase V Rule GAC, PTA 400
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Di(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate SOC Phase V Rule GAC 6
Dinoseb SOC PhaseV Rule GAC 7
Diquat SOC Phase V Rule GAC 20
Endothall SOC Phase V Rule GAC 100
Endrin SOC PhaseV Rule GAC 2
Glyphosate SOC Phase V Rule oxidation (Cl, or O,) 700
Hexachlorobenzene SOC PhaseV Rule GAC 1
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene SOC Phase V Rule GAC, PTA 50
Oxamyl SOC Phase V Rule GAC 200
Picloram SOC PhaseV Rule GAC 500
Simazine SOC PhaseV Rule GAC 4
2,3,7,8-TCDD (Dioxin) SOC Phase V Rule GAC 3x10°
Acrylamide SOC Phase Il Rule treatment technique TT
Epichlorohydrin SOC Phase Il Rule treatment technique TT
Antimony 10C Phase V Rule CF, RO 6
Asbestos I0C Phase Il Rule CF, Corrosion Control, 7 million
Direct Filt, Diatom Filt fiberg/liter
(longer than
10 um)
Cyanide 10C Phase V Rule IX, RO, akalineCl, 200
Lead 10C Lead and Copper, treatment technique TT
Final Rule
Arsenic 10C NIPDWR for CF, LS, IX, RO, EDR 50
arsenic
Barium 10C Phase Il Rule IX, LS, RO, EDR 2000
Beryllium 10C Phase V Rule AA, CF, LS IX, RO 4
Cadmium 10C Phase Il Rule CF, IX, LS, RO 5
Chromium 10C Phase Il Rule CF, IX, LS, RO 100
Copper 10C Lead and Copper, treatment technique TT
Final Rule
Fluoride I0C Fluoride, Final AA, RO 4000
Rule
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Mercury 10C Phasell Rule CF, GAC,LS,RO 2
Nitrate I0C Phasell Rule IX, RO, EDR 10000
(asN)
Nitrite I0C Phasell Rule IX, RO 1000
(asN)
Nitrate + Nitrite I0C Phase Il Rule - Seeindividua 10000
contaminants - (asN)
Selenium I0C Phasell Rule AA, CF, IX, LS, RO, 50
EDR
Thallium I0C Phase V Rule AA, IX 2
combined radium-226 and RAD Radionuclides IX,LS, RO 5 pCi/L
radium-228 Rule
gross alpha particle activity RAD Radionuclides RO 15 pCi/L
Rule
total beta particle activity and RAD Radionuclides IX, RO 4 mrem/yr

photon activity

Rule

Notes: GAC = granular activated carbon, PTA = packed tower aeration, IX =ion exchange, LS = lime
softening, RO = reverse osmosis, CF = coagulation/filtration, EDR = electrodialysis/electrodialysis reversal, AA

= activated alumina.
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3. DESCRIPTIONSOF TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIESFOR SMALL SYSTEMS

Thischapter discussessmall systemstreatment technologiesthat can be used for theremoval of
more than one class of the currently regulated drinking water contaminants. Each processisbriefly
described and issues specific to small systems needs are highlighted. Advantages, limitations, and
special considerationsareemphasized whereapplicable. Small systemstreatment strategiesinclude
centralized treatment, including package plants, and point-of -use/entry (POU/E) technol ogies. Each
strategy is discussed in general, then individual technologies are discussed. The choice of strategy
to be used in a specific situation depends on the source water quality, the nature of the contaminant
to beremoved, the desired qualities of the finished water, and the size of the drinking water system.

Centralized Treatment

For small systems, centralized treatment refersto both full scale conventional treatment and to
centrally located package plant treatment. This section will focus on full scale conventional
treatment; package plantsarediscussed below. Centralized treatment refersto the practice of treating
water at acentralized |ocation beforeit entersthedistribution system. Centralized treatment at more
than one entry point is sometimesreferred to as* de-centralized treatment”. This point isimportant
becauseit clarifiesthedifferentiation between multipleentry point centralized treatment and POU/E
treatment. Within this document, “centralized treatment” will include both single entry point
centralized treatment and multiple entry point treatment.

In general, centralized treatment is preferred to POU/E technologies since monitoring and
mai ntenance can be centrally managed, whichisthemost reliableway to ensuresafewater. Full scale
conventional treatment isthe most common strategy for systems serving more than afew thousand
persons (EPA 1993, p. 97). Full scaletreatment isdesigned by aconsulting engineer and makes use
of originally designed and fabricated concrete and steel structures, as opposed to pre-fabricated
package plant units. Larger systems can passthe higher engineering and construction costs through
the large customer base at a generally reasonable per user cost. The costs associated with fully
engineered treatment technol ogies can be prohibitive for the smallest of water systems, but for some
technologies, e.g., packed tower aeration, full scale treatment may be cost-effective down to very
small system sizes.

Package Plant Treatment

Package plantsare skid mounted factory assembled centralized treatment unitsthat arriveonsite
“virtually ready to use” (Goodrich et al. 1992, EPA 1993). Package plants offer several advantages.
First, since they combine elements of the treatment process into a compact assembly (such as
chemical feeders, mixers, flocculators, basins, andfilters), they tend to requirelesser constructionand
engineering costs. Another advantage isthat many package plant technol ogies are becoming more
automated and thus can be less demanding of operators than their fully engineered counter-parts
(EPA 1990). However, pil ot testing requirements can significantly increase packagetreatment costs.
Some statesrequire pilot tests of all package plant installations. Often package plant pilot testing is

22



required on acase by casebasis, so that resultsfrom one situation can not be“ transferred” to another
situation, regardlessof how similar thesituationsmay be. Sincepilot testingisresourceintensiveand
can last from several weeks to a year or more, it can add significant costs, e.g., more than thirty
percent to the original equipment costs in some cases (Goodrich et al. 1992). Sinceitis, of course,
essential to confirmthat installed treatment isworking properly, theneed for site specific pil ot testing
cannot beentirely eliminated, but it can bereduced (EPA 1993). Tothisend, verification of package
plant performance by an independent party would reduce costs by reducing in degree the need for
pilot testing. It is important to keep in mind that pilot testing needs are specific both to the
technology in question and to source water quality. For a discussion of pilot testing needs for
individual technologies, see, e.g., NRC' s Safe Water from Every Tap (NRC 1997).

This need for package plant performance verification is currently being addressed by EPA in
cooperationwith National Sanitation Foundation (NSF) International throughan EPA Environmental
Technology Verification project. Together they are cooperatively organizing and devel oping apilot
project (Package Drinking Water Treatment Systems Pilot Project) to alow for verification testing
of package plant units. Theaims of the project include devel oping verification testing protocolsand
test plans, independently testing and validating package plant equi pment, conveying and supporting
government/industry partnerships to obtain credible cost and treatment performance data, and
preparing product verification reports for public use. It is expected that the program will become
financially self-sustaining through user feesand leveraged resources. Moreinformationregardingthis
program may be found on the NSF Internet website at
“http://www.nsf.org/verification/html/overview.html”.

Whether or not asmall system can aff ord apackage plant technology isonly part of the question.
In addition, the system must have an operator or contractor who can properly operate and maintain
the equipment. Fortunately, many package plant technologies are becoming more automated and
simpler touse. For example, modern filtration membrane technol ogies have the ability to backwash
automatically, greatly ssmplifying their use. In cases where atechnology requires more advanced
skills, recent advances (NRC 1997) in telemetry devices or remote monitoring and control devices
have madeit possiblefor asingle operator to monitor and operate several small water systemswithin
agiven area. These “circuit rider” operators can work from a central location while receiving
information (including alarms) from the various plants via FAX or modem. Remote control
capabilities allow the circuit rider operator to control certain aspects of the treatment process (e.g.,
chemical coagulant dosage or disinfection dosage) via a modem or other means. This reduces
operator costs to a single system and can reduce the amounts of chemicals required for treatment.
These telemetric devices may make those technol ogies requiring afull-time operator more feasible
for many small systems. The combined use of package plantsand telemetric monitoring and control
may well extend many of the more complex water treatment technologies to the universe of
technologies appropriate for small systems.
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Point-of-Use/ Point-of-Entry Technologies

Point-of-entry (POE) treatment units (Goodrich et al. 1992, Lykinset a. 1992) treat al of the
water entering ahousehold or other building, with theresult being treated water from any tap. Point-
of-use (POU) treatment unitstreat only the water at a particular tap or faucet, with the result being
treated water that one tap, with the other taps serving untreated water. POE and POU treatment
units often use the same technological concepts employed in the analogous central treatment
processes, the main difference being the much smaller scale of the deviceitself and the flowsbeing
treated. Sometimes the POE/U technology uses essentially the same process as its full-scale
counterpart, but in someinstancesprocessmodificationsarerequired to account for themuch smaller
flowsbeing treated. For example, full-scal efiltration technol ogies often use periodic backwashings
to extend the lifetime of the filter bed, whereas POU filtration technologies are often used until
exhausted and then simply discarded.

POE/U deviceshavedisadvantagesto their useand so aregenerally used only whenacentralized
treatment facility isnot technically or financially feasiblefor awater system. Regarding POU devices,
if oneis placed under the kitchen sink to treat food for drinking and cooking, only that water is
potable; water from a bathroom tap would be untreated, and thus exposure to contaminants during
teeth brushing, etc. is possible (NRC 1997). In some cases, POU technologies are simply not
applicable, e.g., in cases of volatile contaminants which would volatilize into the indoor air during
showering and other water uses. In these cases, only POE treatment or centralized treatment is
appropriate. POE treatment units also have limitations. For example, some POE filters require
backwashing or regenerati onto maintain areasonabl efilter bed/resinlifetime (number of bed volumes
beforethefilter bed or resin needsreplacement). If the backwash requires special disposal methods,
costs may increase prohibitively. Inthe case of acute contaminants, which can cause adverse health
effects after short term exposures, POE/U treatment is generally not viewed as appropriate (NRC
1997). For example, the 1998 Small Systems Compliance Technologies Listsfor the Surface Water
Treatment Rule and the Total Coliform Rule (EPA 1998a) does not list any POE/U devicesfor the
microbial contaminantsor microbial indicators. Thelegal requirementsfor the useof POE/U devices
as compliance technologies are discussed in Section 1.4.

Technologies that are amenable to POE/U scale treatment include activated alumina, granular
activated carbon, reverse osmosis, ion exchange, and air stripping. Each of these applicationsis
discussed below along withitscentralized treatment analogue. Thereare also discussionsof POE/U
technologies in the chapters dealing with compliance technologies for specific contaminants.

Beforeinstalling POE/U treatment units, water systems should evaluate the unitsfor treatment
efficacy and efficiency. For devicesthat employ cartridges (e.g., GAC and activated alumina), the
NRC (1997) recommendsthat water systems pilot test to devel op estimates of the unit’ sservicelife
for their particular sourcewater. In other cases, evaluationsmay besimpler, e.g., for RO it may only
be necessary to confirm that membrane fouling will not be aproblem. These concernsare discussed
in more detail in the individual technologies discussions below.
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Effective operation, monitoring, and maintenance are vital to the successful use of POE/U
treatment unitsfor compliance purposes (Goodrich et al. 1992, NRC 1997). Asdiscussedin Section
1.4, theunitsarerequired by the SDWA to be“ owned, controlled, and maintained by the public water
system or by a person under contract with the public water system to ensure proper operation and
maintenance and compliance with the MCL or treatment technique and equipped with mechanical
warnings to ensure that customers are automatically notified of operational problems’. Proper
installation is of course essential. After installation, the PWS needs a well-defined operation and
mai ntenance program to assure a continuous supply of safe drinking water. The PWS also needs a
routine monitoring program to confirm that the operation and maintenance program is adequate and
that the treated water meets drinking water standards.

Specific Technologies

Specific technologies that apply to more than a single class of chemical contaminants are
discussed below.

Activated Alumina

Activated Alumina (AA) isaphysical and chemical processinwhichionsinthefeed water are
sorbed to an oxidized AA surface. AA is prepared through dehydration of Al(OH), at high
temperatures and consists of amorphous and gammaauminaoxide. AA isused in packed bedsto
remove contaminants such as fluoride, arsenic, selenium, silica, and natural organic matter. Feed
water is continuously passed through the bed to remove contaminants. The contaminant ions are
exchanged with the surface hydroxides on the alumina. The adsorption ability of AA media must
eventually be replenished. When all adsorption sites on the AA surface are filled, the bed must be
regenerated. Regeneration isaccomplished through asequence of rinsing with regenerant, flushing
withwater, and neutralizing with acid. Theregenerant isastrong base, typically sodium hydroxide;
the neutralizer isastrong acid, typically sulfuric acid (EPA 1998b). The auminadissolvesslightly
in sodium hydroxide. Over time the mediawill dissolve and require replacement.

AA isuseful for removing negatively chargedions. AA displaysamphoteric properties, meaning
its surface charge changeswith solution pH. AA isnot charged at apH of 9.5, is positively charged
below thispH, and isnegatively charged aboveit (NRC 1997). Anionsare best adsorbed below this
pH.

Water quality strongly influences the residence times and flow rates necessary for proper
operation of activated alumina columns. |In particular, the potential for preferentia exchange of
anionsother than thetarget compoundsin the raw water must be eval uated for each sourcewater that
will be treated with AA (NRC 1997).

As with ion exchange, regenerant disposal can be a problem. Some facilities discharge the

regenerant brine solution to lined evaporation ponds designed for this purpose. After the water
evaporates from the salts, the dried salts are disposed of in alandfill. Disposal costs can make up
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much of the operating cost of this technology.

AA may be well suited for small systems. The columns can be scaled and more added if
necessary. Small systems should be concerned, however, about cost and operational complexity
(NRC 1997). For instance, small systems should be concerned about the chemicals that may be
requiredtooperate AA. Stakeholdersagreedthat small systemswould not likely regenerateon sight.
Regenerating the mediaoff-site or disposing of the spent mediamay be possibilities. Small systems
should also be concerned about highly concentrated waste streams.

Activated Carbon

Activated carbonis similar to charcoal in composition, but issurfacially altered to enhanceits
sorption properties. Thebase carbon material (typically bituminouscoat, lignite, petroleum coke, or
bone char) is carbonized through heating it in the absence of air and then activated by oxidation at
high temperature (200°C to 1000°C). The activation processresultsin ahighly porous, high surface
area per unit mass material with a large sorption capacity for many water impurities, including
synthetic organic contaminants (SOCs), taste and odor causing compounds, and some species of
mercury. (Snoeyink 1990, NRC 1997, AWWA - ASCE 1998).

Granular activated carbon (GAC)

GAC treatment removes contaminants via the physical and chemical process of sorption, by
which the contaminantsaccumul ate at the carbon surface asthewater passesthrough the carbon bed.
Removal efficienciesfor many organic contaminantsareexcellent under ideal circumstances, but can
besignificantly affected by water quality parameters, like dissolved natural organic matter levels, pH,
and temperature. Removal efficiencies change drastically once the bed nears exhaustion. At
exhaustion, contaminant breakthrough occurs, which is often defined as the point in time when the
contaminant concentration in the effluent equalsthat in theinfluent. Before thisoccurs, the carbon
bed must be regenerated or replaced to ensure proper removals (Snoeyink 1990).

Information regarding GA C contactor configurations, operational modes, and designfactorscan
be found in many sources (e.g., AWWA 1990, EPA 1990, Snoeyink 1990, AWWA - ASCE 1998).
Operating problems encountered when using activated carbon are similar to those associated with
rapid sand and dual-media filters. Common operating problems include: controlling the carbon
depth, (when applicable) ensuring proper backwashing and maintaining depth and bed density after
backwashing, removing carbon from the contactors and storage tanks, regenerating the carbon,
controlling contactor flow rate, and controlling biological growthinthe carbonbed (AWWA - ASCE
1998).

GAC oftenrequirespre-filteration to remove particul ate matter from the sourcewater to prevent
clogging of the GAC bed. An dlternative is to use the GAC column itself as a filter medium,
performing both filtration and sorption simultaneously. The disadvantage of thislatter approachis
that frequent backwashing of the columnisrequired. Backwashing may cause spent carbon to come
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into contact with the treated water: if this can be tolerated, then the technology is straightforward
and compact (NRC 1997).

Competitive sorption can al so significantly affect the removal efficiency of an activated carbon
system. Naturally occurring dissolved organic matter may compete with organic contaminants for
GAC sorption sites, decreasing the removal efficiency for agiven GAC column and thusincreasing
the amount of GA C needed to achieve the optimal efficiency. Competing organic compounds can
also displace (causethe desorption of) contaminants. If influent water quality changesresultinahigh
concentration of the competing compound, the contaminant desorption process may temporarily
cause the contaminant level in the effluent to exceed that in theinfluent. Because of this, competing
chemicals need to be removed from the water prior to GAC treatment, or the GAC system should
be designed to accommodate the fluctuation in concentrations of the competing compounds
(Snoeyink 1990).

Single-stage GAC systems (in which all of the water being treated flows through one column,
rather than through two or more in series) must be monitored to ensure that breakthrough does not
occur. If an exhausted GAC column is not regenerated or replaced, desorption may result in the
effluent having higher concentrations of the contaminant than the untreated water. Monitoring for
some organic compounds may require an advanced operator or the services of an outsidelaboratory.
Ingeneral, GAC isstraightforward to apply on asmall scale. Small columnsmay be easily obtained
andinstalled. If virgin carbon isrequired (which can be the case with drinking water applications),
the operating costs are often higher.

Powdered activated carbon (PAC)

Powdered activated carbon (PAC) treatment works in much the sameway as GAC. Themain
difference isthe mode of application and the grain size of the activated carbon. PAC grainsareten
to one hundred times smaller than GAC grains, but the water being treated comes into contact with
much less carbon material per unit volume treated, so the processis not as efficient as GAC. The
carbon powder is added directly to the raw water line or to amixing basin. For efficient removals,
all of thewater being treated should comeinto contact with the carbon. The sorption processisvery
quick because of the small carbon particle size (which increases the specific surface area of the
activated carbon) and thus the normal mixing basin contact times used for other elements of the
treatment train are sufficient for sorption. In such cases, no modifications to the existing structure
of the treatment plant need be made. Testing prior to design determines the required contact time.
After proper contact, the PAC is settled or filtered from the water and disposed of with the plant
sludge. Proper removal of the PAC after sorptionisrequired to ensure contaminant removal and to
prevent discoloration of the effluent (NRC 1997). The same argument concerning competitive
sorption for GAC treatment applies to PAC treatment.

PAC can be very economical if required only periodicaly (e.g., seasonally) in response to

changes in water quality. If the dose can be optimized and adjusted in response to variations in
influent water quality, then further savings can beincurred. Ingeneral, PACissimpleto employ on
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asmall scaleif the plant already has atreatment train in place that includes mixing, precipitation or
sedimentation, and filtration.

PAC may adsorb some chemicalsthat are added during the treatment process, e.g., chlorineand
potassium permanganate. For this and other reasons, the best point of application is usualy at the
head of plant, either in the source water pipeline or in amixing basin (AWWA - ASCE 1998).

Air Stripping (Aeration)

Air stripping, or aeration, involves the continuous contact of air with the water being treated,
allowing volatile dissol ved contaminantsto transfer from the source water to theair. After contact,
the “contaminated air” is swept from the system, taking the contaminants, e.g., volatile organic
chemicals, taste- and odor- causing compounds, and radon, out of contact with the treated water.
The driving force for the water-to-air transfer of the volatile contaminants is related to the
contaminant concentration gradient between the water and air. In designing aeration treatment, it is
important to consider both the total amount of transfer possible, i.e., the amount that would be
transferred to reach equilibrium, and the rate at which transfer takes place. The amount of possible
transfer isdependent on acombination of the physiochemical characteristicsof the contaminant (such
as molecular weight, molecular charge/polarity and shape, etc., all of which aso affect the water
solubility), site specific conditions, liketemperature and water quality, and the design of the aeration
system, e.g., air/water ratio. The Henry’'s Law coefficient is a commonly used indicator of the
tendency of a contaminant to partition from water to air. A large value (by common definitions?)
indicates that the contaminant can be significantly stripped from water. Efficient strippingisasoa
function of the rate of transfer, which depends on both the properties of the contaminant, the site
specific conditions, and theaeration design, e.g., an effective contact surface areabetweentheair and
water (Cornwell 1990).

Thekey factorswhich areconsideredin thedesign of aeration systemsinclude contact time (time
of exposure); air-to-water ratio; proper dispersal of waste gasesinto atmosphere; physical chemistry
of the contaminant; influent concentration of the contaminant; water and surrounding air temperatures
(AWWA and ASCE 1998). The most common types of aeration systems include packed tower
aerators, diffuser agrators, including multi-stage bubble agrators, multi- or shallow tray aerators, spray
aerators, mechanical aerators, and gas permeable membrane aerators.

2 The Henry's Law coefficient (H,) can be defined any number of ways, and so can be
reported in various units. Here, we are assuming that H, = C,/ C,,, where C, is the concentration
of the contaminant in air at equilibrium with C,, the concentration of the contaminant in water.
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Packed tower aerators

In packed tower aerators (PTA), the contaminated water flows downward by gravity over a
bed of packing material such as fixed plastic grids, loose plastic rings, or loose ceramic saddles,
while air is blown upward through the column. The packing material breaks the surface areafor
contact between air and water thus promoting transfer of the contaminant into the gaseous phase.

The removal efficiency of contaminants using PTAs depends upon the air to water ratio,
contact time, available surface area, water loading rate, physical and chemical characteristics of
the contaminant, and water and air temperature.

The air flow requirements for a packed tower depend on the Henry’s Law coefficient for the
particular compound to be removed from the water. In anidea system, the greater the Henry’s
Law coefficient for acompound, the less air is required to remove a contaminant from water.
However, air to water ratios used to achieve a given removal efficiency are greater than the idedl
system.

The contact time is a function of the depth of the packing material. Asthe depth of packing
materials increases, the contact time between the water and air increases, thereby causing high
percent removals of the contaminant.

The available surface area for mass transfer depends upon the packing material. Smaller
packing materials provide greater available areafor mass transfer per volume of material thus
increasing the mass of contaminant removed. The pressure drop for the air passing through the
column must be considered when selecting packing materials.

The water loading rate is the amount of water that passes through the tower and islargely a
function of diameter of the tower. The water loading rate typically ranges from 25 to 30 gpmy/ft?
(AWWA and ASCE 1998).

PTAs are very efficient in removing several compounds from water. PTAs are considered
Best Available Technologies (BAT) for severa organic compounds. PTA can generally be used
with systems of all sizes. A typical PTA consists of a packed column or tower, blower, pumping
unit, and an effluent storage unit. Pretreatment may be necessary for removal of microorganisms,
iron, Mn, and excessive particulate matter. PTAs are usually located outdoors, therefore piping
may need to be protected in cold climates.
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Diffuser agrators

Diffused aeration (DA) isthe process of bubbling air into a water-filled contact chamber
through a diffuser mechanism located at or near the bottom of the chamber. The chamber can
either be acolumn or basin. The efficiency of diffused aeration for removing organics depends
upon the diffuser type, air-to-water ratio, depth of the water in the contact chamber, detention
time, and water temperature. Diffused aerators are generally used only to adapt existing plant
equipment.

Multi-stage bubble aerators (MSBA) are aform of commercially available package plant.
These are avariation to the traditional diffused aerator. Typical commercial units consist of a
high-density polyethylene vessel partitioned into multiple stages with an individual aerator for
each stage. MSBASs are compact, with water depths typically less than 1.5 ft (compared to depths
of 10 to 20 ft for typical aeration basins). If housing is required for the aeration unit, MSBA’s
compactness can be very attractive. Other advantages of MSBA include removal efficiencies that
are competitive with PTA.

The advantages of a diffuser aeration system is that an existing basin or storage tank can
be modified to be used as a diffuser aeration unit. Due to reduced pumping costs, no packing
material costs, and potentially lower energy costs, marginal savings may be incurred. However,
an increase in contact time and air-to-water ratios may be needed to achieve good removals
because DA generally does not provide for convective movement of the water and thus does not
allow as much contact between the air and water as other methods.

Point-Of-Use/Point-Of-Entry Aeration Technologies

Point-of -use aeration technologies are not practical for volatile contaminants because
routes of exposure can occur through inhalation, direct contact, and ingestion from a secondary
faucet. Therefore, POU aeration technologies are not considered for compliance technology
listing.

Air stripping technologies such as PTA and diffused bubble aerators have been used in
POE systems to remove VOCs from ground water (NRC 1997). Similar to other aeration
technologies, these systems rely on mass transfer to remove VOCs from water. While POE
aeration istechnicaly feasible, it is not commonly used for public water systems and may not be
as cost effective as other aeration systems.
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Multiple tray aerators

Tray aerators (Cornwell 1990, AWWA-ASCE 1998) consist of a series of trays with dats,
perforations, or wire mesh bottoms over which water flows and collects at the base of the unit.
The thin film of water formed as the water flows over the media provides alarge surface areafor
mass transfer of the contaminant from water to air. These aerators can be operated with a natural
draft or with aforced draft using an air compressor. Using the natural draft reduces operating
costs, but is less efficient than using aforced draft.

Shallow tray aerators (STA) are another form of low-profile package plant. In STA, the
contaminated water flows along the trays while air is blown through hundreds of holesin the
bottom of the trays, creating alarge mass-transfer surface area where contaminants are
volatilized. These units are analogous to MSBA in terms of their advantages, including
potentially high removal efficiencies and compactness.

Multiple tray aerators can be used with systems of al sizes. These aerators are very
efficient in removing co-occurring VOCs. However, higher air-to-water ratios may be required to
ensure volatilization of the contaminants. One disadvantage is that slime and algae can grow on
the trays, possibly necessitating the addition of copper sulfate or chlorine to control growth (NRC
1997). However, in shallow tray aerators, precipitation and biofilm development is minimal
because of the vigorous bubbling action created by air flowing through the tiny holes (Lamarre
1993).

Spray Aerators

Spray aerators produce small water droplets by spraying water through nozzles. The
small droplets produced expose alarge interfacial surface area through which contaminants can
migrate from the liquid phase to the gaseous phase. Installations commonly consist of fixed
nozzles on a pipe grid.

The factors which affect the removal efficiency of spray aerators are size of the water
droplets formed (areafor mass transfer), height of spray (contact time), and temperature. The
advantages of spray aerators include the capability of achieving efficient mass transfer due to the
small water droplets created by the fixed nozzles and the lack of any packing costs. The
disadvantages includes the need for large operational area.
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Mechanical aerators

Mechanical aeration introduces air into the water by rapidly agitating the water surface
with amechanical mixer. The advantage to using mechanical aeratorsis that they are adaptable to
existing basins, and are often installed as a system retrofit. However, these units are not as
efficient as other aeration units. Because of the limited contacting system between air and water,
large basins, long residence times, and high energy inputs may be needed to increase the efficiency
of the aerator. These systems are applicable when low level contaminant removal is needed to
reach the MCL.

Gas-permeable membrane aeration

Gas-permeable membrane aeration processes consist of a membrane module made up of
highly porous, small diameter, hollow fiber membranes as a contacting device, providing an air-
water contact area per equipment volume nearly an order of magnitude greater than packed tower
air strippers (Semmens et a.; Zander et a. 1989). Water flows through the interior of hollow
membrane tubes constructed of a material that allows gases but not liquids to pass through. The
large surface areafor air-water contact alows for removal of semivolatile and volatile organic
chemicals (NRC 1997). Gas-permeable membrane systems offer the highest removal efficiencies
of all contacting devices. Membrane technology has to be considered emerging because long-
term performance has not been eval uated.

Air Stripping Suitability for Small Systems

Overdl an aeration system can generally be installed for afairly low cost, and most
aeration units are not complex. The treatment process is highly adaptable to small treatment
plants, often involving a simple retrofit to existing treatment basins. Cost and treatment efficiency
both increase with increasing system complexity. If contaminant concentrations are high and
regulations require treatment of the air leaving the system, however, costsincrease dramatically.
The specific type of aerator depends only on the degree of contaminant reduction desired. Also,
because mixtures of contaminants exist in contaminated water and even though the effectiveness
of the process varies for each contaminant, aerating to remove one specific contaminant will also
reduce concentrations of the others.

Air Stripping Limitations

The secondary effects of aeration may be a problem. These include potential air quality
problems created by exhaust gases from the aerator, and the potential for water quality
deterioration from airborne particulates, oxidized inorganics, instability resulting in corrosion, and
biological growth in the aeration device. Post-treatment disinfection may be needed after
treatment with some of the aeration units. Depending on the water system’ s location, off-gas may
have to be treated using a scrubber, thereby increasing the complexity and the cost of the aeration
units.
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Coagulation/ Filtration

Coagulation/filtration (C/F) processes involve the addition of chemicalslike iron salts,
aluminum salts, or cationic polymers that coagulate and de-stabilize particles suspended in the
influent, so that they may be ultimately removed via clarification and/or filtration. The C/F
processes described in “ Small System Compliance Technology List for the Surface Water
Treatment Rule and Total Coliform Rule” (EPA 1998c) include “conventiona filtration”, which
includes a clarification step before filtration, and “ direct filtration”, which does not. This
discussion assumes that C/F processes would be added primarily to deal with microbial
contaminants. Assuch, it isrecommended that the compliance technology guidance for the
SWTR (EPA 1998c) be consulted for details.

Conventional Filtration

Conventiona filtration includes pre-treatment steps of chemical coagulation, rapid mixing,
and flocculation, followed by floc removal via sedimentation or flotation. After clarification, the
water is then filtered. Common filter mediainclude sand, dual-media, and tri-media. Design
criteriafor specific sites are influenced by site-specific conditions and thus individual components
of the treatment train may vary in design criteria between systems. Most of the concerns
regarding conventional filtration are specific to the Surface Water Treatment Rule (SWTR) and
are discussed elsewhere (EPA 1998c). The main issueisthat conventional filtration does not
work properly if the coagulation chemistry isincorrect, so that operator skill is of paramount
importance, since the operator must frequently monitor water quality and must know how to
correct coagulant dosages in response to water quality changes (EPA 1990, NRC 1997).

Direct Filtration

Direct filtration has severa effective variations, but all include a pre-treatment of chemical
coagulation followed by rapid mixing. The water is then filtered through dual- or mixed-media
using pressure or gravity filtration units. Pressure units, which are used primarily by small
systems, have the advantage of not requiring repumping for delivery of the filtrate to the point of
use. Gravity units have the advantage of allowing easy visual inspection of the filter medium
during and after backwash. Besides the mode of filtration, variations of direct filtration include
filter media and mixing requirements. In-linefiltration isthe simplest form of direct filtration and
consists of filters preceded by direct influent chemical feed and static mixing. In general, direct
filtration usually requires low turbidity raw water and is attractive mainly because of its low cost
relative to conventional treatment. Again, advanced operator skill and proper monitoring are
required.
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lon exchange

lon exchange (1X) involves the selective removal of charged inorganic species from water
using an ion-specific resin (AWWA 1990, AWWA-ASCE 1998). The surface of theion
exchange resin contains charged functional groups that hold ionic species by electrostatic
attraction. Aswater containing undesired ions passes through a column of resin beds, charged
ions on the resin surface are exchanged for the undesired speciesin the water. The resin, when
saturated with the undesired species, is regenerated with a solution of the exchangeableion. A
large variety of synthetic resinsis available for specific applications.

Generally, resins can be categorized as anion exchange or cation exchange resins. Anion
exchange resins selectively remove anionic species such as nitrate (NO;") and fluoride (F). Anion
exchange resins are often regenerated with sodium hydroxide or sodium chloride solutions, which
replace the anions removed from the water with hydroxide (OH") or chloride (CI") ions,
respectively. Cation exchange resins are used to remove undesired cations from water and
exchange them for protons (H*), sodium ions (Na") or potassium ions (K*).

Water to be treated by 1X must be low in solids to avoid fouling the resin. In particular,
reduced iron species in ground water may become oxidized when the water is exposed to oxygen
in the atmosphere and form precipitates that can damage the resin.

A resin may preferentially remove certain ions from solution. In general, it will remove
highly charged ions more easily than it will remove monovalent ions. Calcium, magnesium, and
reduced iron ions will be removed preferentially to other cations. The presence of such species
may reduce removal efficiencies (NRC 1997).

An operator must monitor the system to determine the extent of resin saturation or the
breakthrough of the ion to be removed. On ion breakthrough, the resin must be removed from
service and regenerated. 1X units can be controlled automatically, freeing the operator to make
daily visits (rather than attending to the systems full-time) to assure proper operation.

In either the cation or anion exchange process, the regeneration solution, which contains
high concentrations of the undesired ions, must be carefully disposed of. Disposal can be quite
costly, especidly in the case of concentrated radionuclides (NRC, 1997).

Stakeholders requested that EPA state that 1X can be operated in a“merry-go-round”
configuration to achieve low levels of contaminants in the effluent and to minimize regeneration
frequency. An example would be the use of three beds in series: two in production and onein
regeneration mode at any given time. When exchange capacity of thefirst bed in seriesis
exhausted, the first bed is removed from service to be regenerated. The second bed in series then
becomes the first and a fresh regenerated bed is brought on-line to become the second. This
maximizes the exchange capacity of the beds and prevents leakage since afresh bed is always last
inline (EPA 1994). In addition to the “merry-go-round” approach, single, deep bed, counter-
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current flow processes can also increase the usable capacity of the IX bed and reduce leakage
(EPA 1995).

IX isacommon water treatment technology for small systems. X isavailablein the form
of point-of-use (POU) and point-of-entry (POE) devices as well asin the form of full-scale
treatment. An advantageto IX isthat it can be used under fluctuating flow rates (NRC 1997).
The technology does produce highly concentrated waste by-product streams that may be an issue;
brine recycling might reduce this impact somewhat. With X, the primary factor in calculating
costs is the regeneration frequency, and competition with other ions will affect the run length.

For example, anion exchange would be recommended primarily for small ground water systems
with low sulfate and TDS.

L ime softening

In the lime-softening (LS) process, the pH of the water being treated is raised sufficiently
to precipitate calcium carbonate and, if necessary, magnesium hydroxide. Calcium and
magnesium ions in water cause hardness; hard water can cause scaling problems in water heaters,
and soap lathers poorly in hard water. In small systems, LS would typically be practiced by
adding hydrated lime to raw water to raise the pH to approximately 10. Thisremoves calcium
carbonate. If magnesium removal is aso required, the pH during softening would need to be
closer to 11. In some waters, addition of soda ash is needed for effective hardness removal.
After mixing, flocculation, sedimentation, and pH readjustment, the softened water is filtered
(NRC 1997). In addition to removing calcium and magnesium, LS aso removes radium and
several inorganics (including arsenic).

Many large water systems use LS to treat surface waters. However, the combination of
variable source water quality and the complexity of the chemistry of LS may make it too complex
for small systems that use surface water sources. LS may be more appropriate for small systems
that use ground water because of the relative uniform quality of ground water. Once the
softening chemistry for a ground water is determined, it should not change much. In comparison,
chemical additions to surface waters need to be modified frequently in response to water quality
changes (NRC 1997).

One of the difficult aspects of LS is the operation and maintenance of lime feeders and
lines carrying lime slurry to the point of application. In addition, plant operators must understand
lime softening chemistry. Measurement of pH must be accurate, and the operator must know that
the pH meter is properly calibrated. Failure to maintain the proper pH in softened water prior to
filtration at alime softening plant could result in precipitation of excesslime in the filter beds and
formation of calcium carbonate deposits within the filters.

LSissimilar to coagulation/filtration in that pre-fabricated equipment is available. LS may

be afeasible technology in the larger small ground water systems. For the smaller categories, LS
may be feasible by using some form of contract or satellite operation that would enable atrained
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operator to monitor the process periodically.

M embr ane Pr ocesses

Four membrane processes are discussed in this document: reverse osmosis (RO),
ultrafiltration (UF), nanofiltration (NF), and electrodialysis/electrodialysis reversal (ED/EDR). All
of these processes share certain characteristics, since they all involve membranes, but RO is
distinct in that it involves a non-porous membrane and ED/EDR in that it involves aion selective
membrane. Membranes are manufactured in avariety of configurations, materials and pore size
distributions. The selection of membrane treatment for a particular drinking water application is
determined by a number of factors, including: targeted material(s) to be removed, source water
quality characteristics, treated water quality requirements, membrane pore size, molecular weight
cutoff® (MWCO), membrane composition, and system/treatment configuration (Jacangelo 1991).

In general, membrance processes show little economy of scale, since capital costs per
volume of water treated do not increase dramatically as design flows decrease. For this reason,
and others discussed below, membrane technologies can be a good choice for addressing many
small systems water quality problems. For ground water systems not requiring pre-treatment,
membrane technology addition requires little more than a feed pump, a cleaning pump, the
membrane modules, and holding tanks (NRC 1997). Membrane technol ogies can be more cost-
effective than more conventional treatments for controlling a host of water quality problems
(Wiesner et al. 1994, Bergman 1996).

Ultrafiltration and Nanofiltration

Ultrafiltration and nanofiltration are “membrane filtration” processes, in that they work
by excluding contaminants due to pore size constraints (Adham et al. 1996, Agbekodo et al.
1996). The water isforced by pressure from the source water side (concentrate) through the
pores of a semi-permeable membrane to the produced water side (permeate). Impurities are
prevented from passing through the membrane by size exclusion, and so are retained in the
concentrate. The permeate is generally of avery high quality (NRC 1997).

Membrane classification standards vary between manufacturers. For example, one
supplier may classify a membrane as nanofiltration, while another supplier may classify asimilar
membrane as ultrafiltration. Also, some manufacturers refer to average pore size and some to
maximum pore size. For these reasons, water systems should make sure that the reported pore
size is adequate for the required purposes by looking directly at pore size, MWCO, and the
required applied pressure.

The operation of ultrafiltration and nanofiltration processes are substantially less

¥ MWCO is defined as an estimate of the molecular weight of the smallest molecule that
will be retained by the membrane.
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complicated than the operation of the treatment trains needed to achieve similar removalsvia
conventional technologies. In particular, membrane processes may be very appropriate for small
systems attempting to remove multiple contaminants. If pre-treatment is required, the complexity
of the required operations can of course increase appreciably. In addition, specific site testing to
analyze the potentia for organic fouling may be required. However, there are few limitationsto
the types of raw water that can be handled by membrane processes and, if needed, pre-treatment
(NRC 1997, AWWA - ASCE 1998).

Reverse Osmosis

Reverse osmosis (RO) is ahighly efficient removal process for inorganic ions, some
organic contaminants, and, in some cases, microbiological contaminants (EPA 1990, L ogsdon et
al. 1990, NRC 1997, AWWA-ASCE 1998). RO resembles membrane filtration processes since
they al involve passing water through a semi-permeable membrane. However, in the case of RO,
the principle involved is not filtration. Instead, it involves the use of applied hydraulic pressure to
oppose the osmotic pressure’ across a non-porous membrane, forcing the water from the
concentrated solution side to the dilute solution side. Since the membrane is non-porous, the
water does not travel through pores, but rather dissolves into the membrane, diffuses across, then
dissolves out into the permeate. Any contaminant that can likewise dissolve into the membrane
and pass into the permeate will not be rejected by the RO membrane. However, most inorganic
contaminants of interest and many organic contaminants are rejected by the membrane and will be
retained in the concentrate. RO produces alarger volume of concentrate (reject) solution than
membrane filtration processes. The concentrate volume can be as much as 25 to 50 percent of the
raw water volume. Drinking water treatment can be accomplished with lower pressure versions
of RO (125 to 300 psi), with feasible recoveries of 70 to 85% (AWWA - ASCE 1998).

Removal efficiencies for inorganic contaminants range from 85 to > 99%. Removal for
organic contaminants are highly variable depending upon the contaminant and the water quality.
Lower molecular weight organic molecules and organic molecules that have an affinity for the
membrane may diffuse through the membrane. The degree to which the contaminant passes
depends on the contaminant’s molecular weight and its chemical nature. Removal efficiencies for
organic compounds range from greater than 99% to no removal at all.

An RO membrane can foul if the influent is not pre-treated, depending upon the quality of
the raw water (AWWA-ASCE 1998). Influent total organic carbon (TOC) levels can be as high
as 20 mg/L without requiring pre-treatment (NRC 1997), but the influent have low turbidity, iron,
manganese, and chlorine or pre-treatment isrequired. Groundwater waters may have low enough
TOC levels and turbidity, but may require removal of iron and manganese. Applying disinfection
after the membrane process can obviate the need to remove chlorine beforehand.

4 Osmotic pressureis defined as the pressure that arises from the natural tendency of a
solvent like water to pass from the dilute solution on one side of a semi-permeable non-porous
membrane to the concentrated solution on the other side.
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Since the permeate has very low mineral content and alkalinity, it can be quite corrosive.
The usual practice to reduce corrosivity isto blend, i.e., bypass a pre-determined percentage of
the raw water to the permeate. Other possible measures include de-gasification of carbon dioxide
and/or hydrogen sulfide (both are acids in water) or pH adjustment through the addition of a
chemical base, like sodium hydroxide. Post-treatment disinfection is also a common practice.

Usually, RO systems have automatic backwash features, reducing labor requirements. The
skill requirements for the daily operation of common pre-treatment processes are often greater
than the membrane processitself. However, periodic cleaning of the membrane surfaceis
required. Care must be taken to avoid contamination of the raw or finished water with the acidic
post-wash solution. Also, the membrane should be flushed with permeate to prevent later scaling.
If the plant is taken out of operation for days at a time, the membranes should be filled with a
disinfection solution to prevent biological growth, which can damage the membrane (NRC 1997).

Electrodialysis (ED) and electrodialysis reversal (EDR)

Electrodialysis (ED) and electrodialysis reversal (EDR) are usually used for de-
mineralizing water from brackish water sources. They involve electrochemical separation
processes to concentrate salts from the feed water into smaller-volume, higher-concentration
solutions within collection channels. ED and EDR systems consist of stacks of aternating anionic
and cationic selective membranes. Theionic constituents pass through the membranes in response
to an electric current applied perpendicularly to the membrane surfaces. Thisresultsin an
alternating sequence of de-mineralized water streams and concentrate streams (NRC 1997,
AWWA - ASCE 1998). The principa difference between ED and EDR isthat EDR involves the
additional step of achange in electrode polarity every 15 to 20 minutes, causing areversal inion
movement. This step minimizes scale buildup on the membranes and thus EDR can operate for
longer time periods between cleanings. The majority of plants using ED technology in the United
States use EDR (NRC 1997).

ED/R systems require feed water pre-treatment. Cartridge filtration is often the minimum
requirement. Turbidity should be lessthan 2 NTU, free chlorine levelsless than 0.5 mg/L,
manganese less than 0.3 mg/L, and hydrogen sulfide less than 0.3 mg/L (Conlon 1990). Total
dissolved solids up to 4,000 mg/L have been successfully handled by EDR plants (NRC 1997).

Unlike membrane filtration and RO, the product water does not pass through the ED/R
membranes, so the potential for organic fouling isreduced. Unfortunately, another consequence
isthat microbiological, most organic, and colloidal/particul ate contaminants are not removed from
the product water. Standards for these contaminants must be met through pre-treatment or other
means, if necessary. And like other membrane processes, some bypassed water (or other
measures) may be required to reduce the corrosivity of the product water. ED/R systems usually
operate at 70% recovery (NRC 1997).

A principal disadvantage of ED/R is the high energy consumption. Pumping costs are
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similar to costs for ultrafiltration, but process power costs roughly equal pumping costs for ED/R.

More than half of the ED/R systemsin operation in North America serve fewer than 3,500
persons, with some serving fewer than 200. Since ED/R plants are amenable to automatic
operation, part-time operators may be sufficient, depending upon pre- and post-treatment
requirements.

Membrane Process Waste Disposal Considerations

Waste stream disposal is often the most important consideration (NRC 1997). Waste
stream disposal can pose a significant problem in some areas, since waste volumes are larger than
for conventional treatment . Because membrane filtration processes require little or no chemical
addition, the concentrate usually contains only the contaminants found in the source water, and so
disposal of the concentrate into the source water may be feasible. Other alternatives include
sanitary sewer discharge, deep well injection, dilution, and spray irrigation (Pontius et al. 1996,
USEPA 1996). Careful planning may be required to legally and safely dispose of membrane
concentrate wastes. A potentially time consuming part of the process involves obtaining
regulatory permits. In the vast majority of cases, an acceptable waste disposal method can be
successfully implemented and permitted (Pontius et al. 1996).

Disposal of RO and ED/R reject water poses a potentially more serious problem than the
membrane filtration processes, because of the large concentrate volumes. Municipal sewer
disposal and deep well injection are conventional waste handling strategies. The use of
evaporation ponds is another possibility, but is normally used only when conventional means are
not possible, because of the high associated costs and land requirements. For areas with very low
land costs, this may be afeasible alternative for small systems (EPA 1997a).
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4. AFFORDABLE TECHNOLOGY DETERMINATIONS
Section 4.1: National-Level Affordability Criteria

Asdiscussed in Section 1.3, EPA did evaluate technologies for each small size category
against an affordable technology criterion for those regulations where a small system variance
could be granted. The size category-dependent affordable technology criteria are collectively
referred to as “national-level affordability criteria” This nomenclature has been used to
distinguish the national-level affordability criteriafrom the affordability criteriathat States will use
for determinations affecting individual systems. EPA published information regarding these
“system-level affordability criteria’ in February, 1998 (EPA 1998a). Thisinformation was
required by Section 1415(e)(7)(B) of the SDWA. There are three provisions of the SDWA that
refer to these “system-level affordability criteria” Section 1415(e) provides for affordability-
based variances, under certain circumstances, for small drinking water systems. Section 1416
allows for exemptions that provide systems facing compelling economic factors additional time to
comply with SDWA requirements. Small systems could receive as long as nine additional years to
comply. Finaly, Section 1452(b) provides that affordability on a per household basis shall be one
of the three factors used to prioritize systems for assistance from the new Drinking Water State
Revolving Fund (DWSRF). The system-level affordability criteria can be different for different
purposes. For example, States can use different affordability criteriato make decisions about
whether a system should receive a small system variance and when a system should receive
additional subsidization from the DWSRF. In fact, the threshold used for additional assistance for
systems meeting a NPDWR would likely be lower than the threshold used to determine when a
system would operate at alevel that does not provide an equivalent level of protection as meeting
the MCL.

The national-level affordability criteria used to determine if there is an affordable variance
technology will also be different from the system-level criteria used by the State to determine if a
system should receive asmall system variance. Technologies determined to be “unaffordable’
under the national-level affordability criteriamay still be affordable for a specific system within
the size category, in which case the system may install that technology if it so chooses.
Conversely, if afinancialy disadvantaged small water system out of compliance witha NPDWR
cannot afford any of the compliance technologies that are determined to be “affordable” under the
nation-level affordability criteria, one option for that system would be to apply to the State for an
exemption. This processis available for regulations promulgated after 1996. Such a system
cannot apply for a new exemption for the regulations issued prior to August 6, 1998. Those small
systems with existing exemptions for rulesin effect on August 6, 1998 may continue to get
renewals of their exemptions until the exemption period has run out. That means that a small
system can have no more than 9 years after the Section 1412 compliance date to meet the
applicable MCL /treatment technique even if the exemption was issued prior to the 1996 SDWA
Amendments.

To determine if there are any affordable compliance technologies for agiven NPDWR, the
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national-level affordability criteria are compared against the cost estimates for the applicable
treatment technologies. To make this comparison, there must be a consistent unit of measure for
both parameters. The selected approach was to measure user burden as the increase to annual
household water bills that would result from installation of treatment. For community water
systems, the household was selected as the most sensitive user for cost increases (EPA 1998b).
Non-community water systems (NCWSs) were also evaluated by comparing their vulnerability to
cost increases with households in community water systems. The conclusion, based on this
comparison, was that the categories of NCWS were either not vulnerable to SDWA-related
treatment cost increases or were less vulnerable to SDWA-related treatment cost increases than a
typical household (EPA 1998c).

A summary of the methodology used to determine the national-level affordability criteriais
described below. The household is the focus of the national-level affordability analysis.
Treatment technology costs are presumed affordable to the typical household if they can be shown
to be within arange (defined as arange of percentages of median household income) that appears
reasonable when compared to other household expenditures. This approach is based on the
assumption that affordability to the median household served by the CWS can serve as an
adequate proxy for the affordability of technologiesto the systemitself. EPA has chosen to
express the water system financial and operational characteristics using their median values, which
isameasure of their respective central tendencies. EPA believesthat the national-level
affordability criteria should describe the characteristics of typica systems and should not address
extreme situations where costs might be extremely low or excessively burdensome.

After selecting the impacts on households as the measure for comparing national-level
affordability and treatment costs, a consistent set of units was needed to make the comparison.
The treatment cost models produce rate increases measured in dollars/thousand gallons ($/kgal).
Annua household water consumption is needed to convert the treatment technology costs into
theincrease in annual household water bills. The water consumption estimates were multiplied by
1.15 to account for lost water due to leaks. Since the water lost to leaksis unbilled, the water
bills for the actual water used needed to be adjusted to cover thislost water by increasing the
household consumption. Multiplying the rate increase by the adjusted annual household
consumption yields the increase to annual household water bills ($/household/year increase).

The national-level affordability criteria have two major components: current annual water
bills (baseline) and the affordability threshold. The current annual household water bills were
subtracted from the affordability threshold to determine the maximum increase that can be
imposed by treatment and still be considered affordable. This difference was compared with the
converted treatment costs to make the affordable technology determinations. This differenceis
called the avail able expenditure margin.

The baseline costs include existing water quality, water production, and water distribution

costs. Water production costs include labor and energy for pump operation to supply water to
customers. Water distribution costs include costs of infrastructure repair (mains and service lines)
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and administrative costs (customer billing and meter checking). The existing water quality costs
include both treatment and monitoring. The data utilized to determine the baseline were collected
in 1995, so treatment costs for many of the regulated contaminants may aready be accounted for
in the baseline.

The affordability threshold was determined by comparing the cost of public water supply
for households with other household expenditures and risk-averting behavior. National
expenditure estimates were derived to illustrate the current allocation of household income across
arange of general household expenditures. This consumer expenditure data provided a basis for
determining the affordability threshold by comparing baseline household water costs to median
household income (MHI) to determine the financial impact of increased water costs on
households.

There are three parameters needed for each size category to perform the affordable
technology analysis. These parameters are: annual household consumption, current annual water
bills, and median household income (MHI). The annual household water consumption and the
current annual water bills were derived directly from datain the 1995 Community Water System
Survey (EPA 1997a, EPA 1997b). The MHI data were derived by linking the CWSS data with
data in the 1990 Census using zip codes.

The national-level affordability criteria are based on an affordability threshold of 2.5% of
the MHI for each size category (EPA 1998d). For each size category, median values have been
used for annual household water consumption, baseline annual water bills, and median household
income. The baseline water bills ranged from 0.65% to 0.69% MHI in the three size categories.
Thus, the available expenditure margin were approximately 1.8% MHI for each size category.
Table 4-1 summarizes the national-level affordability criteria and shows the maximum increase
that could occur using these criteria. The numbersin thistable are dightly different from the
numbers in the Federal Reqgister notice (EPA 1998e). There were some minor changesin the
baseline values for current water bills and median household income (EPA 1998d). Most systems
would not be expected to actually experience cost increases of this magnitude if acompliance
technology was installed. Many compliance technologies impose substantially lower household
costs. For example, the screening process examined several technologies that imposed less than
$300/household per year increasesin all three size categories. Appendix F of the “National-Level
Affordability Criteria Under the 1996 Amendments to the Safe Drinking Water Act” report lists
mitigating measures that could reduce the impact on households. In addition, the national-level
affordability criteriado not consider the impact of financial assistance from State Revolving Fund
loans or other sources. Thisfinancia assistance could also reduce the impact on households in
those systems that qualify for financial assistance. For more detail on the national-level
affordability criteria, see the “Variance Technology Findings for Contaminants Regulated Before
1996" (EPA 1998d) and the National-Level Affordability Criteria Under the 1996 Amendments to
the Safe Drinking Water Act” (EPA 1998b) documents.




Table4-1: National-Level Affordability Criteria

System Size Baseline Affordability | Available Expenditure
Population Served MHI Weater Bills Weater Bills Threshold Margin
($lyn) ($/hhiyr) ( %MHI) (2.5% MHI) ($/hhlyear increase)
25 - 500 $30,785 $211 0.69% $770 $559
501 - 3,300 $27,058 $184 0.68% $676 $492
3,301 - 10,000 $27,641 $181 0.65% $691 $474
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Section 4.2: Affordable Technology Analysisusing National-L evel Affordability Criteria

Compliance technol ogies were evaluated against the national-level affordability criteriafor
those existing regulations where small system variances or variance technologies are not
prohibited by the SDWA. When affordable compliance technologies are identified for these
contaminants, technologies that can achieve compliance, but did not meet the affordability
criterion will also be identified.

In general, technology cost estimatesto treat all of the water were compared against the
available expenditure margin for each size category (see Table 4-1). Technology cost estimates
were derived for both central treatment options and centrally-managed Point-of-Use and Point-of -
Entry device options. The procedures followed for this analysis are described in detail in Chapter
4 of the background document entitled “Variance Technology Findings for Contaminants
Regulated Prior to 1996” (EPA 1998d). Based on thisanalysis, an affordable compliance
technology was found for each of the five contaminants for all system sizes and expected source
water qualities. For most of the system size/source water quality combinations, there are multiple
affordable technol ogies.

The national-level affordability criteriaonly played arolein removing some of the options
in the smallest size categories. The technologies that did not meet the affordability criteriain the
smallest size category are also identified as “ other compliance technologies.” Since the
technology costs were based on treatment of all of the water for this analysis, systems requiring
lower removals may find that the “ other compliance technologies’ would pass the national-level
affordability criteriaif alower removal efficiency isrequired. A portion of the influent water
could be treated and blended with an untreated portion and the system could still meet the MCL.
Under this approach, both the capital and operating and maintenance costs for the process would
be reduced. Systems and States should consider the “other compliance technologies’ under those
circumstances.
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5. SMALL SYSTEMSCOMPLIANCE TECHNOLOGIESFOR INORGANIC
CONTAMINANTS, INCLUDING CORROSION BY-PRODUCTS

Section 5.1: Background

Seventeen inorganics are regulated. Theinterim MCL for arsenic wasissued in 1975. A
proposal for anew regulation for arsenic is expected by January 2000, and afina rule is expected
by January 2001. Thefina rule for fluoride was promulgated in April 1986. Thefinal rule for the
Phase Il inorganics (asbestos, cadmium, chromium, mercury, nitrate, nitrite and selenium) was
promulgated in January 1991. The lead and copper rule was promulgated in June 1991. Thefinal
rule for Phase 11b (barium) was promulgated in July 1991. The final rule for the Phase V
inorganics (antimony, beryllium, cyanide and thallium) was promulgated in July 1992.

I ssues with compliance technologies for inorganics treatment are discussed in Section
5.2.2. A genera description of these technologies can be found in Chapter 3. Corrosion control
technologies are relevant for inhibiting lead and copper dissolution in the distribution system. In
addition, corrosion control reduces release of other inorganics such as asbestos and cadmium.
The corrosion control technologies are described in Section 5.2.1. Section 5.3 lists the
compliance technologies for small systems and Section 5.4 describes emerging technol ogies.

A short description of some of the key inorganics are given below:

Lead and Copper:

In June 1991, EPA promulgated a NPDWR for lead and copper consisting of atreatment
technique requirement that includes corrosion control treatment, source water treatment, lead
service line replacement and public education. Lead occurs in drinking water from two sources:
(1) Lead in raw water supplies and (2) corrosion of plumbing materialsin the water distribution
system (corrosion by-products). Most lead contamination is from corrosion by-products. The
primary source of copper in drinking water is corrosion of copper pipes, which are widely used
throughout the United States for interior plumbing of residences and other buildings. In some
cases, copper is acomponent of additives to drinking water used by systems to control the growth
of algae (EPA 1991a).

Asbestos:

Asbestos fibers arerelatively large particles. Asbestos fibers are generally of two types:
chrysotile and amphibole. Chrysotile fibers are more common in water supplies and are usually
less than 5 microns in length and approximately 0.1 microns in width. Amphiboles are on the
order of 0.4to 1.7 micronsin length and 0.1 to 0.4 microns in width (Logsdon 1979, Kirmeyer
19793, Kirmeyer 1979b, Black & Veatch 1975). Because of the large size of the particles, the
potential for using inexpensive membrane technologies exists. However, further researchis
required.
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Antimony:

Antimony isfound in over 100 mineral species; however, it does not occur in abundance.
Metallic antimony is blueish white in color, with ametalic luster, and is extremely brittle, with a
flaky, crystalline texture. Antimony has valence statesin the -3, 0, +3, and +5 forms; antimony
does not seem to occur in drinking water in the +3 and +5 states. Though ion exchange (IX) isan
affordable, effective treatment technology for most inorganics, | X does not appear to be effective
in removing antimony (EPA 1990).

Fluoride:

Fluoride commonly occursin the earth’s crust as fluorspar (CaF,), cryolite (Na,AlF,) and
fluorapatite (Ca,,F,(PO,)s) and ranks thirteenth among the elements in order of abundance.
Concentrations as high as 9 t010 mg/| are not uncommon in some ground waters (Benefield
1982). Fuoride has beneficial and detrimental effects. It can help prevent dental cavities when an
optimum amount is present in drinking water. However, long-term consumption of water
containing excessive amounts of fluoride can lead to fluorosis of the teeth and bones. The MCL
for fluoride is 4.0 mg/l, and the secondary maximum contaminant level (SMCL) is2.0 mg/l. The
SMCL was set at 2 mg/l because that level would prevent the majority of cases of water-related
cosmetically objectionable dental fluorosis while still allowing for the beneficial effects of fluoride
(EPA 19864).

Nitrate:

Nitrate is acommon ion found in most natural waters. It isthe end product of the
oxidation of ammonia. Becauseitisan algal nutrient it can promote algal blooms (Benefield
1982). Nitrateis aso apotential hazard to infants. Serious and occasionally fatal poisoningsin
infants have occurred following ingestion of well waters shown to contain nitrate at
concentrations greater than 10 mg/l of nitrate (as Nitrogen). Well water, particularly shallow well
waters, tend to have higher concentrations of nitrates than surface waters. The major sources of
nitrate contamination has been from septic tank discharges, fertilizer in agricultural drainage,
animal feedlots, domestic and municipa sewage, and industrial wastes (EPA 1984a).

Arsenic:

Arsenic occurs in two primary forms: organic and inorganic. Inorganic arsenic occursin
two valence states, arsenite (Asll1l) and arsenate (AsV). Most natural waters contain the
inorganic forms of arsenic. Groundwaters generally contain As (111) and surface waters generally
contain As (V). Arsenate isremoved more efficiently that arsenite by the treatment technologies
listed here. Therefore, if arsenite is the predominant species present, oxidation to arsenate may be
required to achieve the desired removal.
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Section 5.2 Evaluation of Technologies

Corrosion Control Technologies

There are primarily three different approachesto control for corrosion in the distribution
system. One approach isto cause a calcium carbonate precipitate to form inside the distribution
system to protect the inside of the pipes. Another approach, referred to as passivation, isto
change the water to be less corrosive without causing a precipitate to form. There are two
methods of passivation. Thefirst isto change the alkalinity and pH of the water. The second is
to add an inhibitor (EPA 1992). The third approach to control for corrosion is to use aeration.

Calcium carbonate precipitation

The principle behind calcium carbonate precipitation is to maintain the concentration of
calcium and carbonate high enough in the product water so that calcium carbonate precipitates
out in the distribution system. The solids form a protective coating. This approach isonly
practical if the concentration of the calcium and carbonate are high enough in the influent water.
If necessary, calcium can be added in the form of hydrated or quick lime. The carbonate can be
adjusted by adding soda ash, sodium bicarbonate or carbon dioxide. The pH can be adjusted, if
necessary, by adding these aforementioned chemicals and/or caustic soda, hydrochloric acid or
sulfuric acid. Small systems should be aware of the complexities inherent in using lime and soda
ash systems. These methods require a high degree of operator attention because the calcium
carbonate plugs bins, tanks, pumps and piping. To keep downtime to a minimum the bins have to
be kept dry. In addition, the feed systems must be acid cleaned. Small systems should also be
aware of complexitiesin operating a sodium hydroxide system. In addition to avoiding calcium
carbonate plugging of the sodium hydroxide feed system, small systems should also be aware that
employees may have to handle a strong base; sodium hydroxide is usualy delivered as a 50
percent solution (EPA 1992). Stakeholders expressed a concern that this approach may also
cause a build-up of precipitate in consumers hot water heaters.

This control strategy is only appropriate for lead. It isnot an effective strategy for copper
for several reasons. First, amuch larger surface area would need to be coated. Second, a calcium
carbonate film may not establish on copper piping. Third, adjusting alkalinity for precipitation
may produce a high akalinity finished water which can be corrosive to copper.
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Passivation

The other approach to corrosion control is passivation. In this case, the goa isto produce
less corrosive water. A precipitate need not be created.

Alkalinity and pH

One method of passivation isto alter the alkalinity and the pH. Thisis appropriate when
the water is not very hard and low in alkalinity. This essentially involves use of the same
chemicals (lime, soda ash, etc.) and feed systems as in calcium carbonate precipitation. An
advantage of this approach is that small systems do not have to attempt the difficult task of
forming a precipitate throughout the distribution system. Small systems should, however, be
aware that employees might have to handle chemicals such as strong bases (EPA 1992).

Limestone contactors

A method of altering the alkalinity and pH that might be particularly applicable to the
smaller systemsisthe use of limestone contactors (EPA 1987). This method would be applicable
if the raw water was soft and dlightly acidic. With this technology, the water flows through and
dissolves a packed bed of crushed limestones. Because the raw water is slightly soft and slightly
acidic, the calcium carbonate dissolves. Consequently, the pH, calcium and alkalinity increases.
Limestone contactors have low capital and operation and maintenance costs. Thistechnology is
primarily recommended for the smallest category (25-500 only). Stakeholders expressed a
concern that limestone contactors are presently not widely in use.

Inhibitors

The other approach to passivation for corrosion control isto use inhibitors. These are
usually phosphate or silicate based. The principal type of phosphates used are orthophosphates,
al are measured as orthophosphate as residual. Polyphosphates have arecord of successful
corrosion suppression in some waters, but in others they can increase corrosivity. Polyphosphates
are primarily used as sequesterants. The chemicals are not dangerous, have along shelf life, and
are highly soluble. Small systems would be able to use small tanks and feed pumps. Systems
should be aware, however, that tanks containing a phosphate-rich solution may experience some
biological growth. Consequently, routine cleaning would be recommended. Another potential
problem with inhibitors is that when first added, previously corroded material may be released
(EPA 1992).

51



Aeration

Aeration removes carbon dioxide, which directly affects pH and dissolved inorganic
carbon (DIC), the parameters that most influence lead and copper solubility. Asaresult, aeration
can be an effective corrosion control strategy, presuming the initial pH and DIC are appropriate.
A suitable water must have a significant carbon dioxide concentration and a corresponding
relatively low pH. Carbon dioxide concentrations less than about 4 to 10 mg/L CO, are not
suitable for aeration. Minera precipitation brought about by water quality changes resulting from
aeration may present operational constraints under some conditions. Aeration produces
consistent water quality and may be advantageous to smaller utilities because of relatively low
costs and simple operational and maintenance needs (Lytle et a, 1998).

Compliance Technologies for | norganics

Activated Alumina

In the application of activated alumina (AA) for treatment of inorganics such as arsenic,
fluoride and selenium, the pH must be lowered to the optimal range. When treated with an acid
solution, aluminais strongly positively charged and will select highly for fluoride (F), selenium
species (Se0,?, HSeO,?), and arsenic (H,AsO,). Activated alumina displays a selectivity
sequence, which refersto an order in which ions are preferred by the alumina. Table 9.2 in Water
Quality and Treatment (AWWA 1990) shows the most preferred ions (i.e. those with the highest
separation factors) at the top of the table and the least preferred ions at the bottom. The greatest
adsorption capacity for fluoride occurs at pH 5.5. The greatest adsorption capacity for arsenic
occurs at approximately between 5.5 to 6.0 (Rosenblum 1984). To lower the pH, systems would
have to use acids, which may be problematic for small systems, since some degree of oversight
would be required to ensure that the pH adjustment chemicals are added without causing
significant water chemistry problems. However, many small systems have only part-time
operators. Small systems should also be concerned that it may be necessary to raise the pH after
treatment to avoid corrosion problems. In addition, chemicals involved in the regeneration
process (sodium hydroxide and sulfuric acid) may be difficult for small system operators to
handle. Consequently, small systemswill likely need to regenerate the media off-site or dispose of
the spent media rather than regenerateit. AA mediawill likely pass toxicity tests (in the case of
arsenic) and therefore will be suitable for landfilling (EPA 1998a). Small systems should also be
concerned about highly concentrated waste streams that can be produced. Spent regenerant from
arsenic treatment cannot likely be discharged to a sanitary sewer without pre-treatment.

Coagulation/filtration

Coagulation/filtration (C/F) units are available as package plants, however, it may not be
advisableto install a C/F unit solely for inorganics removal. 1t may be arelevant technology if the
raw water isalso highin turbidity. Stakeholders mentioned that some manufacturers are making
C/F units solely for arsenic removal. Stakeholders also expressed concerns about solids handling.
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For instance, disposal of arsenic contaminated sludge may be an issue, especidly if it is deemed
hazardous. Sludges are evaluated by the toxicity characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) to
determine if asludge should be classified as hazardous. Sludges from four different water
treatment plants were evaluated (Bartley 1992) for avariety of inorganic contaminants, including
arsenic. One plant had a C/F process, one plant had a C/F and LS process, and two had LS
processes. All TCLP extracts were considerably below the current criterion (5 mg/L of arsenic)
for being designated a hazardous waste.

L ime softening

Lime softening (LS), like coagulation/filtration, is not advisable solely for inorganics
removal. However, if systems have hard water and inorganics problems, LS would be
recommended as a compliance technology. Stakeholders agreed with this approach. Arsenic
TCLP extracts from the LS sludges (from the study mentioned above) were also well below the
criterion for being designated a hazardous waste.

lon exchange

In considering application of ion exchange (1X) for inorganics removal, it is important to
understand what the effect of competing ions will be, and to what extent the brine can be
recycled. Similar to activated alumina, ion exchange exhibits a selectivity sequence, which refers
to an order in which ions are preferred. Table 9.2 in Water Quality and Treatment (AWWA
1990) shows the most preferred ions (i.e. those with the highest separation factors) at the top of
the table and the least preferred ions at the bottom. Barium, lead and copper are highly preferred
cations. Sulfate competes with both nitrate and arsenic, but more aggressively with arsenicin
anion exchange. The presence of TDS also impairs aresenic removal. Source waters with TDS
levels above 500 mg/L and sulfate levels above 120 mg/L are not amenable to I X treatment (EPA
19984). Spent regenerant is produced during I1X bed regeneration and this spent regenerant may
have high concentrations of sorbed contaminants and can be expensive to treat and/or dispose.
Research has been conducted to minimize this effect: recent research on arsenic removal has
shown that the brine can be reused as many as 25 times (Clifford 1998). Though ion exchange
(IX) isan affordable, effective treatment technology for most inorganics, I X does not appear to be
effective in removing antimony. In a bench scale study of ion exchange aremoval of only 40
percent was obtained from an influent antimony concentration of 120 ug/| after processing 700
bed volumes (EPA 1990). The chargeson aion aso effect the removal efficiency. For instance,
ion exchange will remove arsenic (V), but won’'t remove arsenic (111), because the predominant
species in natural water is uncharged.
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Rever se osmosis

A concern with reverse osmosis (RO) for inorganics treatment isthat if the full streamis
treated, then most of the alkalinity and the hardness would also be removed. In this case, post-
treatment may be necessary to avoid corrosion problems. If feasible, away to avoid thisissueis
to blend the water rather than treat the full stream. The amount of water that is rejected isalso an
issue with RO. Discharge concentrate can be between 10 and 50 percent of the influent flow
(EPA 1998a). For that reason it may not be an appropriate technology for al parts of the U.S.
RO involves passing water through a semi-permeable membrane by forcing the water from the
concentrated solution side to the dilute solution side. Any contaminant that cannot dissolve into
the membrane and pass into the permeate will be rejected by the RO membrane. Most inorganic
contaminants of interest are rejected by the membrane and will be retained in the concentrate.
Because of the small pore size, RO can remove both As(I11) and As(V). However, aswith the
other treatment technologies, RO removes As(V) to agreater degree than As(l11). Consequently
pre-oxidation will improve removal efficiencies. For asbestos removal, RO and ultrafiltration
techniques have problems with asbestos fibers accumulating on the membrane surfaces.
Conventional flushing techniques may not be effective.

Oxidation

Several oxidants are available for precipitating inorganics from drinking water, including
chlorine, ozone, chlorine dioxide and permanganate. In general, inorganics removal by oxidation
involves the conversion of the contaminant to a higher valence state which may be less soluble and
subject to precipitation. The oxidized inorganic can then be removed by clarification and/or
filtration. However, oxidation of cyanide is a physical break-up. Oxidation has been evaluated
for cyanide removal and the oxidants which have been evaluated include chlorine and ozone.
Bench and pilot evaluations of chlorine oxidation were performed on wastewaters where cyanide
concentrations and oxidant dosages were higher than those typically encountered in drinking
water treatment. The results indicate that chlorine oxidation could achieve significant cyanide
removal. Oxidation with chlorine is not a new technology; it has been frequently applied in small
ground water systems. Chlorine oxidation isfairly inexpensive and not difficult to implement. A
concern with chlorine, however, is the formation of disinfection by-products, especially since the
chlorination should be conducted at a pH greater than or equal to 8.5. The use of chlorineto
oxidize cyanide results in the formation of cyanogen chloride. Chronic exposure to cyanogen
chloride may be as harmful as chronic exposure to cyanide at and above the MCL. Chlorine
quickly and effectively oxidizes cyanide and cyanogen chloride in a process called akaline
chlorination. Alkaline chlorination oxidizes cyanide to harmless bicarbonate and nitrogen gas by
using excess chlorine at pH values greater than at least 8.5. The higher the pH the faster the
reaction proceeds. Alkaline chlorination is prescribed over simple chlorination because of the
need to destroy cyanide and cyanogen chloride as quickly as possible.



Corrosion control

In addition to preventing dissolution of lead and copper, corrosion control is relevant for
inorganics removal because asbestos and cadmium can also be released from distribution systems.
Corrosion control would minimize thisrelease. Please refer to Section 5.2.1 for information on
corrosion control technologies. In some cases where corrosion control is not possible, the only
alternative may be to replace the piping.

Direct filtration

Direct filtration is a compliance technology for asbestos removal and can achieve 95%
removal. Inthe application of this technology, proper chemical pretreatment is necessary. The
chemical treatment may consist of conditioning the feed water with alum or iron coagulants and
addition of polymers prior to filtration. The chemicals, when so added, destabilize the suspended
asbestos particles in the water making them easier to remove in thefilter. Higher asbestos levels
in plant effluents are associated with poor destabilization of particlesin the water and filter
breakthroughs (EPA 1986b).

Diatomaceous earth filtration

Diatomaceous earth filtration is a compliance technology for asbestos removal and capable
of 95% removal. Improved removal of asbestos fibers has been obtained with a two-step pre-
coating procedure. A coarse grade of diatomiteisfirst applied. A second pre-coat of afiner
grade of diatomite that has been conditioned with alum or an anionic polymer is then applied.
Similar conditioning of the diatomite used for body feed, by the continuous addition of a polymer
to the raw water, also improves the fiber removal efficiency (EPA 1986b).

Granular activated carbon

Granular Activated Carbon (GAC) is a compliance technology for treatment of mercury.
GAC columns are used in water treatment systems primarily for the removal of organics by
adsorption and are particularly effective in removing those organics which contribute to taste and
odor problemsin drinking water. High removal efficiencies of mercury have been obtained with
GAC and usually the capacity of GAC for organic mercury is greater than its capacity for
inorganic mercury (EPA 1984b).

Electrodialysisreversal

Electrodialysisreversal (EDR) is a compliance technology for barium, selenium and
arsenic. Intheremoval of arsenic, fairly high recoveries can be obtained by using an internal brine
recycle system (EPA 19984). EDR can be quite expensive to run because of the energy it uses.
However, because it is generally automated and allows for part-time operation, it may be an
appropriate technology for small systems.
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POU Reverse Osmosis and 1on Exchange

POU Reverse Osmosis (POU-RO) and/or lon Exchange (POU-1X) units are affordable
compliance technologies for antimony, lead, arsenic, barium, beryllium, cadmium, chromium,
copper, fluoride, selenium and thallium. For antimony, the only compliance technology listed for
the smallest size category is POU-RO. POU units essentially use the same technology concepts as
in centralized treatment, and so the comments regarding the treatment technol ogies made above
also apply for POU treatment. Waste disposal is not likely to be an issue with POU-RO (please
refer to Section 6.2). POU-RO units need to be provided with a means of discharging reject
water to adrain; the reject water will likely be dilute enough to discharge directly into adrain.
The EPA Drinking Water Research Division (DWRD) conducted POU studiesin Alaska and
Oregon where POU-RO and POU-IX were demonstrated to be viable treatment alternatives.
DWRD entered into a cooperative agreement with San Y sidro, New Mexico to study POU-RO
removal of arsenic, fluoride and other contaminants. Again, POU units were shown to be
effective. Since the conclusion of the San Y sidro study, the village has assumed ownership of the
units and is now responsible for operating and maintaining the units (EPA 1998a).

Section 5.3 Small Systems Compliance Technology List

Compliance Technologies for Inorganic Contaminants (1I0CS)

Table 5.1 contains the technologies that have been identified as compliance technol ogies
for at least one IOC. The table contains the same structure as other tables with alist of limitations
that are contained in the footnotes and operator skill level and raw water quality issues for generd
operation of the technology.

Table 5.1: Technologiesfor I0Cs

Unit technology | Limitations Operator Skill
(seefootnotes) | Level Required Raw Water Quality Range
1. Activated (® | Advanced Ground waters, Competing anion
Alumina ® concentrations will affect run length
2.1on () | Intermediate Ground waters with low total dissolved
Exchange solids. Competing ion concentrations
(1X) will affect run length. Water should be
low in solids to avoid fouling the resin.
3.Lime () | Advanced Hard ground and surface waters.
Softening @) Variable source water quality may
" make LS too difficult.
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4. Coagulation/ (% | Advanced Can treat wide range of water quality
Filtration (")
5. Reverse (f) Advanced Surface water usually require pre-
Osmosis (RO) Q) filtration
()
6. Alkaline () | Basic All ground waters
Chlorination ™
7. Ozone Intermediate All ground waters
Oxidation
8. Direct (") | Advanced Needs high raw water quality
Filtration
9. ©)
Diatomaceous (®) | Intermediate Needs very high raw water quality
earth filtration
10. Granular (%) | Basic Surface waters may require prefiltration
Activated
Carbon
11.
Electrodialysis Advanced Requires prefiltration for surface water
Reversal
12. POU - IX () | Basic Same as Technology #2
13. POU - RO () | Basic Same as Technology #5
14. Cadcium (® | Basic Waters with high levels of alkalinity and
Carbonate @) calcium
Precipitation *)
15. pH and (® | Basic All ranges
alkalinity
adjustment
(chemical feed)
16. pH and (") | Basic Waters that are low iniron and
alkalinity turbidity. Raw water should be soft
adjustment and dlightly acidic.
(limestone
contactor)
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17. Inhibitors (") | Basic All ranges
()
18. Aeration () | Basic Waters with moderate to high carbon
dioxide content.

Limitations Footnotes to the Technology Tablesfor IOCs

& Chemicals required during regeneration and pH adjustment may be difficult for small
systemsto handle.

 May create highly concentrated waste streams.

¢ Disposal of regeneration solution containing high concentrations of undesired ions may
be problematic.

4 Softening chemistry may be too complex for small systems.

¢ Operation and maintenance of lime feeders and lines carrying lime slurry may be too
complex for small systems.

"INLS, thereis apotential for precipitation of excess limein filter beds and formation of
calcium carbonate deposits within filters.

91t may not be advisable to install coagulation/filtration solely for inorganics removal.

"Solids handling may be an issue. For instance, disposal of arsenic contaminated sludge
may be an issue, especially if deemed hazardous.

"1f all of the influent water is treated, then most of the alkalinity and hardness would also
be removed; post-treatment corrosion control will be necessary.

I Amount of water that is rejected can be substantial. RO may not be appropriate for all
parts of the U.S.

k For ashestos removal, RO has problems with asbestos fibers accumulating on the
membrane surfaces. Conventional flushing techniques may not be effective.

' pH must exceed pH 8.5 to ensure complete oxidation without build-up of cyanogen
chloride

™ With alkaline chlorine oxidation, there is the potential for formation of disinfection by-
products.

" Conditioning the feed water with alum or iron coagulants and addition of polymers prior
to filtration may be necessary for asbestos removal (EPA 1986b).

° Two-step precoating procedure may be necessary for asbestos removal. A coarse grade
isfirst applied. A second coat conditioned with alum or an anionic polymer may be necessary
(EPA 1986b).

P Continuous addition of a polymer to the raw water may be necessary to improve
asbestos fiber removal efficiency (EPA 1986b).

9 Usually, the capacity of GAC for organic mercury removal is greater than its capacity for
inorganic mercury removal (EPA 1984b).

"When POU devices are used for compliance, programs for long-term operation,
maintenance, and monitoring must be provided by water utility to ensure proper performance (see
Section 1.4).
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*Small systems should be aware of the complexities inherent in using lime and soda ash
systems. These methods require a high degree of operator attention because the calcium
carbonate plugs bins, tanks, pumps and piping (EPA 1992).

' In operating a sodium hydroxide feed system, employees may have to handle the strong
base.

“ This approach may cause a build-up of precipitate in consumers hot water heaters.

Y This technology is recommended primarily for the smallest size category.

" Tanks containing a phosphate-rich solution may experience some biological growth.
Routine cleaning is recommended.

*When first added, previously corroded material may be released (EPA 1992).

Y Any of thefirst five aeration technologies listed for volatile organic contaminants can be
used.

Section 1.3 indicated that EPA would identify affordable compliance technologies for
those existing regulations where small system variances or variance technologies are not
prohibited by the SDWA. There are statutory prohibitions against small system variances or
variance technologies for 13 of the 17 10Cs. Table 5.2 contains the compliance technologies for
the four 10Cs where affordability was considered. Affordability only playsarolein removing
some of the optionsin the smallest size category. The technology costs are based on treatment of
all of thewater. The technologies that did not meet the affordability criteriain the smallest size
category are also identified in the next column called other compliance technologies. These
technologies may be affordable if the concentration of the contaminant islow enough that a
portion of the influent stream can be treated and blended with an untreated portion to still meet
the MCL. Systems and States should consider these options under those circumstances. Table
5.3 contains the compliance technologies for the remaining thirteen 10Cs where affordability was
not considered due to statutory prohibitions (EPA 1998b).

Table 5.2: Compliance Technologies by System Size Category for those IOC NPDWRs where
Affordability is Considered

Compliance Technologies for System Size Categories
Inorganic (Population Served)
Contaminant
! 25 - 500 25 - 500 501 - 3,300 3,301 - 10,000
(afford) (other) (afford) (afford)
Antimony 13 4,5 4,5,13 4,5,13
Asbestos 8,9, 15,17 4 4,8,9,15, 17 4,8,9,15, 17
Cyanide 2,6,7 5 2,5,6,7 2,5,6,7
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Lead

2,12, 13, 14, 3,45
15, 16, 17, 18

2,3,4,5,12,
13, 14, 15, 16,
17,18

2,3,4,5,12,
13, 14, 15, 16,
17,18

Table 5.3: Compliance Technologies by System Size Category for those |IOC NPDWRs where
Affordability is Not Considered

Compliance Technologies for System Size Categories
Inorganic (Population Served)
Contaminant
25 - 500 501 - 3,300 3,301 - 10,000
Arsenic 1,234,511, 12, 1,234,511, 12, 1,2 345,11, 12,
13 13 13
Barium 2,3,4,5,11, 12, 13 2,3,4,5 /11,12, 13 2,3,4,5,11, 12, 13
Beryllium 1,234,512, 13 1,23,4,5 12,13 1,234,512, 13
Cadmium 2,3,4,5,12,13 2,3,4,5,12,13 2,3,4,5,12,13
Chromium 2,3%4,5,12, 13 2,3%4,5,12,13 2,3%4,5,12, 13
Copper 2,3,4,5,12,13,15, |2,3,4,5,12,13,15, |2,3,4,5,12,13, 15,
16, 17, 18 16, 17, 18 16, 17, 18
Fluoride 1,513 1,513 1,513
Mercury 3, 4° 5° 10 3, 4° 5° 10 3, 4° 5° 10
Nitrate 2,511 2,511 2,511
Nitrite 2,5 2,5 2,5
Nitrate + Nitrite 2,511 2,511 2,511
Selenium 1,253,495 /11913 |1,253,4%5,119 13 |1, 23,495,119 13
Thallium 1,2 12 1,2 12 1,2 12
Footnotes for Table 5.3: Compliance Technologies for IOCs (affordability not considered)

& Compliance technology for Chromium 111 only.
b Compliance technologies only when influent mercury concentrations 10 ug/L.
¢ Compliance technology for Selenium V1 only.
4 Compliance technology for Selenium IV only.
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Section 5.4: Emerqging Technologies

Following is alisting of technologies that EPA did not list as compliance technologies.
However, EPA is monitoring the development of these technologies and may list them as
compliance technologies in future updates of this guidance.

Biological denitrification

For nitrate removal, another appropriate technology may be biological denitrification. In
biological denitrification, micro-organisms are fed some form of carbon, and use the nitrate as an
electron acceptor instead of oxygen. The micro-organisms reduce the nitrate to nitrogen.
Though this technology has been used in wastewater treatment, its use in the United Statesin
water treatment islimited. The primary reason isthat there is concern that since bacteria are
being used to treat the water, thereis a potential for bacterial contamination of the water supply.

Nanofiltration, ultrafiltration and microfiltration

Asbestos:

The MCL for asbestosis 7 million fiberg/liter and refers only to those fibers longer than 10
microns (EPA 1991b). For particles of that size, reverse osmosis, nanofiltration, ultrafiltration
and microfiltration would be effective removal technologies. The membrane pore size for
microfiltration varies from approximately 0.1 to 1.0 microns (AWWA 1998); therefore, the
technology can be expected to remove asbestos fibers larger than 10 microns. For asbestos
removal, membrane techniques, however, have problems with asbestos fibers accumulating on the
membrane surfaces. Conventional flushing techniques may not be effective. The issue requires
further research.

Arsenic:

Nanofiltration (NF) membranes have pore sizes that vary from approximately 0.001
microns to 0.005 microns. Because of the small pore size, NF can remove both As(I11) and
As(V), but as with the other treatment technologies, NF removes As(V) more effectively. The
small pore size, however makes NF membranes more prone to fouling than ultrafiltration or
microfiltration membranes. The application of NF for surface water treatment is typically not
accomplished without extensive pretreatment for particle removal and possible pretreatment for
dissolved constituents to prevent fouling (EPA 1998a). NF can be operated at lower pressures
then reverse osmosis, which trandates into lower operation and maintenance costs. However, a
recent study with arsenic removal revealed that the removal efficiency dropped significantly
during pilot-scale tests where the process was operated at more realist recoveries. When the
membrane unit was operated at a recovery of 65%, the arsenic removal efficiency dropped to
65% and when the recovery was increased to 90%, the arsenic removal efficiency dropped down
to 16% (Chang 1994).
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POU Activated Alumina Units

Activated Alumina (AA) units are often used for fluoride removal and are also applicable
for arsenic and selenium removal. Since the greatest adsorption capacity occurs at pH 5.5 for
fluoride, and between 5.5 and 6.0 for arsenic, and the pH will not be adjusted in a POU unit, the
removal efficiency will not be optimum. Thisimplies that the exchange/adsorption capacity of the
activated aluminawill be reached in a shorter time, and the spent cartridge will need to be
replaced more often. If, after investigation, EPA determines that thisis not a major issue, POU
AA unitswill be added as compliance technologies in the next update of thislist.

POU lon Exchange and Rever se Osmosis Unitsfor Nitrate

lon exchange and reverse osmosis are appropriate technologies for nitrate removal. If
they are used as POU devices, it isimportant to educate consumers as to potential health effects.
Since POU devices do not treat all the water taps in a house, there is a potential health risk of
household residents drinking untreated water. Nitrate, as mentioned previously, is a potential
hazard to young infants; serious and occasionally fatal poisonings in infants have occurred
following ingestion. Households need to be informed about the importance of meeting
replacement schedules for media, cartridges, filters, and modules associated with POU systems.
Households also must be careful not to use untreated water to make infant formula. Almost all
established cases of water related nitrate-induced methemoglobinemiain the United States have
resulted from the ingestion of private well water used to make infant formula. Stakeholders
suggested that EPA investigate the feasibility of public awareness projects such as using print,
radio and television media and public forums. Public outreach would, however, have significant
costs and may offset any savings of using POU devices.

POE Units

POE units arerelatively expensive, and not likely an affordable technology for small
systems. In addition, waste disposal issues remain with POE units. The disposal of the brine or
concentrate stream may be problematic. I1n addition, EPA needsto investigate if the usage of a
limestone contactor after areverse osmosis unit will be adequate for corrosion control of interna
plumbing.
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6. SMALL SYSTEMSCOMPLIANCE TECHNOLOGIESFOR RADIONUCLIDES
Section 6.1: Background

The applicability of particular treatment technologies to the removal of radionuclides from
drinking water depends significantly on the chemical and physical characteristics of the
contaminants involved and the site specific characteristics of the water system, e.g., source water
quality and water system size. The considerations that determine feasibility include: high removal
efficiency, general geographic availability and applicability (e.g., climate considerations) of the
technology, cost, service life, and co-treatment compatibility.

The removal strategies for radium, gross-alpha emitters, and total beta and photon
emitters exploit the chemistries of the individual contaminants, as with any removal contaminant
removal strategy. The chemical properties of the contaminant to be removed, e.g., speciation,
solubility, tendency to sorb, etc., have a deciding influence on the choice of the best treatment
strategy. For example, some contaminants occur as either cations or anions depending upon the
source water conditions, e.g., pH, the presence of other complexing ions, including dissolved
organic compounds, etc. Thus, the choice of cation versus anion exchange treatment may depend
upon the site specific situation. As another relevant example, for coagulation/filtration treatment
processes to be effective for removing elevated gross alpha levels caused by uranium, uranium
must sorb to the floc or precipitate before settling or filtration. Highly efficient removal will only
occur for those uranium species that sorb significantly under the site specific conditions of the
source water as affected by the treatment process. For reverse osmosis treatment, the water
chemistry of the contaminants in question is less important since the removal mechanism tends to
remove both cations and anions and does not involve sorption.

Radionuclides occur naturally as trace elementsin rocks and soils as the result of the
radioactive decay of the uranium-238 (U-238) and thorium-232 (Th-232). Of the U-238 and Th-
232 decay series, radon-222, radium-226, radium-228, U-238, and U-234 are the most common
in ground water (Zapecza and Szabo 1986). The other naturally occurring radionuclides are not
present in significant amounts in ground water, because of their environmental immobility and/or
short half-lives. The naturally occurring radionuclides of the uranium-238 decay series (uranium-
238, radium-226, and radon-222) are responsible for the mgority of radiation exposure associated
with drinking water (e.g., Lowry and Lowry 1988, EPA 1991a). Radium-228 can aso have
significant occurrence. Of these, only radium-226 and -228 currently have National Primary
Drinking Water Regulations. Total beta and photon emitter activity will be discussed only briefly
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since most are anthropogenic and their occurrence is very site specifict. Although uranium?
comprises the mgjority of “true total alpha activity” in surface waters (i.e., total apha activity
without excluding radon-222 and uranium isotopes), it is exclude by definition from gross alpha
activity. This being the case, and since radium-226 primarily comprises gross alpha occurrencein
ground waters, radium will be the focus of the remainder of this discussion®.

When planning removal strategies for radionuclides, it isimportant to understand that
different isotopes of the same element (e.g., radium-226 versus radium-228) are chemically
indistinguishable from the perspective of treatment (Clifford 1990). In other words, when
planning treatment, “radium is radium”.

! Betaand photon activity is usually the result of releases from nuclear facilities. Since
releases from these facilities are strictly controlled, occurrenceisrare. Assuch, total beta and
photon activity is of concern to only afew drinking water supplies.

2 Uranium was proposed for regulationin 1991. A final NPDWR for uranium is expected
in the near future and will include alist of small systems compliance technologies.

® A revised Small Systems Compliance Technology list for gross alpha activity will be
issued with the future updated NPDWR for radionuclides.
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Chemical Behavior of Radium

Radium is primarily a ground water contaminant. Under oxidizing conditions (e.g.,
surface waters), it isvery immobile. The sources of radium to ground water include dissolution of
radium-bearing aquifer solids, “alpha-recoil'” of radium isotopes from the aquifer solid matrix
across the solid/water boundary (Hess et al. 1985), and desorption of radium from aquifer solids
surfaces. Since radium itself is not very soluble in water and does not form strong complexes
with common solutes found in aquifers, the alpharecoil processisimportant in that it can
significantly increase the radium concentration above that due to dissolution from the aquifer
material. Theradium “liberated” by the alpha recoil process may then stay in solution or sorb to
the aguifer matrix, where the fraction of radium in solution to that sorbed is determined by the
local geochemical conditions of the aquifer. For a more detailed discussion of how local geology
and geochemical processes control the occurrence of radium in aquifers, see, e.qg., Hess et al.
1985, Zapecza and Szabo 1986, and Michel 1991. In general, radium occurs at higher ground
water concentrations under reducing conditions with high total dissolved solids content (Tanner
1964, as cited in Zapecza and Szabo 1986, and Michel 1991).

Radium, though much less soluble, behaves in water analogously to calcium and
magnesium (all are akaline earth metals, group 11A), so water softening processes like ion
exchange and lime softening tend to remove radium also. Like the other akaline earth metals,
radium remains a divalent cation (R&’* ;) up to the higher end of pH values normally found in
drinking water sources. In other words, radium does not significantly hydrolyze water (form
hydroxides or oxides) at ambient pH levels. This greatly simplifies the water chemistry of radium.
One treatment strategy consequence of thisisthat cation exchange is usually the most appropriate
ion exchange type.

It isimportant to keep in mind that the radium ion is a problem at picogram (pg) per liter
levels®, whereas calcium concentrations of 100 mg/L are not unusual. To put thisin perspective,
under those conditions, for every radium ion present in solution, there would be 10*, or one
hundred billion, calcium ions competing in the chemical processes® that are exploited in water

1 Alpha-recoil refersto the recoil motion of the daughter product (the radium isotope, in
this case) resulting from the high energy gjection of the alpha particle during the alpha-decay of
the parent isotope, which was originally embedded in the aquifer solid phase. Analogousto the
recoil energy of agun (Michel 1991), the high speed gjection of the alpha particle resultsin recoil
of the progeny radium isotope, imparting enough energy to gect it across the solid/water interface
into the ground water phase. This mechanism results in the enhanced solubility of the radium
isotope (Hess et a. 1985).

2 1 pCi/L of radium roughly correspondsto 1 pg/L.

® For adiscussion of competitive sorption, see Snoeyink 1990, p.788. Radium hasthe
largest atomic weight and hydrated ionic radius of the alkaline earth metal cations, which greatly
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softening. Fortuitoudly, radium preferentially sorbs relative to calcium or magnesium during
water softening processes to an extent that allows good radium removals. During lime softening,
which involves the precipitation of calcium carbonate and magnesium hydroxide, radium co-
precipitates efficiently enough to achieve good removals (Clifford 1991). These and other
treatment processes will be discussed in more detail later in this chapter.

Another consequence of radium’ s tendency to strongly sorb is that radium tends to
associate with suspended particulate matter. Colloid and micro-particulates in ground water
sources can include silica, high molecular weight organic matter, clays, and oxides precipitates of
Mn, Fe, and Al. Depending on the local chemical and physical conditions, a variable amount of
radium may be removed during the filtration removal of this suspended material. Unfortunately,
the average removal efficiency from simple filtration is often too low to be very useful (Clifford
1991).

Section 6.2: Evaluation of Technologies

Based on the properties of radium discussed above and the other criteria affecting
treatment technology selection, the treatment technologies evaluated for radium removal were
limited to: ion exchange (I1E), point-of-use | E, point-of-entry |E, reverse osmosis (RO), point-of-
use RO, point-of-entry RO, lime softening (LS), greensand filtration, co-precipitation with barium
sulfate, selective sorbents, electrodialysigelectrodialysis reversal (ED/EDR), and pre-formed
hydrous manganese oxides (HMOs). For the removal of gross alpha emitters where radium
comprises most of the activity, these same technologies would apply. For the removal of gross
alphaactivity caused by radionuclides other than the radium, which can include a variety of
contaminants, technol ogies should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. Thisisaso true for tota
beta and photon emitter activity. However, ion exchange (1E), point-of-use | E, point-of-entry |E,
reverse osmosis (RO), point-of-use RO, and point-of-entry RO were determined to be robust
enough to merit ageneral evaluation.

The best available technologies (BATS) from the 1991 radionuclides proposed rule (EPA
19914a) were evaluated as small systems compliance technologies. The table below liststhe MCLs
and the 1991 proposed BATs for the currently regulated radionuclides.

MCLsand BATsfor Regulated Radionuclides

Contaminant MCL (1976) BAT (Proposed 1991)
combined radium-226 and radium- | 5 pCi/L lon exchange (IE), lime softening
228 (LS), reverse osmosis (RO)

increases its tendency to sorb to ion exchange resins relative to the other alkaline earth cations,
including Ca?* and Mg?.
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gross apha particle activity 15 pCi/L RO

total beta particle activity and 4 millirem/year | IE, RO
photon activity, average annual
concentration

lon Exchange

Theion exchange (1X) process and general small systems concerns regarding the use of
ion exchange are discussed in Chapter 3. 1X may be used to selectively remove radionuclide ions
from drinking water, e.g., the well known application of sodium ion exchange softening for
removing radium. Asdiscussed in Chapter 3, IX treatment may be readily adapted for use by
small systems (NRC 1997) and may be used in a point-of-use and point-of-entry mode. The
effluent must be regularly monitored and/or the resin must be regenerated on a sufficiently
frequent basis to ensure that breakthrough has not occurred. However, the units may be
controlled automatically, so operator requirements may not be overly time intensive.
Determination of regeneration frequency and trouble-shooting do require a skilled operator
(Clifford 1990a). It should be noted that disposal can be expensive in the case of concentrated
radionuclides.

Wastes generated by 1X treatment include rinse and backwash water and, eventually, the
resinitself. Therinse and backwash liquid waste includes brine, radium, and any other
contaminants removed by the process. The contamination of the exhausted resin depends upon its
loading capacity and the degree of use since the last regeneration (EPA 1994). Disposal issues
specific to radium are discussed below.

Point-of-entry and point-of-use softening units are common and have been shown to be
consistent and effective in removing radium (AWWA-ASCE 1998, Clifford 19914, Clifford
1991b). The general concerns regarding monitoring and performance that were discussed in
Chapter 3 apply here. Disposal of point-of-entry regenerant wastes are issue that remainsto be
resolved before this technology will be listed as a small systems compliance technology. Point-of-
use softeners may be regenerable or disposable. Water systems must take care to ensure that
proper radium removal performance is being maintained through monitoring and/or maintenance.
If drain disposal of regenerant wastes from point-of-use softeners to sanitary sewersis possible,
this technology may be an attractive option for small water systems. If disposal is not an option,
non-regenerable resins may be an attractive option.
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Cation Exchange

Cation exchange resins are used to remove undesired cations from water by exchanging
them with protons (H*), sodium ions (Na"), or, in the case of sodium restrictions, potassium ions
(K%). Cation exchange is often used to reduce hardness through the removal of calcium and
magnesium cations, and thus is an efficient treatment for radium. Cation exchangeisalso a
treatment of choice for cationic beta and photon emitters.

Asdiscussed in the introduction to this chapter, radium preferentially sorbsrelative to
calcium and magnesium. Studies indicate that sodium cation exchange can remove 80 - 98% of
radium (Brink et a. 1978, as cited in Clifford 1990b, USEPA 1983, USEPA 1992). Significant
radium breakthrough was reported only after significant hardness breakthrough occurred (Clifford
1990b). Since treated water is often blended with some raw water (commonly 30 to 50%
blending) to reduce corrosivity in the effluent after softening, the radium influent levels must not
be so high that the blending process raises the radium effluent levels above the MCL. If the
radium influent levels are too high, corrosivity reduction other than blending or a treatment other
than softening must be used.

Weak acid cation (WAC) exchange resins may be used to remove radium from ground
water. For example, acid WAC resins may be used to exchange hydronium ion (H*) for radium.
The exchange process removes hardness, akalinity, and total dissolved solids from the influent
and islimited by carbonate alkalinity. Acid elution can be used to regenerate the resin.

Although acid WAC resin exchangers are more expensive than sodium exchangers, they should be
considered when hardness and total dissolved solids reduction is desired along with radium
removal.

The liquid waste stream (rinse and backwash) volume produced by cation exchange for
radium removal typically ranges between 2 and 10% of the product water volume. The radium
concentration in the liquid waste depends upon the radium influent concentration, the volume of
regenerant solution used, and the frequency of regeneration. An lowa case study showed liquid
waste radium levels between 110 and 530 pCi/L. Another showed an average and peak waste
level of 23 and 160 pCi/L, respectively. At the latter facility, the exhausted resin accumulated a
radium level of ca. 9 pCi/g (EPA 1994).

Anion exchange

A few studies have been conducted to specifically assess the effectiveness of anion
exchange for “gross apha’ removal, where either uranium is not the dominant source or the
speciation was not specified (EPA 1992). Removals between 85 and 95 percent can be achieved,
depending on which alpha emitters are present and on the water quality.
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L ime Softening

Lime softening (Benefield et a. 1990, EPA 1992, NRC 1997) can be used to remove
radium from drinking water with removal efficiencies of 80 to 95%. This processinvolves
inducing precipitation of calcium carbonate and magnesium hydroxide by increasing the pH of the
treated water to ca. 10 through the addition of lime or lime-soda ash. The general processis
discussed in more detail in Chapter 3.

For surface water systems, lime softening technology is considered most feasible for large
systems (those that serve more than 10,000 persons) because of the difficulties resulting from the
combination of variable source water quality and the complexity of the chemistry involved.
Changing water quality necessitates frequent monitoring and modification of the chemical dosage,
creating the need for intensive oversight by a highly qualified operator. This requirement may be
too burdensome for small surface water systems.

For ground water systems, the relative uniformity in water quality makes lime softening a
more feasible technology, since the required dosages are relatively constant. However, the
operation and maintenance of lime feeders and the lines that carry the lime slurry to the treated
water are not sSimple matters, and they may prove too difficult for part-time operators. Since
many ground water systems are small, this limits the applicability of [ime softening. Fortunately,
small package plants with labor saving devices and remote monitoring/control features are
becoming more common, making lime softening more accessible to small systems. The National
Research Council (1997) has suggested that while l[ime softening may be appropriate for small
ground water systems serving fewer than 3,300 persons, those serving fewer than 500 should only
use lime softening if they have a service contract or a satellite operation that would enable a
qualified operator to monitor the treatment process on aregular basis. Since radium istypically
found at higher levels only in ground waters, lime softening may be an appropriate radium
removal option for many small systems.

Wastes generated by lime softening include lime sludge, filter backwash liquid and sludge,
and sludge supernatant. Typical radium concentrations in waste products are reported to range
from 1,980 pCi/L inthe wet lime sludge, 6 to 9 pCi/g in the dried sludge, 6 to 50 pCi/L in the
filter backwash liquid, and ca. 20 to 25 pCi/L in the sludge supernatant (EPA 1994).

Rever se Osmosis (RO)

The reverse osmosis process is described in Chapter 3 of this document. Reverse osmosis
has been shown to be highly effective for removing inorganic contaminants, including heavy
metal s and radionuclides such as radium and uranium. RO can remove 87 to 98% of radiumin
drinking water. Similar removals can be achieved for alpha particle activity and total betaand
photon emitter activity (EPA 1992, EPA 1998a).

Historically, RO membranes have required high operating pressure, in excess of 400 ps,
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to provide adequate feed water recovery for brackish and fresh water supplies. However, recent
advances in membrane technology have led to the development of membranes capable of
operating at much lower pressures (100 to 200 psi). Low pressure membranes provide substantial
savings in process electric energy.

The performance of an RO system for radionuclide removal depends upon a number of
factorsincluding pH, turbidity, iron/manganese content of the raw water, and membrane type.
Design of apretreatment system is dependent upon the quality and quantity of the feed water
source and may include one or more of the following: pH adjustment, filtration, iron and
manganese reduction, or additives for scale prevention. Existing treatment plants may already
provide much of the pretreatment required, for example, coagulation/filtration for highly turbid
surface water or iron removal for well waters. RO is adaptable to al systems sizes and can be
cost effective for small systems.

RO does not selectively remove dissolved contaminants. Thereforeit is very effective for
removing multiple contaminants in one step.

RO systems produce very high quality water, removing 90 to >99% total dissolved salts
from the feed water, leading to demineralized product water. Demineralized water has low
alkalinity and can be corrosive. To reduce corrosivity in the product water, systems may by-pass
some of the raw water and blend it with the permeate, raise the pH, or otherwise add alkalinity.
The need for blending may be afactor in the selection of a RO system. In fact, the blending
process can make an RO process more economical than complete treatment of al raw water. The
fraction of the raw water to be treated will depend upon the removal efficiency of the selected RO
membrane, theinitial concentration of contaminants in the raw water, and the required effluent
objective.

The regject water from RO is the only waste generated. However, reject water is
continuously generated during operation, so the volumes created are large compared to the
amount of water treated. The radium concentration in the reject water depends on the radium
concentration in the influent and the percent recovery of the operation. For example, if the RO
unit removes 98% of radium and rejects 50% of the influent water, then the reject water will
contain roughly two times the concentration of the influent water. Studies report ranges of ca. 8
to 40 pCi/L of radium in the reject water (EPA 1994).

Although point-of-use (POU) RO was not proposed as BAT in 1991 (see Chapter 1), it
appears to be avery promising small systems treatment option for inorganic contaminants removal
(NRC 1997), including radium, since it isreliable, effective, and simple to use on the small scale
(Clifford 1991a, Thomson and O’ Grady 1998, EPA 1998c). A typical POU RO configuration for
radionuclides removal would include a5 micron pre-filter to remove particulates, a GAC filter to
remove chlorine, taste, and odor, the RO unit itself, and a connection to the sink drain for reject
water disposal. The discharge line requires an air gap to prevent a cross-connection between
wastewater and drinking water.
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Since general POU concerns are described above, this section will focus on reject water
disposal concerns. One of the primary advantages of POU RO isthat reject water waste disposal
is straightforward if drain disposal to a sanitary sewer ispossible. Although the total mass or
concentration of radionuclide contaminants discharged from the house would not significantly
change when RO treatment is installed, the regject water does contain higher radionuclides
concentrations than the untreated tap water. The actual degree of concentration depends on the
recovery percentage, as described above. Once the rgject water sufficiently mixes with the other
drainage water, the radionuclide levels will be diluted until they approach those in the untreated
water. Since the drain water from asingle tap is usually asmall part of the drain water budget of
the entire household, this dilution should occur very quickly. The table below shows the
relationship between the % increase in radium concentration for the total household drainage
versus the RO recovery percentage:

Percent Increase in Radium Concentration in Household Drainage ver sus RO Rejection Per centage
% Recovery? % [Ra] Increase? Notes
50 5.0 1) “% Recovery” = 100*Volume of Product Water/ Volume of Total Water at
Tap).
40 3.3
30 2.1 2) “%[Ra] Increase” isthe percentage increase in the concentration of radiumin
the total house drainage, i.e., for arecovery of 50% and an untreated water
20 13 (influent) radium concentration of 10 pCi/L, the total house drainage would have
: an average concentration of 10.5 pCi/L.
10 0.6

The table assumes that drinking and cooking water comprises 5% of the total household water
(EPA 1991) and that the rest of the water is returned to the drain. Asthe table shows, if the drain
water is discharged to a sanitary sewer, the concentration of radionuclides reaching the waste
water treatment plant should not be significantly affected by the addition of POU RO. Clifford
(19914) reports a 15% recovery for spiral wound POU RO astypical. At thisrecovery, the reject
water is concentrated by afactor of about 1.18 relative to the raw water and, extrapolating from
the table, the increase in the average radium concentration in total household drainageis less than
one percent.

Stakeholders discussed the possibility of using POU RO with households connected to
septic tanks. While the above analysis would indicate that this may be feasible, EPA (1994) does
not suggest disposal of water treatment wastes into septic tanks. However, this suggestion is
based on centralized treatment assumptions and may not cover POU RO scenarios. Thisissue
deserves attention in the future.
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Technologiesfor Radionuclide Removal Not Proposed as BAT in 1991

Greensand Filtration for Radium Removal

Greensand filtration technology consists of a conventional filter box with the traditional
filtration medium replaced by manganese greensand. Manganese greensand has enhanced sorptive
abilities that allow it to remove certain dissolved ionsin addition to normal filtration. The water is
pre-treated with potassium permanganate to oxidize dissolved materials into more insoluble
chemical species, which consequently are removed much more efficiently by the greensand filter.
Thisis a continuous process, except when interrupted for filter backwashing. Studies indicate
that up to 56% of radium is also removed by greensand filtration. In apilot plant study, the
radium removal efficiency was improved to 90% by passing the potassium permanganate pre-
treated water through a detention tank before filtration.

Wastes generated by this process include sludge and supernatant from the filter backwash,
and eventually the greensand media must be disposed of. Radium concentrationsin the filter
backwash have been found to range from ca. 65 to 170 pCi/L. Dry weight concentrations of
radium in the greensand medium have been found to vary from ca. 30 to 46 pCi/g at one plant and
from 75 to 250 pCi/g at another (EPA 1994).

Pre-formed Hydr ous M anganese Oxide (HM O) Filtration

Although no municipal installations are currently reported in the literature, pilot studies
have been completed and a full scale demonstration is planned (Clifford 19904). Pilot studies
conducted in Illinois consisted of a pre-formed MnO, (HMO) dosage of 2.0 mg/L, followed by a
minimum of ten seconds of mixing and post-mixing diatomaceous earth filtration or multi-media
filtration to remove the suspended MnO, (which contains the sorbed radium). Greater than 96%
removals were consistently achieved over the five day run period (Clifford 1990a). Valentine et
al. (1992) reported average removals of 83%, 79%, and 71% for HMO dosages of 1.0, 0.5, and
0.2 mg/L (as Mn). Where applicable, costs for HMO treatment were projected to be quite low if
filtration is already in place (EPA 1994).

HMO filtration is similar to oxidation/filtration in complexity and operator skill
requirements. Proper dosages must be determined, and if water quality is variable, the dosage
must be re-calibrated. But, since radium istypically aground water problem, thisisless of a
concern for this application. Once the proper dose is determined, dosing isrelatively easy,
requires simple equipment, and isfairly inexpensive (NRC 1997). Filters must be backwashed,
which may require intermediate operator skill. Radium containing wastes include HMO sludge,
filter backwash, and sludge supernatant.
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Copr ecipitation of Radium with Barium Sulfate

Addition of a soluble barium salt such as barium chloride to water contaminated with
radium and sulfate will result in the coprecipitation of a highly insoluble radium-containing barium
sulfate ludge. This process has been primarily used for wastewater treatment. Mine wastewater
treatment data indicates that up to 95% of radium isremoved by this process. A full-scale
drinking water treatment plant in South Dakota currently uses this process to treat aradium
influent level of 16 pCi/L downto < 1 pCi/L.

Radium containing wastes generated by this process include the barium sulfate precipitate
dludge, filter backwash, and sludge supernatant.

Other Technologies

Other technologies exist which demonstrate promise for radionuclides removal from
drinking water. However, these technol ogies have not been fully tested in drinking water
treatment, or have been used only in industrial or experimental situations. Examplesinclude
selective sorbents (e.g., acrylic fibers or resins impregnated with manganese dioxide) and non-
sodium cation exchangers (e.g., hydrogen ion and calcium ion exchangers) for radium removal.
POE IX and RO are not currently listed as compliance technologies because of unresolved issues
regarding waste disposal, post-treatment disinfection and corrosion control, and costs, but are
being further considered as small systems compliance technologies.

Radiation Hazar ds Associated with Treatment

It should be noted that caution is required when choosing treatment technologies for
radionuclides removal, since many treatments may create radiation hazards through the
concentration of radionuclides within the treatment unit or in wastestreams.

Waste Generation and Disposal Guidelines
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Waste generation

In the 1991 proposed radionuclides rule (EPA 1991a), EPA referenced a 1990 EPA report
entitled “ Suggested Guidelines for the Disposal of Naturally Occurring Radionuclides Generated
by Drinking Water Treatment Plants’ (EPA 1990). In 1992, the Science Advisory Board (SAB)
reviewed the 1990 guidance and offered several recommendations.! Among the most important
SAB recommendations which EPA has acted upon were: (1) the Agency should integrate
guantitative information on radioactivity in water treatment wastes within the document to
facilitate decision-making processes; and, (2) the Agency should select and provide rationale for
its occupational protection approach to water treatment plant workers.

In response to SAB’ s first recommendation, EPA has devel oped a spreadsheet program on
floppy disk for computing waste volumes and radioactivity levels for several pertinent water
treatment processes, along with auser’ s guide. This should aid in the planning and pre-
engineering stages where managers will need information on the types of waste that may be
generated at new facilities. The spreadsheet program was developed by EPA in August 1993 and
is entitled “ Spreadsheet Program to Ascertain Residuals Radionuclide Concentrations”
(SPAARC). The program and user’ s guide can be obtained by contacting National Technical
Information Service (NTIS), 5285 Port Roya Rd., Springfield, VA 22161, (703) 487-4650; and
ERIC Clearinghouse, 1929 Kenny Road, Columbus OH 43210, (614) 292-6717.

In response to SAB’ s second recommendation, the occupational guidance has been
revised by the Office of Radiation and Indoor Air. It was determined that the doses that
personnel in water treatment facilities would receive would be substantially lower than the upper
bounds for workersin radiation facilities. In fact, it appears reasonable to keep treatment plant
workers dosesto well within the levels recommended for the general public (100 mrem/yr).
Consequently, the guidance recommends 100 mrem/yr as the maximum administrative control
level in water treatment facilities. The document also contains more guidance on seeking state
assistance and/or approval.

EPA has not yet finalized changes to the guidelines based on the SAB recommendation to
reevaluate the criteriafor disposal of wastes containing lead-210, a byproduct of using activated
carbon for removal of radon, which is currently unregulated. Since this wastestream does not
affect disposal options for treatments concerning the currently regulated radionuclides, it will not
be discussed further here.

Other revisionsinclude: (1) a new section on mixed (or hazardous) wastes, (2) updates
reflecting U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and other federal regulations, and (3) a
new section on suggested wastestream sampling procedures.

!_etter from Dr. R.C. Loehr and Dr. O.F. Nygaard, Science Advisory Board, to W K.
Relilly, EPA, September 30, 1992.
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The report was updated in 1994 with the abovementioned revisions and is entitled
“Suggested Guidelines for Disposal of Drinking Water Treatment Wastes Containing
Radioactivity” (EPA 1994). The updated guidelines are summarized in the following two figures
and table; for details, please refer to the guidelines. Summaries of the guidelines (e.g., EPA 1996)
and relevant background materials (e.g., Reid et al. 1983) may be obtained from EPA or the
literature.

The table below summarizes estimated waste volumes, radioactivity levels and types of
waste generated by severa of the above mentioned drinking water treatment processes. These
estimates are based on standard engineering assumptions and an assumed average daily water
production of 1.0 million gallons per day (MGD).

Characteristics of Selected Water Treatment Wastes (Computed L evels)

Treatment Raw/ Waste Characteristics: Types of waste generated
Method Finished Vol. and Radioactivity
Conc.
(pCilL)
Coagulation/ 50/10 U Sludge volume: 10 kgpd | Iron or alum sludges from the contact and
Filtration (Uranium) U sludge: 4,000 pCi/g settling basins and from the filter backwash.

Supernatant from this sludge is aliquid waste.
Additional liquid waste is generated when the
sludge is concentrated prior to disposal.

Lime 25/12.5 Ra Sludge volume: 22 Settling tank sludge, which is precipitated
Softening (Radium) kgpd during the softening process. Filter backwash
Ra sludge: 557 pCi/L (both solids and supernatant) and the sludge
supernatant are other wastes.
lon Exchange | 25/5 Rawaste flow: 97 kgpd Liquid waste containing brine, rinse and
(Radium) Rawastes: 207 pCi/L backwash water, and contaminants stripped off

theresin. In addition, theresin itself isa solid
waste containing the contaminant exchanged.

Reverse 50/15 U waste flow: 130 kgpd Reject streams which are continuously generated
Osmosis V) U wastes: 320 pCi/L during the treatment process.

Figure 1 isaflowchart summarizing the guidelines for disposal of radioactive liquids. The
Clean Water Act requires that dischargers of pollutants to navigable waters obtain a National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination Permit (NPDES), which contains, at a minimum, technology-
based effluent limitations. Sufficient flow and channel geometry must be available to prevent a
buildup of radionuclides in the surface water or sediments to within limits set by the regulator.
Pretreatment regulations prohibit discharge into sanitary sewers that would cause a municipal
wastewater treatment plant to violate a NPDES permit. The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) limits the discharge of wastes containing radioactive materials into sanitary
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sewers. A drinking water treatment plant owner interested in disposing of wastes containing
radionuclides into an injection well in a Primacy State should consult with the appropriate State
Agency first. State regulations may be more stringent than the Federal requirements and may ban
such practice. The plant owner in other States should consult with the appropriate Underground
Injection Control (UIC) Regional Branch office of the USEPA before deciding to dispose of
wastes containing radionuclides into an injection well.
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Figure 2 is aflowchart summarizing the guidelines for radioactive solids/sludges. Wastes
containing less than 3 pCi/g (dry) of radium and less than 50 ug/g (dry) of uranium may be
disposed of without the need for long-term institutional controlsin amunicipal landfill if the
wastes are first dewatered and then spread and mixed with other materials when emplaced.
Solids/sludges containing 3 to 50 pCi/g (dry) of radium should be disposed of with a physica
barrier that would protect against radon release and isolate the wastes, and provided with
institutional controls designed to avoid inappropriate uses of the disposal site. The disposal
method for solids/sludges containing 50 to 2,000 pCi/g (dry) of radium should be determined on a
case by case basis. Recovery of the uranium resource may be considered for solids containing 50
to 500 ug/g (dry) of uranium. Wastes containing more than 2000 pCi/g (dry) of radium or more
than 500 ug/g (dry) of uranium should be disposed of only as permitted by State regulations.
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Figure 2. Disposal of Solid
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Section 6.3: Small Systems Compliance Technologies List

Based on the evaluation of the technologies described in Section 6.2, the following table
lists the Small Systems Compliance Technologies for radionuclides (EPA 1998b).

Table 6.1: Technologiesfor Radionuclides

Oxide Filtration

Unit Technologies Limitations Operator Skill Raw Water Quality Range
(seefootnotes) | Level Required* & Considerations'

1. lon Exchange ® Intermediate All ground waters

(1X)

2. Point of Use ®) Basic All ground waters

(POU) IX

3. Reverse Osmosis @) Advanced Surface waters usually

(RO) require pre-filtration

4. POU RO ® Basic May require pre-filtration

5. Lime Softening (%) Advanced All waters

6. Green Sand @) Basic

Filtration

7. Co-precipitation " Intermediate to Ground waters with suitable

with Barium Sulfate Advanced water quality

8. Electrodialysis/ Basicto All ground waters

Electrodialysis Intermediate

Reversal

9. Pre-formed ©) Intermediate All ground waters

Hydrous Manganese

! National Research Council (NRC). Safe Water from Every Tap: Improving Water
Service to Small Communities. National Academy Press. Washington, D.C. 1997.

Limitations Footnotesto Table: Technologiesfor Radionuclides:

& The regeneration solution contains high concentrations of the contaminant ions.
Disposal options should be carefully considered before choosing this technology.

® When POU devices are used for compliance, programs for long-term operation,
maintenance, and monitoring must be provided by water utility to ensure proper performance (see

Section 1.4).
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¢ Reject water disposal options should be carefully considered before choosing this
technology. See other RO limitations described in Chapter 3 and Section 6.2.

4 The combination of variable source water quality and the complexity of the chemistry
involved in lime softening may make this technology too complex for small surface water systems.

¢ Removal efficiencies can vary depending on water quality.

" This technology may be very limited in application to small systems. Since the process
requires static mixing, detention basins, and filtration, it is most applicable to systems with
sufficiently high sulfate levels that already have a suitable filtration treatment train in place

9 This technology is most applicable to small systems that already have filtration in place.

Chapter 1 indicated that EPA would identify affordable compliance technologies for those
existing regulations where small system variances or variance technologies are not prohibited by
the SDWA. There are statutory prohibitions against small system variances for all three
radionuclides, therefore affordability cannot be considered in listing these technologies. The
following table contains the compliance technologies the three radionuclides. The statutory
prohibitions on variance technologies and small system variances are discussed in detail in Chapter
1 of this document and Section IV of the “ Small Systems Compliance Technology Lists for
Existing National Primary Drinking Water Regulations’ (EPA 1998D).

Table6.2: Compliance Technologies by System Size Category for Radionuclide
NPDWRs, Affordability isNot Consider ed

Compliance Technologies' for System Size Categories
(Population Served)

Contaminant 25 - 500 501 - 3,300 3,300 - 10,000
combined radium-226 1,234,56,7, 1,23 45,6, 1,2,34,56,7,
and radium-228 8,9 7,89 8,9

gross apha particle 3,4 3,4 3,4
activity

total beta particle 1,234 1,234 1,234
activity and photon

activity, average annual

concentration

Note: 1) Numbers correspond to those assigned to technologies found in the
Compliance Technologies Table for Radionuclides.
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Section 6.4: Emerging Technologies

POE ion exchange and POE reverse osmosis have been determined to require further
evaluation. They have not been listed as compliance technologies since issues regarding ion
exchange regeneration, other maintenance, waste disposal, post-treatment disinfection, post-
treatment corrosion control, etc. remain. EPA will evaluate information regarding these
technologies in the near future and will include them in future updates, if deemed appropriate.
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7. SMALL SYSTEMSCOMPLIANCE TECHNOLOGIESFOR VOLATILE ORGANIC
CONTAMINANTS

Section 7.1: Background

Volatile organic contaminants (VOCs) are composed of aform of a carbon-based
molecule. These compounds dissipate or vaporize easily into air at room temperature. Volatile
organic compounds are usually used as solvents, degreasers, and fumigants. Table 2.11 liststhe
National Primary Drinking Water Standards for regulated VOCs.

VOCstypically are found in greater amounts in groundwater supplies than surface water
because exposure to air helps them dissipate from surface supplies. In groundwater supplies, the
compounds are very mobile and percolate into wells and aquifers. The compounds do not
degrade readily in the groundwater and, as known or suspected carcinogens, are a potentialy
serious threat to drinking water safety.

The technologies considered for the small systems compliance list are commonly used in
the drinking water industry. The BATsfor removal of VOCs from drinking water are granular
activated carbon and packed tower aeration. The technologies listed for treatment of VOCs
include diffused aeration, multiple tray aeration, spray aeration, and mechanical aeration. The
other technologies that were considered are listed as emerging technologies due to lack of
performance data. These technologies include powdered activated carbon, gas permeable
membrane aeration, advanced oxidation processes, and point-of-entry technologies.

Point-Of-Use (POU)/Point-Of-Entry (POE) Technologies

POU technologies were not be considered for compliance technologies for VOCs because
POU units are attached only to the tap. Because of the volatile nature of VOCs, the indoor use
of VOC contaminated water can lead to significant human exposure through non-ingestion routes
such asinhalation following volatilization (e.g., while showering) or from direct contact with the
contaminated water. Stakeholders agreed that POU technologies should not be listed for
treatment of VOCs.

POE technologies were not considered for compliance technologies for VOCs. The
potential for off-gas emissions from POE unitsis more likely to be a problem because these POE
units would be located near homes. Off-gases may have to be treated using a scrubber, thereby
increasing the complexity and the cost of the aeration units. Also, there is the potential for water
quality deterioration from airborne particulates, oxidized inorganics, instability resulting in
corrosion, and biological growth in the aeration device. Post-treatment disinfection may be
needed after treatment with POE aeration units.
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Section 7.2: Evaluation of Technologies

Packed Tower Aeration

Packed tower aeration has been proven to effectively remove several VOCs from drinking
water. Packed tower aeration is considered aBAT for VOCs removal. The removal efficiency
for VOCsis primarily dependant on the air-to-water ratio, packing height, and available area for
mass transfer. The minimum air-to-water ratio needed to efficiently remove VOCs depends upon
Henry’s Law Coefficient. . The sizes of packing materials determine the available area for mass
transfer. Smaller materials may provide greater areas of mass transfer, however, an increased
pressure drop may occur if the materials are too small.

Field tests performed in Brewster, NY, Wausau, WI, and Baldwin Park, CA resulted in
>96% removal efficiencies for VOCs such as tetrachloroethylene, trichloroethylene, cis-
dichloroethylene, and toluene. The influent concentrations were as great as 600 ug/L, using air to
water ratios of ~30:1 and tower heights ranging from 5.5-7.5 m packed with plastic saddles
(Ram et a. 1990).

Some of the concerns with PTA units are that repressurization equipment and blowers
draw large amounts of electricity, therefore, electrical costs are high. If the unit is not adequately
ventilated, the contaminant removal efficiency will decrease due to mass transfer constraints.
These systems may be limited for use in residential areas due to fan noise, and depending on the
location these systems may be subject to freezing.

Aswith most aeration technologies, air quality regulationsin certain localities may prevent
the implementation of these units since large quantities of a contaminant are vented into the air.
Also, pretreatment for the removal of microorganisms, iron, manganese, and excessive particul ate
matter may be needed. Post-treatment disinfection may have to be used to ensure no microbial
growth.

Diffused Aeration

Similar to PTAS, the efficiency of diffused aerators is dependant upon factors including
diffuser type, air-to-water ratio, depth of the water in the contact chamber, detention time, and air
and water temperature. Diffused aeration is considered an accepted technology for treatment of
VOCs (NRC 1997).

Several performance studies have been conducted using diffused aerators. Studies
conducted in Glen Cove, New Y ork (1984) showed that diffused aerators can efficiently treat
V OCs with influent concentrations ranging from 50-250 mg/l using air-to-water ratios of 15:1
(EPA 1985). The removal rates ranged from 50-90+% for 1,2-dichloropropane, cis-1,2-
dichloroethylene, trans-1,2-dichloroethylene, toluene, ethylbenzene, chlorobenzene, xylenes, o-
dichlorobenzene, and ethylene dibromide. For the most part, the percent removals were higher
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for VOCs with the higher Henry’s Law Coefficients.

Diffused aeration units may not be as efficient as other aeration methods because it does
not provide for convective movement of the water thus limiting air-water contact. It isgenerally
used to adapt existing plant equipment such as storage tanks or basins. The removal efficiency of
these systems depends upon the gas to liquid mass transfer rate. The diffused aerator has less
interfacial areafor mass transfer than the PTA; alonger contact time may be needed to achieve
sufficient removal of the VOCs. On the other hand, increased basin depth, contact basin
geometry, and turbines to reduce the air bubble size and increase bubble holdup can improve gas
transfer, thus improving the efficiency of the system.

With diffused aerators, increased energy costs may be incurred due to post-treatment
repressurization. Also, post-treatment disinfection may have to be used to ensure no microbial
growth.

Multiple Staged Bubble Aerators (M SBA)

MSBAs are variations to the traditional diffused aerator. These systems aretypically
packaged plant commercia units that are more efficient than the traditional diffused aerator.
MSBAs further reduce energy costs by optimizing the air to water ratio, contact time, and mass
transfer area.

MSBA units are highly efficient, however the efficiency depends upon the air-to-water-
ratio. These units have the same limitations as the diffused aerator.

Multiple Tray Aeration

Multiple tray aeration is considered a conventional technology for the removal of VOCs
from drinking water (NRC 1997). Multiple tray aerators consist of a series of trays with slats,
perforations, or wire mesh bottoms over which water falls and eventually collects at the base of
the unit. The thin film of water formed as the water flows over the media provides alarge surface
areafor masstransfer of the VOCs from water to air. Coke, coal, stone, or ceramic balls can be
placed in the trays to increase efficiency.

Multiple tray aeration has been effective in removing 20 to 90 percent of VOCs from
drinking water (Robeck and Love 1983, Hess et al 1981). In studies performed in Smyrna,
Delaware reported removal efficiencies ranging from 50 to 90% of trichloroethylene and other
VOCs. In Camden, New Jersey (1979) conducted studies to determine the efficiency of the
aeration unit by testing trichloroethylene, tetrachloroethylene, carbon tetrachloride, and 1,2-
dichlorethane (EPA 1985). Preliminary resultsindicated that the aerator efficiency could be
improved by increasing the air-to-water ratio.

The performance of tray aerators will beimpaired in apoorly ventilated building.
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Artificia ventilation will be a requirement and may be provided by enclosure and provision of a
forced draft. The addition of the forced draft may increase the cost of the unit. Post-treatment
disinfection may be necessary because slime and algae growth can be a problem. Chemicals such
as copper sulfate or chlorine may have to be used to control the growth.

Shallow Tray Aeration (STA)

STAsinvolve the use of shallow trays, and are more efficient to multiple tray aerators.
STAs increase the available area of mass transfer; thereby increasing the removal efficiency of
most VOCs. However, because of the high air-to-water ratio (100-900 m¥m?®), greater energy
costs may be incurred.

Spray Aeration

Spray aeration is an accepted technology where the contaminated water is sprayed
through nozzles. The small droplets produced expose alarge interfacial surface areathrough
which VOCs can migrate from the liquid (water) phase to the gaseous (air) phase. Spray aerators
have been used to effectively treat VOCs (Wood 1982). Case studies (Florida) demonstrated that
> 99% of VOCs were removed from an influent total VOC concentration between 100-200 mg/I.
The primary VOCs treated were 1,1-dichloroethane, and trichloroethylene, tetrachloroethylene,
vinyl chloride, and 1,1,1-trichloroethane (EPA 1985).

Although spray aerators are capable of achieving efficient removal of VOCs, this type of
aerator isfor use only when low removal levels of VOCs are needed to reach an MCL. These
systems may not be as energy efficient as other aeration methods. Also, the spray aerator needs a
large operational area, which will increase building construction costs and may also increase
operating problems during cold weather when the temperature is below freezing.

M echanical Aeration

Mechanical aerators are considered accepted technologies for the removal of VOCs from
drinking water (NRC 1997). Mechanical aerators introduce air into the water by rapidly agitating
the water surface with a mechanical mixer. They are not as efficient as other aeration systems at
removing VOCS. The contacting system between the air and water is not as effective for
volatilizing the contaminants. These systems often require large basins, long residence times, and
high energy inputs. However, these systems can be cost-effective because they are adaptable to
existing basins, and are often installed as a system retrofit.

Mechanical aerators will probably not achieve VOC removals that are sufficient to attain

desired water qualitiesif influent levels are extremely high. Mechanical aerators should be used
when only low level removals are needed to reach the MCL.
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Granular Activated Carbon

For the purposes of determining best available technologies (BATSs) for removing
SOCs from drinking water, the Safe Drinking Water Act (8 1412.b.4.D) explicitly states that any
BAT listed by EPA must be at least as effective as granular activated carbon (GAC). The various
BATslisted for the Phase Il and V SOCs are GAC, packed tower aeration (PTA), and, in the case
of gylphosate, oxidation by chlorination or ozonation (EPA, 1991a, 1991b, and 1992b).
However, for the purposes of determining the list of compliance technologies for small systems of
agiven size category, the Safe Drinking Water Act (8 1412.b.4.E) states that any listed
technology must be affordable and able to achieve compliance with the maximum contaminant
level. To emphasize the point, the listed small systems compliance technologies do not have to be
as effective as GAC in controlling SOCs.

Granular activated carbon (GAC) is most often used to treat VOCs in drinking water.
GAC islisted asaBAT for removal of VOCs. It is packed into columns through which the raw
water flows. Packing the carbon in columns allows more complete contact between the water and
activated carbon, greater adsorption efficiency, and greater process control than is possible for
powdered activated carbon (Snoeyink 1990). In many cases GAC has been used to treat several
V OCs to the maximum contaminant levels with influent concentrations ranging up to 500 mg/I
(Ram et a. 1990).

Although the adsorption characteristics of individual VOCs vary, they are amenable to
removal by activated carbon adsorption for a period of time or gallons of water treated. The
amount of water treated depends on the influent contaminant concentration, the amount of carbon
in the treatment unit, and the time the contaminant is in contact with the carbon. The removal
efficiency of the carbon system will deteriorate with use, and eventually breakthrough will occur.
Section 7.3: Small System Compliance Technologies List

Table 7.1 contains the technol ogies that have been identified as compliance technol ogies
for at least one VOC. The table contains the same structure as other tables with alist of
limitations that are contained in the footnotes and operator skill level and raw water quality issues.

Table7.1: Technologiesfor VOCs

Unit technology Limitations Operator Skill
(seefootnotes) | Level Required! | Raw Water Quality Range
1. Packed Tower (® | Intermediate All ground waters
Aeration (PTA)
2. Diffused Aeration (") | Basic All ground waters
3. Multi-Stage (*°) | Basic All ground waters
Bubble Aerators
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4. Tray Aeration (*9 | Basic All ground waters
5. Shallow Tray (*°) | Basic All ground waters
Aeration

6. Spray Aeration (" | Basic All ground waters
7. Mechanica (*9 | Basic All ground waters
Aeration

8. Granular Activated (" | Basic All ground waters
Carbon (GAC)

! National Research Council (NRC). Safe Water from Every Tap: Improving Water Service to
Small Communities. National Academy Press. Washington, DC. 1997

Limitations Footnotes to the Technology Tablesfor VOCs

& Pretreatment for the removal of microorganisms, iron, manganese, and excessive
particulate matter may be needed. Post-treatment disinfection may have to be used.

 May not be as efficient as other aeration methods because it does not provide for
convective movement of the water thus limiting air-water contact. It is generally used only to
adapt existing plant equipment.

¢ This units are highly efficient, however the efficiency depends upon the air-to-water
ratio.

4 Costs may increase if aforced draft is used. Slime and algae growth can be a problem,
but can be controlled with chemicals such a copper sulfate or chlorine.

® These units require high air/water ratios (100-900 m*/m?q)

" For use only when alow removal levels are needed to reach an MCL because these
systems may not be as energy efficient as other aeration methods because of the contacting
system.

9 For use only when alow removal levels are needed to reach an MCL because these
systems may not be as energy efficient as other aeration methods because of the contacting
system. The units often require large basins, long residence times, and high energy inputs which
may increase Costs.

" See the SOCs compliance technology table for limitation regarding these technologies.

Chapter 1 indicated that EPA would identify affordable compliance technologies for those
existing regulations where small system variances or variance technologies are not prohibited by
the SDWA. There are statutory prohibitions against small system variances or variance
technologies for 2 of the 21 VOCs. Table 7.2 contains the compliance technologies for the 19
V OCs where affordability was considered. Affordability only playsarolein removing optionsin
the smallest size category. The technology costs are based on treatment of all of the water. The
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technologies that did not meet the affordability criteriain the smallest size category are also

identified in the next column called “other compliance technologies.” These technologies may be

affordable if the concentration of the contaminant islow enough that a portion of the influent
stream can be treated and blended with an untreated portion to still meet the MCL. This blending
would reduce both the capital and operating and maintenance costs of the process. Systems and
States should consider these options under those circumstances. Table 7.3 contains the

compliance technologies for the remaining two VOCs where affordability was not considered due

to statutory prohibitions (EPA 1998).

Table 7.2: Compliance Technologies by System Size Category for those VOC NPDWRs
wher e Affordability is Considered

Volatile Organic

Compliance Technologiesfor System Size Categories

(Population Served)

Contaminant
25 - 500 25-500 501 - 3,300 3,301 - 10,000
(afford) (other) (afford) (afford)
Benzene 1,234,5 8 1,23,4,58 1,23,4,58
Carbon 1,234,5 8 1,234,538 1,23,4,58
Tetrachloride
Chlorobenzene 1,2,3,456,7 |8 1,2,3,4,56, 1,2,3,4,56,
7,8 7,8
cis-1,2- 1,234,5 8 1,23,4,58 1,23,4,58
Dichloroethylene
1,2- 1,234,5 8 1,23,4,58 1,23,4,58
Dichloroethane
1,1- 1,234,5 8 1,23,4,58 1,23,4,58
Dichloroethylene
Dichloromethane 1,23 4,5 8 1,23 4,58 1,2,3 4,58
1,2- 1,234,5 8 1,23,4,58 1,23,4,58
Dichloropropane
Ethylbenzene 1,234,5 8 1,23,4,58 1,23,4,58
o-Dichlorobenzene 1,2,3,4,5 8 1,2,3,4,58 1,2,3,4,58
p-Dichlorobenzene 1,2,3 4,5 8 1,234,538 1,234,538
Tetrachloroethylene | 1,2,3,4,5 8 1,234,538 1,234,538
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Toluene 1,2,3,4,5 8 1,2,3,4,5,8 1,2,3,4,5,8

trans-1, 2- 1,2,3,4,5 8 1,2,3,4,5,8 1,2,3,4,5,8

Dichloroethylene

1,2 4- 1,2,3,4,5 8 1,2,3,4,5,8 1,2,3,4,5,8

Trichlorobenzene

1,1 1- 1,2,3,4,56 8 1,2,3,456,8 |1,2,3,4,5,6,8

Trichloroethane

1,1, 2- 1,2 34,5, 8 1,2,3,4,5,8 1,2,3,4,5,8

Trichloroethane

Trichloroethylene 1,2,3,4,56,7 |8 1,23 45,6, 1,23 45,6,
7,8 7,8

Xylenes (total) 1,2,3,4,5 8 1,2,3,4,5,8 1,2,3,4,5,8

Table 7.3: Compliance Technologies by System Size Category for those VOC NPDWRs
wher e Affordability isNot Considered

Compliance Technologiesfor System Size Categories

Volatile Organic (Population Served)
Contaminant

25 - 500 501 - 3,300 3,301 - 10,000
Styrene 1,234,58 1,23,4,58 1,23,4,58
Vinyl Chloride 1,234,58 1,23,4,58 1,234,58

Section 7.4: Emerging Technologies

Powder ed Activated Carbon

PAC isgeneraly less than 50 mm in diameter and is added to the raw water line or to a
mixing basin. In order to treat VOCs effectively, PAC must contact all of the incoming water.
Following adsorption, the carbon containing the organic compounds is settled or filter from the
water and disposed of with the plant Sludge. In some cases no modifications other than the
addition of PAC dosing equipment need to be made to an existing plant because the normal
contact time used for other elements of water treatment is sufficient for contaminant adsorption
onto PAC. However, the contact time has to be determined prior to the design of the process.
The dose of PAC added to the system has to be adapted to deal with varying source water quality.
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The removal efficiencies of VOCs depend upon sufficient contact time, proper mixing,
effects of chlorine and other chemicals, and the removal method of spent PAC. However, PAC
requires coagulation/sedimentation facilities such as feed equipment, mixing chambers, clarifiers,
and filtration. If thesefacilitiesarein place, PAC issimple to employ on asmall scale. PAC s
considered an emerging technology because long-term performance for treatment of VOCs has
not been evaluated.

Gas-Permeable Membrane Aeration

Gas-permeable membrane aeration is an emerging technology (NRC 1997). In gas
permeable membrane systems, water flows through the interior of hollow membrane tubes
constructed of a material that allows gases but not liquids to pass through. The large surface area
for air-water contact allows for removal of VOCs (Semmens et al. 1989). Some studies have
shown that when compared with other aeration systems, gas-permeable membrane systems offer
the highest removal efficiencies of all contacting devices (NRC 1997). However, this technology
has to be considered emerging because long-term performance has not been evaluated.

Advanced Oxidation Processes

Advanced oxidation is considered an emerging technology. The majority of advanced
oxidation research as focused on treatment of chlorinated organics present in groundwater.
Advanced oxidation processes can oxidize some volatile organic compounds such as
trichloroethylene and tetrachloroethylene to completion. An added benefit is that advanced
oxidation processes may used for disinfection. However, AOPs have only been used in one
drinking water system on the pilot level. Therefore, this technology is considered emerging
because long-term performance has not been eval uated.
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8. SMALL SYSTEMSCOMPLIANCE TECHNOLOGIESFOR OTHER SYNTHETIC
ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS

Section 8.1: Background

The Phase Il and V SOCs are adiverse group of chemicalsin terms of properties,
although most of them are used as pesticides and find their way into drinking water through this
common use. They vary widely with regard to chemical structure, make-up, and charge, which
causes them to exhibit arange of environmental behaviors. For the same reasons, the removal of
these compounds in drinking water treatment processes also varies. For example, Miltner et al.
(1989) demonstrated that water softening removed a significant percentage of carbofuran, but for
the other seven pesticides studied, softening was not effective. Miltner et al. (1989) also
demonstrated that clarification, filtration, and chlorination were not effective for any of the eight
pesticides studied. In general, less conventional treatment like activated carbon, membranes, air
stripping, ozonation, or advanced oxidation is required (Clark et al., 1990).

The physical and chemical properties (Schwarzenbach et al. 1993, Kamrin 1997) that
determine the behavior of SOCs in the environment and during treatment processes include
volatility (tendency to evaporate), water solubility, and resistance to chemical degradation.
Volatile SOCs can enter the atmosphere and, if chemically persistent, travel great distances before
being deposited. Modes of atmospheric deposition of pollutantsinclude dry-fall, or deposition of
the pollutant directly from the air or when attached to settling dust, etc. and wet-fall, or
deposition of the pollutant through rainfall, snow, or other precipitation (Schnoor 1996).
Through atmospheric deposition, contaminants can reach surface waters and soils that are
otherwise pristine. For example, waters and soils that do not receive agricultural run-off can
become contaminated with pesticides because of atmospheric deposition. Water solubility is
another very important property that affects the environmental mobility and treatability of SOCs.
If an SOC isvery water soluble, it can be readily transported in run-off (Larson et al. 1997),
through ground water (Barbash and Resek 1996), and is more difficult to remove with granular
activated carbon (GAC) (Snoeyink 1990, p. 786). If the SOC isrelatively insoluble, it tendsto
sorb to the soil matrix in the case of ground water. In the case of surface water, insoluble SOCs
may sorb to suspended particles, some of which will settle out, or directly to the sediment matrix.
In general, the less soluble an SOC, the greater its tendency to sorb to GAC (Snoeyink 1990,
Schwarzenbach et al. 1993).

Ten technologies for the removal of the Phase Il and Phase V synthetic organic chemicals
(SOCs) have been evaluated as potential compliance technologies for small systems. GAC, PAC,
aeration, oxidation, advanced oxidation, ultrafiltration, nanofiltration, and reverse osmosis. For
the purposes of determining best available technologies (BATS) for removing SOCs from drinking
water, the Safe Drinking Water Act (81412.b.4.D) explicitly states that any BAT listed by EPA
must be at least as effective as granular activated carbon (GAC). The various BATslisted for the
Phase Il and V SOCs are GAC, packed tower aeration (PTA), and, in the case of gylphosate,
oxidation by chlorination or ozonation (EPA 1991a, 1991b and 1992a). However, for the
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purposes of determining the list of compliance technologies for small systems of a given size
category, the Safe Drinking Water Act ( (81412.b.4.E) states that any listed technology must be
affordable and able to achieve compliance with the maximum contaminant level. To emphasize
the point, the listed small systems compliance technologies do not have to be as effective as GAC
in controlling SOCs.

Section 8.2: Evaluation of Technologies

Granular activated carbon (GAC) and powder ed activated carbon (PAC)

The activated carbon processes are described in Chapter 3 of this document and in detail
in terms of SOCs removal in the “technologies and costs’ regulatory support documents for the
Phase |1 and Phase V final rules (USEPA 1990 and 1992b). Based on past research and pilot
scale work, GAC is considered to be the best available broad spectrum removal process for
SOCs. PAC, when applied properly, works well for many of the SOCs. However, both
technologies exhibit awide range of removal efficiencies, depending upon site specific conditions
and the identify of the SOC in question. Site specific conditions that may affect percent removal
include the presence of other “competing” contaminants, including natural organic matter, biofilm
development on the carbon surface, temperature, pH, variable influent concentrations (leading to
desorption), activated carbon particle size and specific surface area, and hydraulic loading rate
(AWWA - ASCE 1998). Dueto the potential for variability in removal efficiencies, some degree
of source water-specific testing is needed to ensure adequate removal. In cases in which the raw
water has alow concentration of natural organic matter, such as most ground waters, inexpensive
bench-scal e tests may be adequate to predict performance (NRC 1997). For surface water
systems, pilot tests may be required.

Discussions of models to predict full-scale performance that aso discuss basic activated
carbon principlesin the context of drinking water regulations are found in numerous sources (e.g.,
Sontheimer 1988, Snoeyink 1990, Speth 1990, Speth and Adams 1993). Design parameters are
discussed in avariety of text books (e.g., AWWA - ASCE 1998), journal articles (e.g., AWWA
1989), and EPA regulatory support documents (USEPA 1990 and 1992b).

POE and POU GAC are both potentially useful for small systems applications. However,
issues regarding cost-effectiveness and backwash waste disposal for POE GAC preclude its being
listed thisyear. POE GAC will continue to be evaluated as an emerging technology. POU GAC
is currently commonly used to remove taste and odor compounds and other organic contaminants
in a non-regulatory manner and is a potentially cost-effective way for small systems to remove
regulated SOCs. Regulatory issues regarding POU use were described in Chapters 1 and 3. The
performance and GAC bed life depend on the amount of GAC used in the device, the contact
time, and the nature of the contaminants being removed. A proper monitoring and unit
replacement schedule must be maintained to ensure that good removals are maintained (NRC
1997).
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Packed Tower Aeration (PTA)

Packed tower aeration (PTA) isBAT for severa of the more volatile Phase || and Phase
V SOCs, namely dibromochloropropane, ethylene dibromide, di(2-ethylhexyl) adipate, and
hexachlorocyclopentadiene. The PTA process is described in Chapter 3. The issues and caveats
that apply to PTA treatment for VOCs removal, as described in chapter 7.

Other Aeration Technologies

Chapters 3 and 7 describe other aeration technologies relevant to the removal of the
volatile Phase Il and V SOCs.

Oxidation

Oxidation by chlorination or ozonation is BAT for glyphosate. Other oxidation processes
are potentially applicable, but sufficient published data is not available. 1ssues and cavesats
regarding chlorination and ozonation use by small drinking water systems are described el sewhere
(EPA 1997, EPA 1998b).

Section 8.3: Small Systems Compliance Technologies List

Based on the evaluation of the technologies described in Section 8.2, the following table
lists the Small Systems Compliance Technologies for at least one Phase Il or V SOC (EPA
1998a). The table contains the same structure as other tables with alist of limitations that are
contained in the footnotes and operator skill level and raw water quality issues.

Table8.1: Technologiesfor SOCs
Unit Technology Limitations | Operator Skill L evel Raw Water Quality Range
(see footnotes) | Required? and Consider ations'
1. Granular Basic Surface water may require
Activated Carbon pre-filtration
(GAC)
2. Point of Use ® Basic Surface water may require
(POU) GAC pre-filtration
3. Powdered ® Intermediate All waters
Activated Carbon
4. Chlorination @) Basic Better with high quality
water

99



5. Ozonation @) Basic Better with high quality
waters

6. Packed Tower Q) Intermediate All ground waters

Aeration (PTA)

7. Diffused (*9) Basic All ground waters

Aeration

8. Multi-Stage ) Basic All ground waters

Bubble Aerators

9. Tray Aeration (“9) Basic All ground waters

10. Shallow Tray ) Basic All ground waters

Aeration

! Nationa Research Council (NRC). Safe Water from Every Tap: Improving Water
Service to Small Communities. National Academy Press. Washington, DC. 1997.

Limitationsfootnotesfor Table 10: Technologiesfor SOCs

#When POU devices are used for compliance, programs for long-term operation,
maintenance, and monitoring must be provided by water utility to ensure proper performance.

® Most applicable to small systems that already have a process train including basins
mixing, precipitation or sedimentation, and filtration. Site specific design should be based on
studies conducted on the system’ s particul ar water.

¢ See the SWTR compliance technology tables for limitations associated with this
technology.

9 Pretreatment for the removal of microorganisms, iron, manganese, and excessive
particulate matter may be needed. Post-treatment disinfection may have to be used.

®May not be as efficient as other aeration methods because it does not provide for
convective movement of the water thus limiting air-water contact. It is generally used only to
adapt existing plant equipment.

" This units are highly efficient, however the efficiency depends upon the air-to-water ratio.

9 Costs may increase if aforced draft is used.

Chapter 1 indicated that EPA would identify affordable compliance technologies for those
existing regulations where small system variances or variance technologies are not prohibited by
the SDWA. There are statutory prohibitions against small system variances or variance
technologies for 14 of the 32 SOCs. The following table contains the compliance technologies
for the 18 SOCs where affordability was considered. Affordability only playsarolein removing
optionsin the smallest size category. The technology costs are based on treatment of all of the
water. The technologies that did not meet the affordability criteriain the smallest size category
are also identified in the next column called * other compliance technologies.” These technologies
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may be affordable if the concentration of the contaminant islow enough that a portion of the
influent stream can be treated and blended with an untreated portion to still meet the MCL. This
blending would reduce both the capital and operating and maintenance costs of the process.
Systems and States should consider these options under those circumstances. The subsequent
table contains the compliance technologies for the remaining fourteen SOCs where affordability
was not considered due to statutory prohibitions. The statutory prohibitions on variance
technologies and small system variances are discussed in detail in the Variance Technologies
Findings Document (EPA 1998c).

Table8.2: Compliance Technologiesby System Size Category for those SOC NPDWRs

wher e Affordability is Considered

Contaminant

Compliance Technologiesfor System Size Categories

(Population Served)

25 - 500 25-500 501 - 3,300 3,301 - 10,000
(afford) (other) (afford) (afford)
Alachlor 2,3 1 1,23 1,23
Atrazine 2,3 1 1,23 1,23
Carbofuran 2,3 1 1,23 1,23
Dibromochloropropane | 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 1 1,2,36,7, | 1,236,7,89,10
910 8,9, 10
2,4-D 2,3 1 1,2,3 1,2,3
Lindane 2,3 1 1,23 1,23
M ethoxychlor 2,3 1 1,2,3 1,2,3
Pentachl orophenol 2,3 1 1,2,3 1,2,3
Dalapon 2,3 1 1,2,3 1,2,3
Di(2-ethylhexyl) 2,3,6,7,8, 1 1,236,7, | 1,2,36,7,8,9,10
adipate 9,10 8,910
Di(2-ethylhexyl) 2,3 1 1,23 1,23
phthal ate
Dinoseb 2,3 1 1,2,3 1,2,3

! This affordability determination assumes that the small system already has the
appropriate treatment train in place for mixing, contact, and filtration.
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Table8.2: Compliance Technologies by System Size Category for those SOC NPDWRs
wher e Affordability is Considered

Contaminant

Compliance Technologiesfor System Size Categories

(Population Served)

25-500 25 - 500 501 - 3,300 3,301 - 10,000

(afford) (other) (afford) (afford)
Diquat 2,3 1 1,23 1,23
Endothall 2,3 1 1,23 1,23
Glyphosate 4,5 4,5 4,5
Hexachlorocyclopentad | 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 1 1,2,36,7, [ 1,236,7,8910
iene 9, 10 8,910
Picloram 2,3 1 1,2,3 1,2,3
Simazine 2,3 1 1,2,3 1,2,3

Table8.3: Compliance Technologies by System Size Category for those SOC
NPDWRswher e Affordability isNot Considered
Compliance Technologiesfor System Size Categories
Contaminant (Population Served)
25-500 501 - 3,300 3,300 - 10,000
Chlordane 1,23 1,23 1,23
Ethylene Dibromide 1,236,738, 1,236,7,8, 1,236,7,8,
9,10 9, 10 9, 10
Heptachlor 1,23 1,23 1,23
Heptachlor Epoxide 1,2,3 1,2,3 1,2,3
Polychlorinated 1,23 1,23 1,23
Biphenyls
Toxaphene 1,23 1,23 1,23
2,45 TP 1,23 1,23 1,23
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Table8.3: Compliance Technologies by System Size Category for those SOC
NPDWRs wher e Affordability is Not Considered

Compliance Technologies for System Size Categories

Contaminant (Population Served)
25-500 501 - 3,300 3,300 - 10,000
Benzo(a)pyrene 1,23 1,23 1,23
Endrin 1,23 1,23 1,23
Hexachlorobenzene 1,23 1,23 1,23
Oxamyl 1,23 1,23 1,23
2,3,7,8-TCDD 1,23 1,23 1,23
(Dioxin)
Acrylamide N/A (treatment N/A (treatment N/A (treatment
technique) technique) technique)

Epichlorohydrin N/A N/A N/A

Section 8.4: Emerging Technologies

M embr ane Pr ocesses

Reverse osmosis, including POE and POU RO, and nanofiltration show promise as
compliance technologies for SOCs. However, efficient rejection of a SOC depends upon the
specific membrane (surface charge, pore size and distribution, etc.), the source water quality, and
the environmental conditions of the test (AWWA - ASCE 1998). Very importantly, rejection of
SOCs must be confirmed through bench or pilot-scale testing. Because data on SOCs removal via
membranes are limited and because there are so many variables that affect membrane removal
efficiencies for SOCs, EPA will evaluate them further before listing any membrane technologies as
small systems compliance technologies.

POE GAC

As described above, POE GAC shows promise and will continue to be evaluated as a
potential small systems compliance technology.
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APPENDIX A

RELEVANT PARTS OF SECTIONS 1412 OF THE REVISED (1996) SDWA
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SEC. 105. TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES FOR SMALL SYSTEMS.

Section 1412(b)(4)(E) (42 U.S.C. 300g-1(b)(4)(E)) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

(i) List of technologies for small
systems.--The Administrator shall include in the
list any technology, treatment technique, or other
means that is affordable, as determined by the
Administrator in consultation with the States, for
small public water systems serving--

(1) apopulation of 10,000 or
fewer but more than 3,300;
“(I1) apopulation of 3,300 or
fewer but more than 500; and
(1) apopulation of 500 or fewer
but more than 25;
and that achieves compliance with the maximum
contaminant level or treatment technique,
including packaged or modular systems and point-
of-entry or point-of-use treatment units. Point-
of-entry and point-of-use treatment units shall be
owned, controlled and maintained by the public
water system or by a person under contract with
the public water system to ensure proper operation
and maintenance and compliance with the maximum
contaminant level or treatment technique and
equipped with mechanica warnings to ensure that
customers are automatically notified of
operational problems. The Administrator shall not
include in the list any point-of-use treatment
technology, treatment technique, or other meansto
achieve compliance with a maximum contaminant
level or treatment technique requirement for a
microbial contaminant (or an indicator of a
microbia contaminant). If the American National
Standards Institute

[[Page 110 STAT. 1626]]
has issued product standards applicableto a
specific type of point-of-entry or point-of-use

treatment unit, individual units of that type
shall not be accepted for compliance with a
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maximum contaminant level or treatment technique
requirement unless they are independently

certified in accordance with such standards. In
listing any technology, treatment technique, or
other means pursuant to this clause, the
Administrator shall consider the quality of the
source water to be treated.

(i) List of technologies that achieve
compliance.--Except as provided in clause (Vv), not
later than 2 years after the date of enactment of
this clause and after consultation with the
States, the Administrator shall issue alist of
technologies that achieve compliance with the
maximum contaminant level or treatment technique
for each category of public water systems
described in subclauses (1), (11), and (111) of
clause (ii) for each national primary drinking
water regulation promulgated prior to the date of
enactment of this paragraph.

“(iv) Additional technologies.--The
Administrator may, at any time after a national
primary drinking water regulation has been
promulgated, supplement the list of technologies
describing additional or new or innovative
treatment technol ogies that meet the requirements
of this paragraph for categories of small public
water systems described in subclauses (1), (I1),
and (I11) of clause (ii) that are subject to the
regulation.

(V) <<NOTE: Records.>> Technologies that
meet surface water treatment rule.--Within one
year after the date of enactment of this clause,
the Administrator shal list technologies that
meet the Surface Water Treatment Rule for each
category of public water systems described in
subclauses (1), (1), and (111) of clause (ii).".
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