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NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 

October 15, 2015 

Via Federal Express and Electronic Mail to: 

Freedom of Information Act Coordinator 
Department of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 30457 
Lansing, MI 48909-7957 
deqfoia@michigan.gov 

Re: FOIA Request for Records Concerning Administration of the Safe Drinking 
Water Act's Lead and Copper Rule 

Dear FOIA Coordinator: 

I write on behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) to request 
disclosure of records pursuant to the Michigan Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), 15 
Mich. Comp. Laws§§ 15.231, et seq. 

I. Description of Records Sought 

Please produce records1 in Michigan Department of Environmental Quality's 
(MDEQ's) possession, custody or control concerning testing and monitoring for lead in 
the City of Flint's (Flint's) drinking water and which reflect the following: 

1. Records concerning any program established or maintained by Michigan "to 
assist local educational agencies in testing for, and remedying, lead 
contamination in drinking water from coolers and from other sources of lead 
contamination at schools" pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 300j-24. 

2. Records concerning MDEQ's designation of an optimized corrosion control 
treatment program for Flint's water system and/or the Detroit Water and 
Sewerage Department's drinking-water system, and/or MDEQ's approval of a 
corrosion control treatment option recommended by Flint or the Detroit Water 
and Sewerage Department. 40 C.F.R. § 141.82( d)(1). 

3. Records created or received by MDEQ concerning MDEQ's review and/or 
approval of the addition of the Flint River as a primary water source for Flint's 

1 "Records" means anything denoted by the use of that word or its singular fonn in 
the text of FOIA and includes correspondence, minutes of meetings, memoranda, notes, 
emails, notices, facsimiles, charts, tables, presentations, orders, filings, and other 
writings (handwritten, typed, electronic, or otherwise produced, reproduced, or 
stored). 

20 N. Wacker Dr., Ste. 1600 NEW YORK· WASHINGTON, D.C. SAN FRANCISCO· LOS ANGELES· MONTANA· BEIJING 
Chicago, lL 60606 
TEL (312) 663-9900 FAX (312) 332-1908 
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water system, or the Flint River's designation as an alternate water source in 
Flint's emergency response plan as an emergency or backup water source. Mich. 
Admin. CodeR. 325.12303. 

4. Records created or received by MDEQ from January 1, 1991, to the present 
concerning any long-term change in treatment to Flint's water system, 
including any "written documentation to the State" submitted by the City 
describing any change in water treatment or addition of a water source, and any 
approval or disapproval of such long-term changes. 40 C.F.R. § 14l.90(a)(3). 

5. Records from January 1, 2012, to the present concerning any modification of the 
monitoring requirements in the Lead and Copper Rule based on the 
interconnection between Flint's water system and the Detroit Water and 
Sewerage Department's water system. This includes, but is not limited to: 

a. Any written explanation concerning how the monitoring, treatment, 
and reporting requirements will be administered and enforced in the 
Flint water system (a consecutive water system); and 

b. Any records concerning U.S. EPA's approval, disapproval, or other 
response to MDEQ's proposal to implement the requirements in the 
Lead and Copper Rule for the Flint water system based on the 
interconnection between Flint's water system and the Detroit Water 
and Sewerage Department. 

6. Records reflecting any tap water monitoring of the Flint water system for lead 
conducted from the period of April!, 2014, through the present, including: 

a. Correspondence between Flint officials and MDEQ officials; 
b. All tap water samples submitted by Flint to the testing laboratory; 
c. All tap water sample lab reports submitted by the laboratory to Flint; 
d. All tap water sample lab reports submitted by Flint to MDEQ; and 
e. All consumer notices sent by Flint to participants of lead and copper 

monitoring and subsequently provided to MDEQ. 
7. Any records (including correspondence) concerning the invalidation of lead and 

copper monitoring results for Flint's water system from January 1, 2012, to the 
present, including: 

a. Any written "decision and ... rationale" concerning invalidated samples, 
40 C.F.R. § 141.86(!); and 

b. Records concerning any decision by MDEQ to invalidate tap water lead 
samples taken in Flint maintained pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 

142.14( d)(lO)(iii) ("Each State which has primary enforcement 
responsibility shall retain, for not less than 12 years, files which shall 
include for each such public water system in the State: ... (lO) Records of 
State activities, and the results thereof, to ... (iii) Invalidate tap water 
lead and copper samples under§ 141.86(f) of this chapter."). 

8. Records concerning any "materials evaluation of [Flint water system's] 
distribution system" conducted between 1991 and today to "identify a pool of 
targeted sampling sites" for purposes of monitoring under the Lead and Copper 
Rule. 40 C.F.R. § 14l.86(a)(l). 

9. Records concerning any decision by MDEQ to allow Flint to conduct "reduced 
monitoring" under the Lead and Copper Rule, pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 
14l.86(d)(4). 
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lO. Records concerning the control of lead and copper by Flint from January I, 2012 
to the present, maintained pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 142.l4(d)(S)(i)-(v), (ix)-(x), 
and (xvii). 

II. Request for a Fee Waiver 

NRDC requests that MDEQ waive any fee it would otherwise charge for search 
and production of the records described above. FOIA dictates that requested records 
may be provided without charge or at a reduced charge "if the public body determines 
that a waiver or reduction of the fee is in the public interest because searching for or 
furnishing copies of the public record can be considered as primarily benefiting the 
general public." Mich. Camp. Laws§ 15.234. 

NRDC requests these records solely to benefit the general public. NRDC is a 
non-profit environmental and public health advocacy organization. NRDC works to 
ensure that all Americans have access to safe and affordable drinking water. The 
records requested shed light on a matter of considerable public interest: Flint's 
monitoring for lead in the drinking water. There is broad public concern about the 
levels of lead in Flint's drinking water, including dangers that such elevated lead levels 
may pose to the health of Flint residents. Disclosure of these records will benefit the 
general public by allowing NRDC to provide information to the public and otherwise 
assist in addressing the ongoing concerns of the public in Flint. Disclosure of these 
records will help the public, in particular residents of Flint, evaluate more effectively 
the potential threats to themselves and their families. NRDC has no commercial 
interest in these records. 

Ill. Willingness to Pay Fees Under Protest 

Please provide the records requested above regardless of your fee waiver 
decision. In order to expedite a response, NRDC will, if necessary and under protest, 
pay fees in accordance with Michigan's FOIA provisions at Mich. Camp. Laws§ 15.234, 
and MDEQ's procedures and guidelines, for all or a portion of the requested records. 
Please contact me before doing anything that would cause the fee to exceed $500. 
NRDC reserves its rights to seek administrative or judicial review of any fee waiver 
denial. 

IV. Conclusion 

Please email or (if it is not possible to email) mail the requested records to me at 
the NRDC office address listed below. Please send them on a rolling basis; MDEQ's 
search for-or deliberations concerning-certain records should not delay the 
production of others that MDEQ has already retrieved and elected to produce. See 

generally Mich. Camp. Laws§ 15.235. If MDEQ concludes that any of the records 
requested here are publicly available, please let me know. 

Please do not hesitate to call or email with questions. 
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Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Evan Feinauer, litigation Fellow 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
20 North Wacker Drive, Suite 1600 
Chicago IL 60606 
(312) 651-7938 
efeinauer@nrdc.org 
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JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM 
GOVERNOR 

STATP. OF MICHIGAN 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
LANSINO 

STEVEN E. CHESTER 
DIRECTOR {\ 1 

J>,.(c;<.()(' 

April 21, 2004 Dopuly(s) L-~ 1.-' 

Mr. Benjamin H. Grumbles, Acting Assistant Administrator 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Washington, DC 20460 

Dear Mr. Grumbles: 

SUBJECT: State Programs to Control Lead in School Drinking Water 

\H'I$:1;' .1\\ ~ 
Dlr~ctor's Office Slaf \\V 
Dlvlolon/Ofllco Chlof ~ 
Jlroparod bx: ~ 

Namo (~'{ttl« a\ f:<•.\'Wif 
DlvloloniOfflce W () · 

Log Loltor No. I', I fl. b:')3:)~ 
FileNo. 
Q Deloggod 

EQ 0110e (Rev.1/2001) 

Thank you for your letter of March 18, 2004, requesting Information on efforts being 
taken by the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) to control lead In 
drinking water at schools and day care facilities. The following Information has been 
assembled by staff in our Water Division (WD) having the regulatory responsibility for 
public water systems. 

The WD continues to actively implement the requirements of the Lead and Copper Rule 
(LCR) authorized by the 1986 amendments to the federal Safe Drinking Water Act, 
1976 PA 399, as amended. In Michigan, we have approximately 900 schools and day 
care centers that meet the definition of a nontranslent noncommunity (NTNC) public 
water system. All of these systems rely on groundwater as their source. Fortunately, 
groundwater in Michigan is not typically corrosive or conducive to significant lead 
leaching from water system components. 

As specified by the LCR, routine monitoring for lead and copper has been and 
continues to be conducted in these NTNC systems. Our experience has shown lead 
levels to be acceptable in these schools and day care centers when samples have been 
correctly collected from actual drinking water taps. From 1999 to 2003, the MDEQ 
laboratory analyzed 14,207 lead samples from NTNC public water systems. Only 
2.4 percent of these sample results exceeded the lead action level of 15 parts per billion 
(ppb ). Over 94 percent of these results reported lead levels less than or equal to half 
the lead action level of 7.5 ppb, with 37 percent reporting lead as not detected. On the 
rare occasion that one of these NTNC systems exceeded the lead action level, the 
owners have typically eliminated exposure by supplying bottled water or removing the 
offending tap until a long-term solution has been instituted. Rarely have the elevated 
lead levels been attributed to a system-wide problem. In Michigan, It has been 
repeatedly demonstrated that elevated lead levels from drinking water taps in schools 
are diminished by fixture replacement. In the last 5 years, we have had only 10 action 
level exceedences reported from a total of 1, 750 NTNC public water systems. Only 
two of these systems have had to install corrosion control treatment. 

CONSTITUTION HALL • 625 WEST ALLEGAN STREET • P.O. BOX 30473 • LANSING, MICHIGAN 4691)9·7973 
m•m.mlchlgao.gov • (800) 662·9278 
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Mr. Benjamin H. Grumbles 
Page 2 
April 21, 2004 

In your letter, you state that schools are only subject to the requirements of the LCR if 
they have their own water system. This statement Implies there Is no benefit to those 
schools served by community public water systems. The WD feels strongly that the 
LCR does provide a significant benefit to schools and day care centers that are served 
by community public water systems (CPWS). Despite limitations in these regulations 
that severely restrict CPWS from using schools and day care centers as sampling sites, 
proper implementation of this regulation should result In reduced lead exposure for all 
customers. For Instance, schools and day care centers connected to CPWS serving 
more than 50,000 residents benefited from the LCR because these water systems have 
had to demonstrate and maintain optimal corrosion control. These large systems were 
required to reduce lead levels throughout their water system to the lowest levels 
possible. In addition, schools and day care centers connected to CPWS serving 
50,000 or fewer residents have benefited from proper implementation of the LCR 
because these water systems have had to achieve and maintain compliance with the 
lead action level. Furthermore, any CPWS that exceeded a lead action level also had to 
provide public notification and public service announcements In accordance with and on 
a frequency specified by the LCR. Therefore, schools and day care centers In these 
systems could choose to provide an alternate drinking water source until compliance 
was achieved and lead levels were reduced In their CPWS. 

Your letter also references the Lead Contamination Control Act (LCCA) of 1988, which 
recalled drinking water coolers with lead-lined water reservoir tanks and banned new 
drinking water coolers with lead parts. This law caused Michigan's state plumbing 
board to make changes in the construction code to ban lead materials In other drinking 
water system components as well. Items such as 50/50 lead-tin solder for household 
plumbing, lead packers and lead wool used for well screens, and brass fixtures having 
greater than 8 percent lead were among the items banned from future use In potable 
water systems. 

In 1988, prior to the LCCA, NTNC schools In f0ichigan were Informed of the requirement 
to provide public notice regarding the potential for lead in drinking water, and they were 
mailed an example notice to use. All Michigan schools supplied by CPWS were also 
mailed the same Information with a recommendation that they provide similar public 
notice although It was not required by law. · 

In 1989, over 8,000 Michigan schools and day care centers were mailed information on 
the LCCA. We cited concerns about lead levels and recommended a sampling and 
flushing protocol be instituted at all taps used for consumption, not just the water 
coolers required by the LCCA. In addition, staff of the WD made presentations to state 
school business officials and to the environmental health association representing local 
health departments. Articles were also published In school and day care association 
newsletters. 
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Mr. Benjamin H. Grumbles 
Page3 
April 21, 2004 

In 1989, we also conducted a random telephone survey of 40 schools and 40 day care 
centers (both NTNC and those connected to another water system) regarding the 
LCCA. Seventy-five percent of the schools were aware of the LCCA requirements and 
50 percent had performed some monitoring, while 40 percent of the day care centers 
were aware of the LCCA requirements, and about 20 percent had sampled. 

In 1990, a second mailing to all8,000 schools and day care centers was conducted, 
with updated information on the recall of water coolers as required by the LCCA and 
with the recommendations developed In Michigan on flushing drinking water outlets. In 
this letter, we also asked that any sample results be reported to us even though they 
were specifically not required to do so by the LCCA. About 30 of 500 school districts 
reported results from 720 "first draw'' samples taken In over 200 buildings; 2.5 percent 
of these results exceeded the maximum contaminant level (MCL) of 50 ppb In effect at 
that time for lead, 8.6 percent exceeded 20 ppb, and 17.5 percent exceeded 10 ppb. It 
should be noted that all ( 1 04) flushed sample results reported lead levels less than 
10 ppb. We also noted that the overall average levels In first draw samples collected 
from kitchen faucets were higher than levels from the targeted lead lined water coolers 
that were the focus of the LCCA. As a result of this data, state staff did pilot testing in 
three school districts and provided technical assistance to schools and day care 
centers. Follow-up sampling and Investigations were also accomplished by state staff in 
other school districts. 

As you mentioned, the LCCA also established a technical assistance program to 
support state activities to reduce lead contamination In schools. The WD Is aware of 
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) technical assistance fact 
sheets, technical bulletins training seminars, and the publication, "Lead In School 
Drinking Water." As discussed, we conducted several mailings, made numerous 
presentations, conducted follow-up surveys, responded to requests for assistance, 
participated In several pilot tests to reduce lead levels, compiled data, conducted 
additional sampling, and responded to many telephone Inquiries with appropriate 
technical assistance. All of these activities constitute our technical assistance program. 
However, no funding has ever been allocated to states for Implementation of the LCCA. 
All of the activities performed by Michigan in response to the requirements of the LCCA 
were done so with resources diverted from other programs. The primary requirement of 
the LCCA was for schools that Identified coolers on a list of those suspected to contain 
lead lining to repair, replace, remove, or sample to show that these coolers did not 
contribute to lead In the drinking water. If the schools did sample, they were alsp 
required to tell their customers that results were available. If schools had no coolers on 
the list, nothing further was required by the LCCA. Despite this limited application of the 
LCCA, Michigan has performed numerous activities beyond the scope specified In the 
LCCA without any federal funding. 
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Mr. Benjamin H. Grumbles 
Page 4 
April 21, 2004 

Finally, you ask what the US EPA can do to further efforts In this voluntary program. We 
have several suggestions. First, we recommend that the US EPA consider allowing 
schools to be considered Tier 1 sampling sites in CPWS so that we can gain more 
Information on possible lead exposure in schools. Allowing CPWS to use schools will 
afford them an opportunity to use sampling sites that are more accessible than private 
homes, more likely to be geographically distributed throughout their system, and likely 
to satisfy a large consllluency (parents). From our experience, we also recommend that 
the USEPA consider a sampling protocol for schools that would determine if the fixtures 
at kitchen taps are a problem that could be simply resolved by replacement. The 
US EPA may also want to consider requiring the owner of these facilities to replace any 
remaining lead service lines supplying schools or day care centers. 

In conclusion, we understand that the detection of elevated lead levels at customer taps 
In Washington, DC, has caused the USEPA to focus on this Issue. However, the MDEQ 
wants to emphasize that despite the limitations In this law, proper implementation of the 
LCR accomplishes adequate reduction in lead levels. Failure to carry out some rule 
provisions In one case should not be cause for disparaging implementation across the 
country, or for unnecessary revamping of this regulation. If you need further information 
or assistance, please contact Mr. James K. Cleland, Assistant Division Chief, WD, at 
517-241-1287, or you may contact me. 

Steven E. Chester 
Director 
517-373-7917 

cc: Mr. Stanley F. Pruss, Deputy Director, MDEQ 
Mr. Jim Sygo, Deputy Director, MDEQ 
Ms. JoAnn Merrick, Senior Executive Assistant to the Director, MDEQ 
Mr. Andrew W. Hogarth, MDEQ 
Mr. Richard A. Powers, MDEQ 
Mr. James K. Cleland, MDEQ 
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Controlling Lead in Drinking Water for Schools and Day Care Facilities 
A Summary of State Programs 

Children are susceptible to adverse health effects from lead, such as impaired mental 
development, I Q deficits, shorter attention span, and lower birth weight. Exposure to lead is a 
significant health concern, particularly for young children and infants whose growing bodies 
tend to absorb more lead than the average adult. Testing water in schools and day care facilities 
is important because children spend a significant pottion of their days in these facilities and 
likely consume water while there. 

There is no federal law requiring sampling of drinking water in schools that receive water 
from other public water systems, although schools that have their own water supply are subject 
to regulation and sampling as non-community public water systems. Schools served by a public 
water system may be included as a sampling location (i.e., tap) for a public water system's lead 
and copper monitoring program, but there are no federal requirements for more extensive testing. 
States and local jurisdictions may, however, establish programs for testing drinking water lead 
levels in schools. EPA has issued guidance designed to help schools develop and implement a 
sampling protocol to test for lead in their drinking water. 

In March 2004, Acting Assistant Administrator for Water Benjamin Grumbles sent a 
letter to directors of state environmental and health agencies requesting information on state and 
local efforts to monitor and protect children from exposure to lead in drinking water at school 
and day care facilities. This paper summarizes the responses received from 49 states, Puerto 
Rico and the Navajo Nation on actions they have taken to reduce children's exposure to lead in 
drinking water. The summary also identifies recommendations made by states for future 
collaboration with EPA on this issue. 

1.0 Background 

Lead is a contaminant that EPA takes very seriously. Exposure to lead can have serious 
health effects, causing delays in normal physical and mental development in infants and young 
children and slight deficits in the attention span, hearing, and learning abilities of children. The 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) has identified a blood lead level of I 0 
micrograms per deciliter as the level of concern for lead in children. 

The phase-out of leaded gasoline, lead-based paint, bans on lead in food and beverage 
containers and reductions in lead in industrial emissions, consumer goods, hazardous waste, and 
other sources have all helped to dramatically reduce lead exposure in young children. In fact, 
exposure in children has been dramatically reduced over the last two decades. According to a 

I 
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2003 CDC report', 88% of children between the ages of I to 5 were estimated to have blood lead 
levels that exceeded I 0 ug/dl for the period between 1976-1980. By 1999-2000, this estimate had 
decreased to approximately 2%. 

While drinking water can serve as a source of lead exposure, the most common source 
for children today is lead in paint in older housing (primarily from housing built in the 1950s and 
homes with pre-1978 paint) and contaminated dust and soil'. However, EPA's regulations are 
focused on reducing exposure to all sources of lead. 

1.1 Drinking Water Regulations for Lead 

Although lead concentrations leaving a water treatment plant are generally low, corrosive 
water can result in lead leaching from lead pipes within a distribution system, lead solder used to 
connect pipe, or brass fixtures which may contain a small percentage of lead. The 1986 
Amendments to the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) required EPA to develop regulations to 
control for lead in drinking water. The Lead and Copper Rule (LCR), issued in 1991, is focused 
on controlling corrosion within the distribution system that delivers water to customers. The 
Rule requires that public water systems monitor a fixed number customer taps for lead. If more 
than ten percent of taps tested exceed 15 patts per billion (ppb ), the system must undertake 
activities to control corrosivity of water, increase monitoring, educate the public, and possibly 
replace lead service lines within the distribution system. Additional information on the LCR can 
be found at www.epa.gov/safewater/lead. 

The 1986 SDWA Amendments also required that only lead-free materials be used in new 
plumbing and in plumbing repairs. Solders and flux were only allowed to have 0.2% lead 
content and other pipes, pipe fittings and fixtures were limited to no more than 8% lead. (SOW A 
Sec. 1417) 

In 1988, the SDWA was further amended by the Lead Contamination Control Act 
(LCCA), to reduce the exposure of lead to children in schools and day care facilities. The LCCA 
prohibited the sale of any drinking water cooler that is not lead-free and required that: 

the EPA identify each brand and model of drinking water cooler, indicating which are 
lead free and which have a lead-lined tank and distribute the list to states (SDW A Sec. 
1463), 

• the Consumer Product Safety Commission order that manufacturers and importers of all 
drinking water coolers identified as having a lead-lined tank repair, replace, or recall and 
provide a refund for such coolers (SOW A Sec. 1462), 

'Surveillance for Elevated Blood Lead Levels Among Children- United States, 1997-2001. 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Swveillance Summaries, September 12, 2003. MMWR 
2003:52 (No. SS-10) 

2Risk Analysis to Support Standards for Lead in Paint, Dust and Soil (EPA 747-R-97-006, June 
1998) 

2 

001290



the EPA publish a guidance document and testing protocol to assist states in determining 
the source and degree of lead contamination in school drinking water (SDWA Sec. 1464), 
and 
states establish programs to assist schools and day care facilities to test for and remedy 
lead contamination problems, with public availability of results of such testing (SD W A 
Sec. 1464( d)). 

In 1989 and subsequent years, EPA released guidance and information to inform states 
and school systems how to test for and reduce the risk of lead exposure in school drinking water. 
A list of the publications is provided in Appendix A. EPA's guidance provides a protocol for 
testing water in schools and recommends that schools take action at fixtures where the lead 
concentration exceeds 20 ppb. This concentration differs from the I 5 ppb action level that 
public water systems are required to follow. The 20 ppb action level is based on a smaller 
sample collection volume of 250 milliliters (ml) and is designed to pinpoint specific fountains 
and outlets that require attention. When testing fixtures, the levels of lead are expected in the 
initial flush of water that has been sitting in the pipes. The 15 ppb action level required for 
compliance with the LCR calls for a tap sample volume of l 000 ml (!liter), and is designed to 
identify system-wide problems. If a one liter sample was collected from a drinking water 
fountain in schools, the initial high concentrations might be diluted by the later pati of the 
sample, which could show lower concentrations. The 20 ppb school level is not inconsistent and 
likely is more stringent because it reflects a more concentrated sample; 20 ppb in a 250 ml 
sample would correspond to about 12 ppb in a one liter sample. 

States are not required to establish testing programs as a result of a I 996 court decision. 
In 1996, the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals decided ACORN v. Edwards, 81 P.3d 1387 (5th Cir. 
I 996), an appeal of a case in which the Association of Community Organizations for Reform 
Now (ACORN) had sued the State of Louisiana for failing to carry out several provisions related 
to section 1464 of the SDWA3

• In its decision, the Fifth Circuit held that provisions in section 
1464( d) were unconstitutional under the Tenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution because 
they directly compelled the state to enact and enforce a federal regulatory program and provided 
no options for the State to decline the program. The decision did not, however, restrict states 
from developing and carrying out their own programs to assist schools. 

1.2 Drinking Water and Schools 

The U.S. Department of Education's 2001-2002 Public Elementary/Secondary School 
Universe Survey indicated that 53,000 of91,380 public schools serve kindergarten through 8'" 
grade. The Depatiment's 1999-2000 Private School Survey indicated that 16,530 of27,223 
private schools in the country are elementary schools. With respect to day care facilities, a 2002 

3 Acorn v. Edwards can be found at 
http://caselaw. findlaw.com/cgi-binlgetcase. pl?court=5th&navby=case&no=9430714cv0 
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study sponsored by the National Child Care Association4 estimated that there are approximately 
500,000 licensed child care providers, 306,000 of which are in homes. 

EPA classifies public water systems within three categories: community, non-transient 
non-community, and transient non-community. Most or the population receives its drinking 
water from a community water system - a system that serves more than 25 people (or 15 
connections) year round. Non-transient non-community water systems are systems that serve at 
least 25 people for more than 6months in a year, but not year-round (e.g., schools). Transient 
non-community water systems generally serve different people every day because they do not 
spend much time at the location (e.g., gas stations, campgrounds). 

Most schools and day care facilities receive water from community water systems. 
Although the schools are not required to be tested, the water system from which they receive 
water is subject to the requirements of the LCR. Some schools, however, have their own source 
of drinking water and are thus considered non-transient non-community water systems subject to 
drinking water regulations. Monitoring needed to meet requirements of the LCR would thus 
occur within the school grounds. 

EPA collects inventory and compliance information on public water systems in its Safe 
Drinking Water Information System (SDWIS). The system includes a voluntary field to allow 
states to indicate whether a public water system is also a school or day care facility. A recent 
query ofSDWIS retrieved 10,246 records for public water system/schools. An alternative 
estimate is that approximately one-half of the 19,575 non-transient non-community water 
systems in the country are schools. Using these two methods, EPA estimates that there are 
approximately 10,000 schools in the country that are also a public water system and which 
therefore must comply with the requirements of the LCR. 

EPA also collects information on violations and exceedances oflead action levels for 
public water systems in the SDWIS system. Small public water systems that serve fewer than 
3,300 must report a 90'h percentile value5 only when it exceeds the 15 ppb action level. A 
preliminary review of SDWIS data indicates that 231 of 1647 public water systems identified as 
a school exceeded the action level during a monitoring period that ended in2003. Most of the 
systems (85%) were non-transient non-community water systems. 

4The National Economic Impacts of the Child Care Sector, Prepared by M. Cubed for the National 
Child Care Association. Fall 2002. Available at www.nccanet.org/NCCA%201mpact%20Study.pdf. 

5The 90~ percentile value is the concentration of lead in drinking water for the sample that 
represents the 90~ percent of samples taken. For example, if a system takes 100 samples and sorts the 
results from lowest to highest (1 00 being highest), it would report the concentration of the 90~ highest 
sample to the state. 
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2.0 State Programs to Control Lead in Schools and Day Care Facilities 

Recently there has been heightened awareness of issues associated with lead in drinking 
water, driven, in part, by elevated levels of lead in drinking water for many homes served by the 
District of Columbia Water and Sewer Authority (W ASA). This awareness prompted many 
school districts in the greater Washington, D.C. area to carry out testing in schools- even school 
districts that are not served by W ASA. Results found elevated lead levels in drinking water from 
many school fixtures. Recent testing of lead in school drinking water have also identified 
problems in other parts of the country, including the Seattle, Baltimore and Philadelphia school 
systems. 

On March 18, 2004, Acting Assistant Administrator Benjamin Grumbles sent a letter to 
states requesting information on state and local efforts to monitor and protect children from 
exposure to lead in drinking water at school and day care facilities (Appendix B). In order to 
ensure that the request reached both state drinking water programs responsible for overseeing 
implementation of national primary drinking water regulations and other programs aimed at 
preventing childhood exposure to lead, the letter was sent to directors of state environmental and 
health agencies. The letter asked states to provide information on: 

• actions being taken to ensure that children are not exposed to lead from school 
drinking water 

• any programs the state is currently implementing a program to control lead in the 
drinking water at schools and day care facilities, including how any programs are 
structured and their results 

• other programs to reduce lead in schools 
• suggestions as to how EPA could work collaboratively with states to further their 

efforts to implement voluntary programs. 

As of June 25,2004, EPA had received a total of74 responses from 49 states, Puerto~ 
Rico, the Navajo nation and EPA's Region 2 office. Generally, states responded that they 
implemented the requirements associated with the LCCA and continue to focus on ensuring that 
schools with their own water system are in compliance with the LCR. A few have expanded 
existing regulatory authorities to better address schools and day care facilities. Several states 
have developed specific programs that are focused on improving drinking water quality and 
enviromnental health at schools. 

Most states agreed that minimizing lead in drinking water consumed by children is 
important and many are conducting surveys, expanding outreach effotts and taking advantage of 
partnerships to help them reach schools. However, they also indicated that, in the absence of 
additional federal funding, it would be difficult to expand programs beyond existing efforts 
because state drinking water programs are already challenged by funding shortfalls. The 
summary that follows describes state program highlights under various themes identified in the 
letters. Brief summaries of each response are included in Appendix C and copies of letters 
received from state programs are available on the EPA website. 
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2.1 Implementing the LCCA and the LCR 

Most states described efforts they had taken to carry out requirements related to the 
LCCA in the late 1980's and early 1990's, including providing guidance to schools on testing, 
conducting analysis of drinking water samples, and helping schools to replace lead-line coolers. 
In South Dakota, the state continued effotts associated with the LCCA by developing the South 
Dakota Environmentally Safe School Initiative in 1993-94. The state worked with a majority of 
the schools in the state to see that first draw water samples were collected and tested for lead. 
Where lead levels were high, the state retested sites to verify and then provided grant funding to 
help schools replace fountains and coolers that posed problems. 

Most states also described the current activities they carry out to implement the LCR for 
schools that are also public water systems. While many states indicated that they do not have 
any additional programs beyond those carried out to suppott the LCCA and LCR, some have 
placed a special emphasis on ensuring that schools comply with the LCR. Massachusetts works 
with schools that are non-transient non-community water systems which have drinking water 
that exceeds the action level. The state provides educational material, training, one-on-one 
consultation with school officials, and enforcement if necessary. 

2.2 Strengthening Existing Regulat01y Programs 

Clearly, schools that are also public water systems are covered by the LCR. Many states 
also noted in their letters that schools also benefit from the LCR in that they are customers of 
public water systems that must meet the requirements. However, some states have modified 
their requirements to ensure that schools (as customers) are addressed. 

Sample locations for lead and copper tap monitoring are selected in order to identify 
those sites that are high risk. For example, if a system has lead service lines, it must ensure that 
at least one half of the sample locations are served by lead service lines. Florida has added day 
care facilities to the definition of Tier I lead and copper sampling sites, and thus, made Florida's 
youngest citizens a priority in its lead and copper sampling strategy. The state also has a 
regulatory program to evaluate lead levels in drinking water provided by "limited use" public 
water systems, which serve fewer than 25 people (which is the population cut-off for the federal 
definition). This allows the state to monitor drinking water at many day care facilities that may 
serve fewer than 25. 

Connecticut also has regulatory provisions that ensure that drinking water in day care 
facilities is monitored. There are approximately 1,400 licensed day care facilities in the state. 
State regulations require that all water supplies at day care facilities be tested every two years for 
lead content and the results submitted to the local and state health departments. The drinking 
water program generally gets 10-15 referrals a year due to elevated lead levels. If the facility is 
over the action level, it must provide approved bottled water until the situation is resolved. 
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2.3 Directing Programs at Schools 

Many states described effotis that are focused specifically on schools. Some focus on 
lead in drinking water or drinking water generally while others look more broadly at 
environmental hazards within schools that could affect children. 

Minnesota has a program to keep schools informed about the potential risks from 
exposure to lead in drinking water. All of Minnesota's schools receive written guidance material 
every five years regarding the reduction of lead in drinking water. The guidance manual, 
"Reducing Lead In Drinking Water: A Manual for Minnesota's schools, provides detailed lead 
testing instructions and options for corrective actions. This program complements the state's 
general "Get the Lead Ouf' education campaign that has been implemented above and beyond 
the public education requirements of the LCR which informs the public of simple steps they can 
take to reduce their exposure to lead in drinking water. 

Arizona's Depatiment of Environmental Quality is addressing the issue of exposure to 
lead from drinking water through its Children's Environmental Health Project by developing a 
curriculum module for schools. This module will provide education about lead in drinking water 
to both students and administrators. It is intended to actively engage children in conducting 
drinking water lead investigations at their schools and also provide practical ways administrators 
and other school personnel can reduce potential risks to children. 

The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation has developed a Sqfe Drinking 
Waterfor our Schools project designed to address issues of noncompliance regarding testing of 
drinking water at schools around the state. The depatiment provides a customized handbook for 
each school that includes simple step by step procedures for taking compliance samples. The 
state also provides a quatierly report card to each school system that grades the school based on 
whether it has completed scheduled monitoring and is meeting drinking water standards and 
other operating requirements. 

Washington has several programs that speak to various aspects of maintaining safe 
drinking water and healthy schools. The Office of Environmental Health and Safety, through its 
School Health and Safety Program, publishes a guide for schools that has a component that 
directs schools to comply with drinking water requirements. The Department of Health is 
currently working with other state and local health agencies to train agency staff and potential 
licensees of day care facilities on safe drinking water requirements. 

In2000, Vermont passed the School Environmental Health Act, the goal of which is to 
provide schools with the resources necessary to develop and adopt environmental management 
plans. The state is currently working with eight schools in finalizing environmental management 
plans that include reducing exposure to lead and environmental asthma triggers. 

In 1994, California's Depatiment of Health Services (DI-IS) developed a study to 
investigate the extent of lead contamination in paint, soil, and drinking water in state schools. 
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Based on investigations of200 schools between 1995-1997, the DHS estimated that 18% of the 
schools in the state were likely to have drinking water lead levels higher than the action level. 
After release of the study, the state provided $1 million to the Department of Education in 1998-
99 to test for the presence of lead in public schools. In 2000, a multi-agency effort within the 
state established the Lead Sqfe Schools Project. Although the program is focused on lead-based 
paint hazards which were identified as posing the greatest risk, it also recognizes water as a 
potential route of exposure. About 70% of the state's public school districts have received 
training through the program, including all districts with significant enrollments. 

2.4 Conducting Studies and Surveys 

Following passage of the LCCA, many states carried out surveys to determine lead levels 
in school drinking water. Several states indicated that they are making a renewed effort to reach 
out to schools. In Arizona, the Departments of Health Services and Environmental Quality are 
collaborating on a study of lead in drinking water in Arizona schools. The state is asking some 
96 schools from throughout Arizona to patticipate in the study which will be funded through a 
cooperative agreement grant from the U.S. Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry. 

In 2003, Maryland conducted a survey to evaluate the current status of lead testing 
effotts within Maryland's public schools. The survey was prompted by the 2003 lead testing in 
Baltimore City Public Schools which revealed elevated levels of lead in drinking water. In 
response to the survey, the Department of the Environment has been contacted by several local 
Boards of Education for guidance on testing for lead in drinking water at schools that are 
supplied by municipal water. 

The New York Departments of Health and Education have a joint effott underway to 
look at lead in school drinking water. The state identified a subset of systems it deemed were 
vulnerable to elevated lead levels because they had a 90'h percentile lead concentration of greater 
than 10 ppb. In May 2004, the state distributed a survey to schools served by those public water 
systems. The state will be reviewing the results during the summer of2004 and will share them 
with EPA. 

2.5 Developing Partnerships are Critical 

It is readily apparent from several the examples above that pattnerships and collaboration 
are critical in addressing the issue of lead in school drinking water. Although state drinking 
water programs have responsibility for cal'rying out regulations related to drinking water, many 
of the effotts in schools are not subject to regulatory oversight. Further, there are other agencies 
(e.g., Education, Social Services) that have a more direct line of contact with schools and day 
care facilities. Finally, addressing risks to children posed by lead requires a multi-media 
approach that considers all of the potential avenues of exposul'e. 

Many states described the efforts to address lead that are carried out by state Lead 
Poisoning Prevention Programs that are funded, in part, by the U.S. Centers for Disease Control 
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and Prevention. States such as Louisiana and Hawaii work together to identify whether 
drinking water is a potential sources of lead when children test high for blood lead levels. In 
Alaska, when a school PWS tests above the action level for lead, the Department of Health and 
Social Services will follow up to test blood lead levels in children. Fortunately, none of the tests 
have indicated high blood lead levels where there are action level exceedances. 

Like other states, Massachusetts worked to fulfill the requirements of the LCCA and to 
mitigate lead levels in Massachusetts. However, in recent years, the Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP) has begun to coordinate initiatives with several partners for a 
lead in school drinking water abatement program that responds to the needs of schools in 
Massachusetts. The DEP has entered into an agreement with the Depatiment of Public Health to 
routinely review and follow-up with the local public water supplier and homeowner on all DPH 
dl'inking water results from the homes of children with elevated blood lead levels. The 
depatiment provides school administrators, public health officials, public water suppliers, 
plumbing inspectors and other interested patiies with educational materials and 
recommendations to assist in the schools' efforts to reduce the levels oflead and copper in their 
drinking water. At the end of March, 2004, the DEP Commissioner sent out an information 
package to all Superintendents of Public Schools, Private and Parochial School Principals, 
Collaborative Directors, all Public Water Superintendents, and day care providers with 
information about lead and drinking water. 

3.0 EPA Regional Activities 

Although this report is focused on actions being taken by states to address lead in 
drinking water, several EPA regional offices have also had initiatives in this area over the past 
several years. As part of its Healthy Schools Initiative, EPA's Region I office has been working 
with Massachusetts and the Boston Public Schools to ensure that water used in food preparation 
at Boston's public schools does not contain lead. The Region has also been working with the 
state Depattment of Environmental Protection to communicate with all public and private 
schools in the state. 

As part of its Children's Health Initiative, EPA's Region II office worked with the New 
York City Board of Education to perform sampling at alll,200 public schools under the Board's 
jurisdiction. At least one tap in 370 of the schools was removed from service because the lead 
concentration exceeded the 20 ppb guidance level. Based on its success with this program, the 
Region has extended its effmis to additional communities including Syracuse and Rochester, NY 
and Newark and Paterson, NJ. 

EPA's Region III office has worked with many school districts under its jurisdiction, 
including Philadelphia and Baltimore for excessive lead levels in school drinking water. 
Recently the Region has been providing technical assistance to school districts in the greater 
Washington, D.C. area that are conducting sampling in schools. 
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4.0 Recommendations on Collaboration 

Many states indicated that they would be interested in increasing their efforts in ensuring 
that school drinking water is safe. However, almost all who did so indicated that such an effort 
would not be possible for them to carry out in the absence of additional federal funding. One 
state indicated that the key to a successful collaborative effort to implement a voluntary program 
will require both human and financial resources and indicated that EPA must be willing to create 
new additional funding through the federal public water system supervision grant. However, the 
state also noted that, for a program to be truly successful, it must be established as a mandatory 
program, complete with an enforcement and compliance component, and then adequately funded 
through the public water system supervision grants. 

A few states indicated that EPA could revise the current federal LCR monitoring 
requirements to allow regulated drinking water systems to collect samples from schools and 
other buildings rather than just from residences or by including them for consideration as Tier 1 
sites (note: Florida has done in its state regulations). One state also recommended that EPA 
consider a sampling protocol for schools that would determine if the fixtures at kitchen taps are a 
problem. 

However, some states also expressed that they would oppose requirements making 
sampling of drinking water inside schools mandatoty due to concerns that it would be 
impracticable and difficult to enforce. 

Several states acknowledged that EPA has done much by providing a method for the 
detection of lead in school drinking water, an action level for drinking water in schools and a 
guidance as to how to respond to identified problems. Some states expressed appreciation for 
EPA regional staff effotts with schools with elevated drinking water lead levels and others 
indicated that EPA's most effective role will be to continue to provide technical assistance 
documents for states to use. The last guidance released by EPA on lead in school drinking water 
was released in 1994. Several states indicated that they would like to see this guidance updated 
and reissued and training made available. States also suggested that EPA provide guidance for 
schools on how to address other non-acute water quality issues, such as taste, odor, color, and 
sediment. 

With respect to funding, states expressed a need for funding to cover costs associated 
with technical assistance and laboratory costs for analysis of water samples. Another state 
indicated that funding would be useful to help compile and analyze data to facilitate assistance to 
schools and day care facilities. One state indicated that supplemental funding and guidance 
would be useful on the design and implementation of a cost-effective, statistically significant 
flushing/sampling programs in large buildings, such as schools. The state also envisions a study 
focusing on the effects of temperature and time of travel of drinking water from main to remote 
taps in facilities and what effect these play on effective flushing and representative sampling 
programs. 
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While finding a problem related to high lead levels is easy, it is difficult for a school or 
day care facility to address the cost of remediating a lead exposure problem. Some states 
indicated that they would like to see funding made available for repairs related to school 
replacement of water distribution systems and assistance in identifying cost-effective means of 
remediating the problem. One suggested providing for expanded funding mechanisms through 
state Drinking Water State Revolving Fund programs as an incentive for water systems to work 
with their school district customers. 

5.0 Future Activities 

EPA is currently considering how it will move forward in enhancing support for state and 
local efforts to address lead in school drinking water. Several regional offices already have 
developed initiatives, as described above, and may look to see how they can extend their efforts. 
EPA's Office of Water (OW) has been in contact with the Office of Children's Health Protection 
to learn how it can work with existing initiatives aimed at assisting schools in managing 
environmental hazards, such as the Tools for Schools program and a school health and safety 
self-assessment software tool. Further, OW is working to collect existing lead in drinking water 
in schools and day care facilities brochures, guidance, and tools in order to provide a central 
location for access. 

EPA will also look to see how it can work with other Federal agencies- mainly the 
Departments of Housing and Urban Development, Health and Human Services, and Justice 
through the President's Task Force on Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children 
-on implementing a federal strategy to prevent childhood lead poisoning. The Agency will also 
work to identify potential opportunities for partnerships with the Department of Education. 

It is impmtant to note that many water utilities are not waiting for additional state or 
federal guidance on this matter before moving forward. Many water utilities are working closely 
with school districts to help them develop sampling plans and conduct analyses. EPA is working 
with the American Water Works Association, Association for Metropolitan Water Agencies and 
American Water (a multi-utility provider of drinking water) to learn how water utilities have 
been working with local governments to address school drinking water. In addition, EPA plans 
to develop complementary products to enhance the materials these organizations are currently 
developing to assist utilities and schools understand their roles and responsibilities in carrying 
out effective lead protection programs in schools and day care facilities. 

EPA appreciates the responses provided by state programs. The information has helped 
the Agency to better understand the actions taken by states in the past and the needs and 
challenges for the future. The Agency will provide additional information on its activities as 
they are developed in the coming months. 
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Appendix A 

EPA Material on Managing Lead in School Drinking Water 

EPA website on Lead in Drinking Water: Schools and Day Care Centers -
http://www.epa.gov/safewaterllead/schoolanddccs.htm. 

Is There Lead in the Drinking Water?: You Can Reduce the Risk of Lead Exposure from 
Drinking Water in Educational Facilities, EPA 903-FOl-002, 2002. Also available at 
http :1/www .epa.gov/safewater!lead/pdfs/v2final.pdf. 

Lead in Drinking Water and Schools and Non-residential Buildings, EPA 812-B-94-002, 1994. 
Also available at http://www.epa.gov/safewater/consumer/leadinschools.pdf. 

Sampling for Lead in Drinking Water in Nursery Schools and Day Care Facilities, EPA 812-B-
94-003, 1994. Also available at http://www.epa.gov/safewater/lcrmr/nursery.pdf. 

Lead in School Drinking Water, EPA 5709-89-001, 1989. 

(Note: this list was also included as an enclosure to the letter in Appendix B) 
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Appendix B -Letter to State Programs 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

Ms. Ernesta Ballard, Commissioner 
Alaska Depatiment of Environmental Conservation 
410 Wiloughby Avenue, Suite 105 
Juneau, AK 99801-1795 

Dear Ms. Ballard: 

March 18,2004 

OFFICE OF 
WATER 

I am seeking your help in learning more about state and local efforts to monitor and 
protect children from exposure to lead in drinking water at schools and day care facilities and to 
share information about EPA's effotis to date in this area. 

Washington, D.C. is experiencing seriously elevated levels oflead in drinking water in 
many homes served by the District's public water system. An investigation is underway to 
identify a solution to the problem, which appears to be the result of an increase in the corrosivity 
of drinking water due to changes in water treatment. Increased corrosion is causing excessive 
leaching of lead from lead service lines serving homes and from plumbing fixtures into drinking 
water at the tap. 

While this event has placed a national spotlight on the issue of lead in drinking water, we 
believe the situation in the District is unique. However, I have also seen news repotis from 
across the country focused on concerns related to elevated lead levels in school drinking water. 
would like to better understand the actions states are taking to ensure that children are not 
exposed to lead from drinking water in schools. 

Children are most at risk from health effects associated with lead exposure. Elevated 
blood lead levels can delay normal physical and mental development in infants and young 
children, and cause slight deficits in the attention span hearing, and learning abilities of children. 
The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) has identified a blood lead level of I 0 
micrograms per deciliter as the level of concern for lead in children. 

EPA regulates lead in drinking water through the Lead and Copper Rule, authorized by 
the 1986 Amendments to the Safe Drinking Water Act. When results from tap sampling indicate 
that more than I 0 percent of homes tested have lead concentrations that exceed a 15 micrograms 
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per liter (ppb) action level, public water systems must take actions to control corrosion and to 
inform the public about steps they should take to protect their health. However, schools are only 
subject to the requirements of the rule if they have their own water system. 

The Lead Contamination Control Act (LCCA) of 1988 recalled drinking water coolers 
with lead-lined water reservoir tanks and banned new drinking water coolers with lead parts. 
The Act also established a technical assistance program to support state activities to reduce lead 
contamination in schools. In 1989, EPA issued guidance recommending that schools receiving 
water from public water systems take remedial action on an individual outlet whenever the lead 
levels exceeded 20 ppb at that outlet. EPA has also released several other documents on lead 
control programs for drinking water over the past several years (enclosed). 

I would like to better understand if your state is currently implementing a program to 
control lead in drinking water for schools and day care facilities. If the state does have such a 
program, I would like to know how it is structured and the results of the program. If the state is 
not implementing a program, has the state taken other steps to reduce lead exposure in schools? 
I would also be interested in hearing how you see EPA working collaboratively to further your 
state's efforts to implement this voluntary program. 

I would very much appreciate it if you could provide a response to this letter by May I, 
2004. If you have any questions, please contact me or Cynthia C. Dougherty, the Director for 
the national drinking water program in the Office of Ground Water and Drinking Water at (202) 
564-3750. I have also requested that Ms. Dougherty work with our Office of Enforcement and 
Compliance Assurance to undertake a national review of compliance with the Lead and Copper 
Rule. I thank you for your attention to this important public health matter. 

Enclosure 

cc. State Department of Health Commissioner 
EPA Regional Administrators 
State Drinking Water Administrators 
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/s/ 

Benjamin H. Grumbles 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
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Appendix C 
Brief Summaries of State Letters 

The letter from the Acting Assistant Administrator asked states to describe: 
• State and local efforts to monitor and protect children from exposure to lead. 

Actions being taken to ensure that children are not exposed to lead from school drinking 
water 

• Programs the state is currently implementing to control lead in the drinking water at 
schools and day cares including how they are structured and the results. 
How it could see EPA working collaboratively to the state's efforts to implement this 
voluntary program. 

Acronyms 

SDWA- Safe Drinking Water Act 
BLL - blood lead level 
AL - action level (for lead in drinking water) 
ALE - action level exceedance 
PWS - public water system 
LCR - lead and copper rule 
LCCA- Lead Contamination Control Act 
N1NC(WS)- non-transient non-community water system 
CWS - community water system 

Note: The brief summaries that follow are based upon a staff review of the responses received 
from states. They are not intended to be representative of the full content of each 
response. Interested parties should review the state's complete response and any 
accompanying material. 
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Issues Addressed in State Letters 

State Discussed Discussed Discussed Tes Discussed Indicated No Conducted or 
Specific Program Childhood Lead Blood lead Implemented Additional Planning Special 

Focused on PPP funded by levels LCCA/LCR program Sampling/Studies 
Schools CDC (LCCA/LCR onlvl 

AK X X 

AL X X X 

AR X X X 

AZ X X X X 

CA X X X X 

co -- -- -- -- -- --
CT X X X 

DC't 
DE X 

FL X X X 

GA X X X 

HI X X X 

lA X X X 

10 X X 

IL X 

IN X X 

KS X X 

KY X X 

LA X X X 

MA X X X 

MD X X X X X 

ME X 

Ml X X 

MN X X X 

MD X X 

MS X X X 

MT X X X 

NC X X 

NO X X 

NE X X 

NH X X X 

NJ X X X X 

NM X 

NV X X 

NY X X X 

OH X X X 

OK X X 

OR X 

PA X X X X 

'1 PR ~ 

Rl X "x-' 
sc X X X 

so X X 

TN X X 

TX X X X X 

UT X X X 

VA X X X 

VT X X X X X 

WA X X 

WI X X X 

wv X X X 

WY X X X 

l{P NN X 
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State Summaries 

Alabama: Department of Environmental Management 
• In response to the recent DC events, the state initiated its own special lead sampling 

study that looked at 14 PWSs which had tested above the action level in the past. The 
state tested schools in older, low income areas and found low lead levels. The state will 
be asking PWSs to replace some sampling locations with public school and day care 
facility sites. 
Currently no water systems in the state are using chloramines. The state will be working 
with those that are considering converting to chloramine to ensure that simultaneous 
compliance issues are addressed. 

Department of Public Health 
The state has a Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program that includes blood lead 
level testing. 
The state follows up at homes of children who have high BLLs. They annually inspect 
about 300 residences and find that less than 5% of homes have lead in drinking water, the 
majority of which are attributed to lead components in pumps for private wells. 
Lead in drinking water has not generally been found to be a problem in the state. 

Alaska: Department of Health and Social Services 
• ADHSS has been active in a state workgroup that has successfully and dramatically 

improved compliance by schools statewide. 
• ADHSS maintains an active lead surveillance database, and investigates all reports of 

blood lead levels over 10 ug/dL. When a school PWS tests above the AL, the department 
follows up with BLL tests. No tests have indicated high BLLs where there are action 
level exceedances. 

Department of Environmental Conservation 
• The LCR applies to 645 PWSs, 96 of which are schools and 26 serve day care facilities. 
• The depatiment has developed a Safe Drinking Water for our Schools project designed to 

address issues of non-compliance regarding testing of drinking water at schools around 
the state. A customized handbook was developed for each school that contains 
compliance information specific to their school. 

Arkansas: Arkansas Department of Health 
• The state fully complied with the requirements of the LCCA without financial support 

from EPA. Limited blood lead screening program was instituted at local health units. 
Schools that were delinquent in monitoring or notification were reported to the local 
newspapers. For daycares, if a center didn't have a cooler, testing was encouraged. 

• Most schools receive their drinking water through purchasing from an existing PWS that 
are regulated under the LCR, although there are some schools that own and operate their 
water supply system. 

• Outside the LCR there are no special programs in place to monitor for these contaminants 
in PWSs, including schools. If there is reason to believe a schoorhad high lead/copper 
levels- the department will collect samples upon request if they have adequate lab 
capacity. 
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Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality 
• The state's focus is on a lead-based paint program that conducts outreach to schools. 

Arizona: Department of Environmental Quality 
• ADHS administers the Arizona Lead Poisoning Prevention Program; consisting of: lead 

poisoning blood studies, a physician's guide for medical case management for lead 
poisoned adults, brochures on childhood lead poisoning, a repotiing requirement for 
elevated blood lead levels, and a targeted lead screening plan. 

• ADEQ is addressing the issue of exposure to lead through drinking water through its 
Children's Environmental Health Project by developing a curriculum module for schools. 
This module is intended to provide education about lead in drinking water to both 
students and administrators. It will actively engage children in conducting drinking 
water lead investigations at their schools and also provide practical ways administrators 
and other school personnel can reduce potential risks to children. 

• Although a very small percentage ofPWS have ALEs. ADI-IS and ADEQ are currently 
collaborating on a study of lead in drinking water in Arizona schools. Some 96 schools 
from throughout Arizona have been asked to patiicipate in the study. Arizona expects 
the results by the fall pursuant to a cooperative agreement grant from the US Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry. 

California; Health and Human Services Agency 
The state conducts several activities to prevent childhood lead poisoning 
In 1998, the state conducted "Lead Hazards in Schools" study to determine how common 
lead and lead hazards were inCA public schools and daycare facilities. The results of the 
survey were used to help develop and implement a multi-year California Lead Safe 
Schools Program 

Depatiment of Health Services- Follow-up letter 
• CA has taken several steps to address lead in drinking water for schools and day care 

facilities. 
• From 1987-1989, the CA Dept of Education issued advisories regarding drinking 

water fountain testing. Another advisory was issued in 1994, warning of lead 
hazards in paint, soil, and drinking water. Schools were provided guidance on 
identification and testing of lead exposure hazards. 

• DHS requires all schools and day cares that are PWSs to meet the provisions of 
the LCR. 

• DHS also has a Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program whose mission is 
to eliminate childhood lead poisoning by identifying and caring for lead burdened 
children and preventing environmental exposures to lead. 

• In 1994, DHS developed a study to investigate the extent oflead contamination in 
paint, soil, and drinking water inCA schools. Between 1995-1997,200 schools 
were investigated. DHS estimated that 18.1% of the schools are likely to have 
lead levels over the action level. 

• After release of the study, the state funded $1 million in 1998/9 to the Dept of 
Education to test for the presence of lead in public schools. 
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• In 2000, a multi-agency effort established the Lead Safe Schools Project. 
Although focused on lead-based paint hazards, it also recognizes water as a 
potential route of exposure. 70% of the state's public school districts have 
received training through the Lead-Safe School Project, including all districts 
with significant enrollment. 

Environmental Protection Agency: 
• The letter noted that DHS has primary responsibility for implementing drinking water 

laws in CA. However, CA EPA pointed to the Proposition 65 program as helping to 
reduce lead levels in fixtures, solder and paint. 

Connecticut: Department of Public Health, Drinking Water Division 
• The state regulates 195 daycare centers as NTNC PWSs. Lead exceedances have been 

identified in 17 NTNC day care centers since Jan. I, 2002, systems are in varying stages 
of achieving compliance with the LCR. 

• There are 1400 licensed daycare facilities in the state. Facilities are required to be tested 
for lead every two years as part of the license renewal process. The drinking water 
program generally gets I 0-15 referrals a year due to elevated lead levels. If the center is 
over the AL, it must provide approved bottled water until the situation is resolved. 

• State regulates 205 schools with onsite water supply systems. 175 are classified as 
NTNC PWSs and 30 as CWSs. In 2002, the state instituted a capacity building project 
for schools. 
An additional 833 schools receive water from a community water system. No consistent 
sampling has been carried out in the 833 schools since 1988-89 when the LCCA was 
implemented 

• Collaboration: EPA should provide grant money to primacy programs to cover costs 
associated with technical assistance and laboratory costs. 

Delaware: Health and Social Services 
• In response to recent events, the state is sending schools and daycare facilities a packet of 

information which includes information on the water fountains that were known to have 
used lead as well as information on how to further reduce children's exposure. 

Florida: Department of Environmental Protection 
• The state implemented the LCCA from 1988 to the mid 1990's. Received I 00% 

cooperation from all Florida's 67 counties and their school districts. Broward Country 
currently has a proposal to require annual lead monitoring in schools. 

• In 1993 adopted LCR with 2 significant and important improvements 1. Added day care 
facilities to the definition of Tier 1 sampling sites. 2. Required all regulated water 
systems to notify each customer whose individual sample result for lead exceeds the lead 
action level. 

Depattment of Health 
Florida has proactive programs to evaluate the lead content in drinking water and works 
to actively identify and protect children from lead exposure in the environment. 
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• The state has a regulatory program to evaluate lead levels in drinking water provided by 
limited use PWSs, which are systems that serve less than the federal definition ofPWS. 
This brings in day care facilities that may serve fewer than 25. 

Georgia: Dept. of Human Resources Division of Public Health 
• The Childhood Lead Poisoning Program does not currently include a program to address 

lead exposure from drinking water. The state has not identified water as a significant 
source of lead. The Dept of Education assesses for presence of lead when schools are 
renovated, but have not identified lead in drinking water as an issue. 

Department ofNatuml Resources 
• The Dept of Education had responsibility for the responsibilities under the LCCA. 
• The state has not had programs to control lead in school drinking water since 1992. 

Hawaii: Department of Health 
The state implemented the LCCA in 1989. Schools are genemlly served by PWSs. In 
1994, testing showed that only 6 of233 samples failed the first flush test. 

• Each year DOH issues an advisory for schools to flush all systems before the stmt of 
school, and after vacations if necessary. There is no other current program for reducing 
lead in schools' drinking water 

• The Dept of Health currently administers a Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention 
Program -funded by CDC grants. The state conducts blood lead level tests and 
investigates "Hot Spots". 
Collaboration- State acknowledged that EPA has done much by providing a method for 
the detection of lead in school drinking water, an action level for drinking water in 
schools and a guidance in the response to identified problems. 
Recommendations: EPA will need to address the cost of remediating a lead exposure 
problem. Although finding the problem is easy, correcting it is hard because it is too 
costly for the school or day care facility. There has been no funding with LCCA. State 
would like to see EPA work toward making funding available for repairs related to 
school replacement of water distribution systems and identify cost effective means of 
remediating the problem. 

Idaho: Department of Environmental Quality 
• The state promulgated and implemented the Lead Ban in 1988 and the LCR in 1992. 
Department of Health and Welfare 
• The state did not provide information on drinking water in schools. 

Illinois: Illinois Environmental Protection Agency and Illinois Depmtment of Health 
• IEP A oversees CWSs. The state describes LCCA and LCR activities through 1992, 

highlighting public education efforts that take special steps to protect children from 
exposure to lead in drinking water. 

• Collaboration -EPA's most effective role will be to continue to provide technical 
assistance documents for states to use. 

Illinois Department of Public Health 
• IDPH regulates approximately 200 schools and day cares that are NTNCWS. 

20 

001308



Indiana: Department of Environmental Management 
• The state has 263 schools are PWSs, 16 of which have exceeded the 90'h percentile action 

level. 
• The state describes its "2000 Lead-Safe Families for 2000 Project" -which had the goal 

of reducing lead exposure to children and focusing on the primary prevention of lead 
poisoning. The state conducted -1200 assessments and did not identify drinking water as 
a significant source of lead in the home. 

Iowa: Department of Public Health 
• IDPH Lead Poisoning Prevention Program (1989)- provides guidance to school, 

preschool, and day-care centers, follows up to see how the information is being utilized, 
and offers technical support to schools, preschools, and day-care centers that have 
questions or problems. No funds were allocated in the LCCA for this, but IDPH and 
Iowa Dept of Education worked together to get the information out. Informational 
mailings were sent out in 1989 and 1990 to comply with LCCA. 

• The state's primary focus is on reducing exposure to lead based paint in housing. The 
state's follow up with children with high BLLs has not pointed to drinking water as a 
source, even in homes with higher levels of lead in drinking water. 

Depatiment of Natural Resources ( Same letter) 
• The state provided a general description of implementation of the LCR. 

Kansas: Department of Health and Environment 
• The State has a childhood lead poisoning prevention program focused on lead-based 

paint exposure. It does not have a program that specifically targets lead in drinking 
water. 

• Most schools are provided water by on municipal PWS. 

Kentucky: Cabinet for Health and Family Services 
• The Department of Health does not provide proactive testing of water in schools. Water 

is tested in homes where children have high BLLs and other sites where they spend 
considerable time. 

Louisiana: Depatiment of Health and Hospitals 
• The Department used to have an active program, but the staff and resources were shifted 

to the Lead and Copper program in 1996 due to a lawsuit. 
The state was sued because the plaintiff did not feel the state was doing enough to 
implement the LCCA. The judge ruled that the provision requiring states to establish 
remedial action programs to remove lead from schools and daycare facilities was 
unconstitutional. The lawsuit had the unintended effect of ending the lead program in 
LA. The state's focus is now on the LCR- schools that are NTNC water systems. 

Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality 
• According to DEQ - DHH is implementing the Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention 

Program across the state. The program identifies high risk areas and targets efforts and 
resources to reduce the number of children with elevated blood lead levels. 
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Maine: Department of Human Services 
• The state is not currently implementing a program to control lead in drinking water for 

schools and day care facilities. Schools that are a PWS must meet the LCR requirements. 
If a PWS exceeds the AL, the state also recommends that the PWS sample for lead at 
schools. 

Maryland: Department of Health and Mental Hygiene 
• The Dept of Health does not conduct monitoring and testing of lead in the drinking water 

at schools and day care facilities - it is conducted by the Dept of the Environment .. 
• DHMH is actively involved in the Maryland Lead Poisoning Prevention Commission that 

is appointed by the governor and is involved in the Maryland Childhood Lead Screening 
Program. 

Department of the Environment 
• In the past year, blood lead levels were tested in over 1300 students from 15 Baltimore 

City elementary schools. Although all of the schools had fountains with elevated lead 
levels, no students had elevated blood lead levels. 

• The state is actively involved in assisting schools to reinitiate programs for lead testing in 
their drinking water welcomes any assistance that the EPA can provide. The state 
indicated it would be helpful if the EPA could assist states with funding to compile and 
analyze data, and provide technical assistance to schools and day care facilities. 

• In 2003, Maryland conducted a survey to evaluate the current status of lead testing efforts 
within Maryland's public schools. This was prompted by the 2003 lead testing withing 
Baltimore City Public Schools that revealed elevated levels of lead in the drinking water. 

• In response to the survey, Maryland's local Boards of Education have begun contacting 
MOE for guidance on testing for lead in the drinking water at the schools that are 
supplied by municipal water. 

Massachusetts: Department of Environmental Protection 
• DEP has worked to fulfill the requirements of the LCCA and to mitigate lead levels in 

Massachusetts. 
• DEP coordinates initiatives with several partners for a lead in school drinking water 

abatement program that responds to the needs of schools in Massachusetts. The letter 
outlines several activities carried out by DEP. 
• The DEP has an agreement with the Dept of Public Health to routinely review and 

follow-up with the local public water supplier and the homeowner on all DPH 
drinking water results form the homes of children with elevated blood lead levels. 
Results are reported to EPA in DEP's annual LCCA report as well as routine 
Performance Partnership Agreement reports. 

• DEP works with schools that are N1NCWS whose drinking water exceeds the 
action level to mitigate exposure to children. This work involves providing 
educational material, training, and one-on-one consultation with school officials 
and enforcement if necessary. DEP also works with any other schools known to 
have elevated lead levels to mitigate exposure to children. 
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• The department provides school administrators, public health officials, public 
water suppliers, plumbing inspectors and other interested parties with educational 
materials and recommendations to assist in the schools' efforts to reduce the 
levels of lead and copper in their drinking water. 

• On March 30, 2004, the DEP Commissioner sent out an information package to 
all Mass. Superintendents of Public Schools, Private and Parochial School 
Principals, Collaborative Directors, all Public Water Superintendents, and day 
care providers with information about lead and drinking water. 

Michigan: Department of Environmental Quality 
• The state has 900 NTNC PWSs that are schools and day care facilities. All rely on 

ground water as their source. The state has implemented the LCCA and LCR, but has no 
specific lead in school drinking water program. 

• Recommendations: EPA should consider schools as Tier I sampling sites so that more 
information on lead exposure in schools can be gained. The state also recommended that 
EPA consider a sampling protocol for schools that would determine if the fixtures at 
kitchen taps are a problem. 

Minnesota: Department of Health 
The state provides all MN schools written guidance materials every five years regarding 
the reduction oflead in drinking water -"Reducing Lead in Drinking Water: A Manual 
for Minnesota's Schools." 
MDH has a general education campaign that urges the public to "Get the Lead Out" by 
taking simple steps to reduce lead in drinking water. 

Mississippi: Department of Health 
The state has 25 schools identified as NTNCWS and is working with 5 that are over the 
ALto determine an appropriate course of action. 
The state will conduct environmental testing when children are identified with high 
BLLs. 
The MSDH Office of Childcare Licensure and Division of Water Supply are working to 
identify the sources of drinking water for all day care facilities in the state, with special 
attention to those served by private wells. 

• The state will be contacting the Dept of Education for a list of schools in order to arrange 
monitoring in districts served by PWSs that do not have corrosion control in place. 

Missouri: Department of Health and Senior Services 
• The state has a multi-tiered system to ensure all citizens are not exposed to lead in 

drinking water. A majority of schools and childcare centers are connected to PWSs. 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
• The state performed testing under LCCA in the early to mid 1990's. Since 1992, the 

focus has been on the LCR. The state tests more than 1600 PWSS for lead and copper-
96 of which are schools and day centers with their own water supply and has not 
identified problems with lead exceedances. 
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Montana: Department of Environmental Quality 
Many rural schools and daycare facilities have their own public water supplies and are 
directly regulated under the LCR. Schools supplied by larger water systems have a more 
limited degree of coverage, depending on the selection of sample sites by the public 
water utility. 
County and local governments have provided lead education and assistance, especially in 
connection with Superfund sites. Some counties perform blood lead testing by request, 
but recent budget cuts have reduced the effectiveness of these local efforts. 

Nebraska: Health and Human Services System 
• The state does not have a program that targets schools and day care facilities. The letter 

discusses results of testing carried out by the program in 1989-1991 to meet the LCCA. 

Nevada: Dept. ofi-Iuman Resources- Health Division 
• The state does not currently have a special program to control lead in schools and 

daycare facilities. If a school is served by a CWS, the water is monitored under the LCR. 

• Schools with their own water source are regulated as NTNC water systems and are 
subject to the LCR, with the sampling points on the school campus. 

New Hampshire: Department of Health and Human Services 
The state described the Childhood Lead Poisoning Program funded by the CDC. 

Department of Environmental Services 
The state regulates 190 PWSs that are schools. 

• This past May DES contacted all CWSs that provide drinking water to schools and 
requested that they sample for lead levels at representative sites at those schools. The 
state is also holding seminars about lead in drinking water for schools and CWS this 
summer and fall. 

New Jersey: Department of Health and Senior Services 
• The state collects blood lead data under State regulations mandating childhood and 

occupational screening. 
The NJ DEP has a current agreement with the US EPA R2 to share public school testing 
in some school districts, so survey the remainder of the extent of their testing under the 
LCCA. This activity is being conducted in coordination with th DHSS and NJDOE. 
DI·ISS contribution is a brochure simplifying the steps in the EPA guidance. 

New Mexico: Environment Department 
• The state will work with EPA to identify and ensure that school and day care facilities 

classified as PWSs meet the requirements of the LCR. 

New York: Department of Health and Department of Environmental Conservation 
• The state describes on-going measures and future actions to control lead in drinking 

water at schools and day cares. 
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Department of Health 
• The state regulates more than 400 schools that operate and maintain their own drinking 

water supply. 
• The DOH and Dept of Education have a joint effort underway to assess vulnerable 

systems (those with 901
h percentile greater than 10 ppb). In May 2004, a survey was sent 

to schools served by those systems. The results are expected in the summer of2004 and 
will be shared with EPA. 
The state has worked with Region 2 and the NYC school district to test water supplied to 
all1200 public school in NYC (total of 33,857 drinking water outlet samples collected). 
In NYC mitigative measures were taken at outlets in 370 schools. A similar effort in 
Syracuse tested 137 schools (2351 samples) and remediated 289 outlets. The program is 
being expanded to Rochester and other larger cities. 

North Carolina: Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
The state has no programs beyond that required by SDW A. Schools that are regulated as 
a PWS must comply with LCR. 
The state indicates that voluntary program are currently beyond the program's means. 

North Dakota: Department of Health, Environmental Section 
• The state implemented the LCCA in 1988, but found the program did not enjoy the 

success typically seen in other drinking water initiatives due to funding problems and 
because the entities were typically unregulated. The state abandoned all but the technical 
assistance portion of the program 

• The state noted that the key to a successful collaborative effort to implement a voluntary 
program is both human and financial and indicated that EPA must be willing to create 
new additional funding through the PWSS grant. The state also noted that, for a program 
to be truly successful, it must be established as a mandatory program, complete with an 
enforcement and compliance component, and then adequately funded through the PWSS 
grants. 

Ohio: Ohio EPA 
The state does not have a program directed exclusively at lead in drinking water at school 
and day care facilities, although there are a number of State and local programs that 
address lead in drinking water as part of their overall effmts to reduce lead exposures. 

• Ohio requires all CWS and NTNCWS to monitor for lead and copper in their distribution 
systems- this include 469 schools and day care facilities that operate their own PWS. 

• Some schools and day cares are served by a larger PWS, owners and operators may 
choose to sample schools and day cares, but it is not common. 
The Ohio Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program provides funding, public and 
professional education, environmental consultation and investigation, case management, 
and data collection and analysis. The program addresses needs of children from bitth to 
age 6. The state collects all blood lead screening reports and provides data analysis to the 
federal government. 

• The state expressed concerns that the current increased attention given to lead will result 
in unnecessary additional burden on state drinking water programs. 
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Oklahoma: Department of Environmental Quality 
The state implemented the LCCA and continued sampling for lead at schools through the 
implementation of the LCR by the public water supply systems. 65 schools and day 
cares have their own water supply systems and are regulated under the LCR. 
The state indicated that lead has not been a major concem in the state and has no 
indication that a special monitoring program would be warranted to investigate lead 
contamination in OK. 

Oregon: Department of Environmental Quality 
The DEQ indicated that it is not involved with this type of program. Drinking water is 
overseen by the Dept of Human Services. 

Depatiment of Human Services 
The state described activities undeiiaken in the 1990's to respond to the LCCA. Updates 
are provided to schools through the Dept of Education. 

Pennsylvania: Department of Health 
The DOH currently funds 10 local community-based Childhood Lead Poisoning 
Prevention Projects serving targeted identified high-risk areas. The state has not found 
lead in drinking water to be a problem in Pennsylvania 

Department of Environmental Protection 
• The state carried out the requirements of the LCCA and oversees implementation of the 

LCR for the I 0% of schools in P A that are public water systems. 
• The state indicates that further involvement is constrained by a lack of federal funding. 

The state supports EPA regional staff efforts with schools with elevated drinking water 
lead levels, particularly efforts in the Philadelphia district to test and remediate. 

Puerto Rico: Depatimento de Salud (Depatiment of Health) 
• There are currently no programs specifically addressing lead control in drinking water for 

schools or day care facilities. The department is interested in collaborating with EPA to 
implement lead control programs for schools and day care facilities and receiving more 
information regarding EPA's voluntary lead control program for schools and day cares. 

Rhode Island: Depatiment of Health 
The state implemented the LCCA since 1991, but is not currently implementing a 
program to control lead levels. The state is considering the possibility of sampling day 
care facilities as well as re-sampling schools that showed levels about 15ppb in initial 
testing. 

• As for a collaborative effort with the EPA, the DOH would seek assistance in the form of 
supplemental funding and guidance on the design and implementation of a cost-effective, 
statistically significant study of flushing/sampling program in large buildings, such as 
schools. The state also envisions a study focusing on the effects of temperature and time 
of travel of drinking water from main to remote taps in facilities and what effect these 
play on effective flushing and representative sampling programs. 
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South Carolina: Dept. of Health and Environmental Control 
The state does not have an ongoing program that specifically addresses lead in drinking 
water in schools, which are generally under the authority of the Dept of Education. 
However, there are numerous activities in other programs that address this issue. The 
Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program provides educational materials, 
presentations, and training upon request to a variety of groups. 
The Bureau of Water routinely samples water supply systems for schools that are also 
PWSs. Although the depatiment has regulatory authority over school sanitation, they do 
not have the funding to conduct routine inspections. Day care facilities are subject to 
lead hazard assessment inspections as a requirements for licensing, and could have water 
tested as part of that process. 

South Dakota: Dept. of Environment and Natural Resources 
• The state described a South Dakota Environmentally Safe School Initiative in 1993/94. 

A majority of the schools in the state collected first draw water samples to test for lead. 
Where levels were high, the state retested to verify, and provided grant money to replace 
fountains and coolers that posed problems. 
Collaboration: I. States must be included in the effoti and there must be federal funding 
to pay for all the work. 2. EPA could revise the current federal LCR monitoring 
requirements to allow regulated drinking water systems to collect samples from schools 
and other buildings rather than just from residences. 

Tennessee: Department of Environment and Conservation- Division of Water Supply 
• The state implemented the LCCA, but didn't establish a program to continue with a 

specific training and sampling program because of funding. The Division of Water 
supply does provide technical assistance to school systems/daycares upon request. 

• The DEC does not plan to increase activity in this area. 
Department of Health 
• The department is not involved with a program to control lead in schools. 

Texas: Department of Health 
• TDH is not aware of any committees or work groups specifically focusing on the issue of 

lead in drinking water in schools and day care facilities. Other than identifying lead­
lined water cooler reservoirs in 1988, lead in drinking water in school has not been 
identified as issue in Texas. 

• As pati of the lead poisoning prevention program in Texas, the TDH established a Lead 
Work Group to discuss strategies to eliminate lead poisoning from all sources of 
exposure. 

Texas Commission for Environmental Quality 
• Since 2002, TCEQ's drinking water program has sent EPA booklets on lead to the 

administrators of schools or day care facilities that are also a PWS before schools starts 
each fall. Currently, no schools or day care facilities are exceeding the action level. 
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Utah: Department of Health 
The state does not have a program to control lead levels in drinking water for school or 
day care facilities. If water monitoring revealed elevated lead levels, the Department of 
Health would be able to assess the impact on BLLs of children who drink the water. 

Department of Environmental Quality 
In 1988, in response to LCCA, the state provided 42 school districts and childcare 
facilities with all the available information to aid in lead lined drinking water tank recall. 

BLLs for children in the state are very low. Where they are elevated, they are attributed 
to Superfund sites and lead paint. 
Lead in drinking water is not a problem in the state, but the letter outlines the state's plan 
ensure that what happened in DC does not happen in Utah. 

Vermont: Department of Environmental Conservation 
The state carried out the LCCA between 1988-1994. In 1994, the voluntary testing 
program for lead in drinking water had very low participation. The state will shortly 
initiate another effort focused on lead in schools. 
The state would like to work closely with EPA in determining approaches to ensuring 
that lead is as low as possible in schools. 

Department of Health 
The state's Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program provides environmental 
sampling for families of children with elevated blood lead levels. This may include some 
sampling from homes, day cares and schools. 
In 2000, passed the School Environmental Health Act, the goal of which is to provide 
schools with the resources necessary to develop and adopt environmental management 
plans. Currently 8 schools are patticipating in finalizing environmental management 
plans that include reducing exposure to lead and environmental asthma triggers. 
Licensed child care facilities practice Essential Maintenance Practices for buildings built 
before 1978. Drinking water is addressed in the licensing regulations. 

Virginia: Department of Health 
Foil owing the LCCA, the Dept of Health provided technical assistance to schools and 
day cares and distributed the EPA guidance, the Dept of Education distributed a 
guidance. The state would like to see the existing EPA guidance updated. 

• There are no ongoing special program beyond the scope ofLCCA and LCR for schools. 
This summer the state is working with other state agencies to test for lead in selected 
schools and day care facilities statewide. 

Washington: Department of Health 
• The state has several programs that speak to various aspects of maintaining safe drinking 

water and healthy schools. The Office of Environmental Health and Safety, through its 
School Health and Safety Program, publishes a guide for schools that has a component 
that directs schools to comply with drinking water requirements. 
The DOH is currently working with the DSHS and local health agencies to train agency 
staff and potential licensees on safe drinking water requirements. 
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• The state suggests that EPA consider updating and expanding its technical assistance 
including: existing publications and references, providing specific funding, providing 
Drinking Water Academy courses, hosting workshops, providing expanded funding 
mechanisms (DWSRF) as an incentive for water systems to work with their school 
district customers, and providing schools with guidance for addressing non-acute water 
quality issues, such as taste, odor, color, and sediment. 

West Virginia: Department of Health and Human Resources, Bureau of Public Health 
The state does not have the resources to conduct a sampling program targeted specifically 
to schools other than those that have their own water system. 

• There are 68 NTNCWS serving schools in WV. All but one are in compliance with the 
LCR (one has high copper levels). 

• The state is interested in providing a higher level of surveillance to include all schools, 
but there is not enough funding at this time. 

Wisconsin: 
Department of Natural Resources 
• The state indicates that only NTNCWS that are schools/day cares exceeding a lead or 

copper action level are taking action to reduce lead and copper levels. There are no other 
monitoring programs specifically aimed at school or daycare facilities served by a CWS. 
The state has a program that seeks to reduce the exposure to lead paint in school, but 
activities associated with this program are generally complete. The state indicates that if 
EPA is going to mandate additional efforts on lead in drinking water, funding will be 
needed to implement it. 

Wyoming: Department of Health 
Region 8 has jurisdiction for drinking water in the state because the state does not have 
primacy. 

• The WDH collects results from blood lead tests performed on all children but there is no 
Wyoming state program that addresses lead exposure in children. The state would be 
interesting in a voluntary program, but resources are not currently available to support 
activities. 

The Navajo Nation NNEPA 
The LCCA was implemented in the early 1990's. NNEP A does not have a program that 
requires sampling in schools unless the school owns/operates a public water system. 
The Indian Health Service conducts inspections of schools and other facilities. IHS 
requires school facilities to sample their drinking water in accordance with LCCA. 

• Collaboration: More funds are needed to conduct broader and effective assessments. The 
LCCA needs to be revisited in terms of becoming a regulatory requirement. 
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Lead in Drinking Water in 
Schools and Child Care Facilities Meeting Summary 

December 7, 2004 
Wyndham Washington Hotel 

Facilitated by Steve Heare, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Meeting Format 
Welcome and introductions 
Two case study presentations followed by group discussion 
Case study presentation followed by group discussion 
Panel sub-group discussions and repott outs 
Closing remarks 

Welcome 
Steve Heare, Director, Drinldng Water Protection Division, Office ofWater, EPA 

This workshop is part of a series hosted by the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA). The objective of this series is to provide a forum to exchange information, learn about 
pmticipants' experiences, and discuss options and approaches with national experts on implementation of 
the Lead and Copper Rule (LCR). Today's workshop was developed to discuss the topic oflead in 
drinking water consumed by children in child care centers and schools. 

Meeting Kick-Off 
Ben Grumbles, Assistant Administrator, Office of Water, EPA 

EPA Assistant Administrator Ben Grumbles began the meeting by discussing the meeting's 
objectives and the role of EPA in this process. A goal of this meeting is to obtain insights from water 
industry professionals and school/childcare practitioners regarding current activities, programs, 
challenges and opportunities related to lead in the drinking water of schools and child care facilities. This 
should not imply that lead in drinking water is the greatest risk facing today's children, nor is it a growing 
national problem; however, national attention has recently been focused on this subject, and EPA sees this 
as an opportunity to support a course of action to reduce lead in drinking water. 

It is impottant to review the current state of affairs to determine whether additional guidance, 
regulatory revisions, or additional training and workshops are necessary. A health risk does exist and 
families have been losing faith in their drinking water. This workshop will focus on bringing the 
environmental and educational components of society together by sharing insights, tools used, and lessons 
learned to reduce risk and improve communication. 

EPA's Office of Ground Water and Drinking Water (OGWDW) has focused its efforts on Lead 
. and Copper Rule (LCR) revisions. OGWDW will continue this accelerated review and will look at areas 
of targeted revisions. It will also focus on nonregulatory approaches and building partnerships-­
collaborative effotts with school districts, public utilities, and other federal agencies. The LCR went into 
effect 12 years ago, on December 7, 1992. 
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It is important to emphasize the "ThreeT's": training, testing and telling. These are not new 
regulatory mandates, but are tools. 'Training' is following up on workshops and providing tools to school 
officials, custodians, and local and statewide drinking water officials to raise awareness of the issue and 
promote better monitoring of drinking water. 'Testing' deals with the importance of monitoring. The 
federal government cannot mandate states to monitor drinking water in schools except where the schools 
are a public water system. However, the impmtance of accurate and timely monitoring and testing cannot 
be understated. "Telling" addresses the importance of communication and sharing results with the public. 
The federal government cannot directly require that test results be made public; however, it is in 
everyone's interest to ensure the community or concerned stakeholders (e.g., parents, teachers, local 
leaders) know the results of any testing that takes place. 

Many other health issues compete for priority with school and local government officials (e.g., 
asbestos, lead-based paint) and it is a challenge to devote the appropriate attention and commit the 
necessary funding to each priority. Another goal oft his process is to address how the government and its 
partners can join together to find the resources to focus attention on drinking water quality. 

The Office of Water is not the only office at EPA focused on healthy schools. The Tools for 
Schools program addresses indoor air quality and asthma triggers. The Office of Toxic Substances deals 

·r--::¥£:~;~~:;:;,:~~;,:~;~~;~~~S~~~;:,,-ovc-£~: ·~-~-
Department of Education). EPA would like to see more examples of partnerships that will encourage 
public water systems to be more responsive to customer needs. 

~--~-~-----------~-~.-~~--~-·---·-··-~-~·~---~·~--"·~--:..,~-

Dana Carr, Program Specialist 
Office of Safe and Drug Free Schools, Department of Education 

Dana Carr spoke briefly about the objectives of the workshop from an education standpoint. 

Children spend significant amounts of time in schools and child care facilities. Schools are 
particularly vulnerable to lead because of the nature of school buildings and the water use patterns (age of 
the buildings, plumbing and fixtures as well as periods of little or no water usage). Long-term effects of 
lead (e.g., lowered IQ, behavioral problems) are concerns, especially in light of recent news stories which 
reported the levels of lead that have been discovered in some schools. 

DOE's Office of Safe and Drug-Free Schools protects the school environment so that children 
will be ready to learn while they are at school. Prevention (maintaining healthy facilities) is a large part 
of this process. Voluntary testing is a challenge, particularly considering schools' competing financial 
priorities. The testing itself may be costly, and the responsibility of needing to take action once you are 
aware of a problem is even more costly. 

Schools face increasing pressures to take responsibility for identifying and addressing lead 
problems, and providing the funding to do so. DOE's approach is to build and maintain partnerships with 
appropriate parties and to expand training of school staff. 
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Panel Members and Observer Introductions 

Panel members introduced themselves and gave a brief summary of their background relevant to 
the workshop topic (see Attachment A for the attendance list). Audience members were also invited to 
introduce themselves. Ben Grumbles welcomed organizations and individuals who have not previously 
been involved in this discussion. 

Mr. Grumbles conveyed the EPA perspective that this issue has not necessarily received the 
attention it deserved over the years. There are approximately 53,000 public elementary schools in this 
country; about 10,000 of which meet the definition of public water supply. The remaining 43,000 are not 
regulated by the Safe Drinking Water Act. Ensuring these places are safe havens for the nation's children 
will require forming proactive partnerships with utilities, and focusing on training, testing, and sharing. It 
is hoped that this workshop will generate ideas and proposals to ensure drinking water in schools and 
child care centers meet minimum standards. 

After these introductions, two case studies were presented to the panel. 

Case Study #1: Presentation of a Water System's Experience 
Stephen Gerwin, Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission 

Stephen Gerwin presented the first case study. The Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission 
(WSSC) serves two counties in Maryland (Montgomery and Prince George's) and has always met LCR 
requirements. The water system serves a population of 420,000; including almost 350 public schools. 
The distribution system is newer than that used by the District of Columbia and does not have any known 
conventional lead service lines. 

Background on Lead 

Lead from paint, dust, and soil is the major source of lead in the domestic environment. Drinking 
water has never been the sole source of exposure in a case of a child with elevated blood lead levels. 
Since lead in water from the Potomac River, where WSSC obtains its water, is near or below the detection 
limit, any lead found in drinking water originates in the distribution system. Lead components do not 
exist at the water plant or in transmission mains (although older cities, like the District, may have lead 
service lines); therefore, the main source of lead in water is from plumbing within the home. Lead is 
added to the brass used in plumbing fixtures to aid in machining. It can also leach from lead "pigtails," 
water meters, and lead solder in copper pipe. Corrosivity is believed to be the main cause of lead 
leaching into drinking water. Most often, pH is raised to lessen the water's acidity and reduce corrosion. 
Previously, WSSC produced water with a pH of7; they now produce water with a pH of 8, a substantial 
increase. 

WSSC's LCR History 

WSSC was required by the LCR to identify the homes considered most at-risk for lead problems. 
Attention was focused on homes built after 1982. WSSC distributed testing over the two counties, but 
focused some sampling around an area that experienced high growth in the 1980s. WSSC sampled over 
I 00 homes to sec whether the 90'h percentile exceeded the lead action level of 15 ppb. The 15 ppb level is 
an action level, not an MCL or health based standard. The sampling process is intended to give a picture 
of general system-wide lead levels. 
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The first round of sampling, in the early 1990s, indicated that the system had exceeded the action 
level. WSSC developed a corrosion control plan which was approved by the Maryland Department of 
the Enviromnent in 1995. Lead levels have been declining in the distribution system over the past 
decade. In 2002, a sampling of 50 homes for lead found no sites exceeding the 15 ppb action level 
(maximum detection was 7 ppb). In late 2003 WSSC introduced a corrosion inhibitor to address copper 
pipe pinhole leaks. In 2004 they wanted to ensure that the chemical was not impacting lead levels. 
Testing indicated that lead levels had generally improved since 2002. 

Recent School Testing 

Schools that are not regulated as public water systems are subject to the Lead Contamination 
Control Act (LCCA), not the LCR, and are therefore responsible for their own water sampling and 
remediation. WSSC decided to supp01t school water sampling by providing free lab services and 
technical expertise as needed. Stakeholders from Montgomery and Prince George's counties were 
assembled in 2004 to determine whether testing would be desired. This involved the cooperation of 
diverse groups, including representatives from public schools, public health officers, county 
environmental staff, and WSSC. Public health officers wanted to test the drinking water for assurance; 
everyone assumed that the testing would show that there were no problems with lead in the drinking 
water. 

Initial results indicated that 10-20 percent of the fixtures tested were over the recommended limit 
of 20 ppb. The team immediately notified the schools and developed a plan for flushing and identifYing 
safe sources of water. The results were obtained in the early afternoon and by the next morning schools 
had already begun implementing a flushing plan. They originally expected 5,000-6,000 samples, but over 
30,000 samples were eventually analyzed for the school systems (WSSC covered the $25/sample fee). 
Results did not seem to correspond to school age. 

The two counties chose to address the issue in different ways. Montgomery County wanted to 
test all the fixtures in all school buildings; Prince George's County focused on testing primary sources of 
drinking water (water coolers and bubblers). If a first draw sample yielded high results, additional first 
and second draw samples would be taken. The sources of water children used most often usually had low 
levels detected due to frequent use. Some of the highest numbers were obtained from fixtures that were 
rarely used. 

WSSC felt that it was critical that the issue of lead in school drinking water be separated from the 
issue of lead in residential water. 
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Case Study #2: Presentation of a School's Experience 
Ron English, Deputy General Counsel, Seattle Public Schools 

The second case study was presented by Ron English and focused on the experiences of the 
Seattle School District. The district has faced many challenges related to lead in drinking water in the 
past year, but was finally able to adopt a new policy on December I, 2004. 

Background 

The Seattle School District is an im1er-city district (42 percent of 47,000 students qualify for free 
or reduced lunch) with an aging stock of buildings. They purchase their water from Seattle Public 
Utilities. In 1991-1992 lead testing was conducted. About 25 percent of drinking water fountains were 
found to exceed 20 ppb. The bubblers at these fountains were replaced, but not the plumbing. A flushing 
program was instituted, but was not consistently applied. Recommendations that the plumbing at 4 
schools in the district be replaced were not implemented due to levy failures. The results of the testing 
were never made public and no action was taken from 1992 until2003. 

In 2003, parents became aware of and publicized problems with iron in school water. Testing 
also exposed elevated lead levels. High lead levels were found in a kindergatten classroom. One student 
was reported to have become ill after she was introduced to the classroom and improved after she left; 
however, she was never tested for lead. 

The school district immediately provided bottled water for all schools over 7 years old (60 
schools) and hired a consultant to create a comprehensive testing program for the district. Testing took 
place at all schools (included testing for lead, cadmium, iron, copper, E. Coli, color and turbidity). A 
decision was made that water was not to be consumed from any fountain/tap until testing showed that it 
was safe. Water from drinking fountains in hallways, classrooms, and sinks were tested after an 18-hour 
period of stagnation following flushing. Testing indicated lead over 20 ppb in 25% of locations. 

The testing program revealed lead levels rebound to their original levels in just 2-3 hours, so a 
drinking fountain must be used frequently throughout the day to keep levels down. Replacing the bubbler 
didn't completely solve the problem because the 250-mL test samples also drew water from 7-feet of 
piping behind the fountain. In the summer of 2004 the plumbing was replaced at the 4 schools where this 
had been recommended in the 1990's. 

Most of the kitchens in the district use pre-packaged foods and therefore use minimal water. 
These taps were not considered high priority. Age-appropriate warning signs have been posted in all 
restrooms warning children not to drink the water from these taps. 

Letters were sent to every parent in the district. 

Iron Removal 

Iron was the original problem that brought water quality issues to light in 2003. Now, the iron 
standard for Seattle Public Schools is almost as strict as that used for public water systems. One option 
for removing high iron is to install filters. It was determined that drinking water filters work at about half 
the rated capacity. They tend to clog after a few hundred gallons and therefore cannot be relied upon for 
the entire year. 
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The school district did not want to use point-of-entry treatment since they would then be 
considered a water system and subject to more rules. Seattle Public Schools will look at all the 
technologies available for completely replacing the plumbing in II schools; however, this is expected to 
be a very expensive program. 

2004 Policy 

Seattle's approach is to "provide access to ample quantities of clean, safe, aesthetically pleasing 
water; establish and maintain public confidence; and be proactive." Seattle Public Schools decided to set 
a lead standard even lower than that recommended by EPA (I 0 ppb vs 20 ppb) for standing and flushed 
water. Even so, there was still a problem of many parents in the community distrusting the District and 
the toxicologist hired by the District. 

The remediation program includes: fixing or disabling any fountain found to be over I 0 ppb lead> 
testing for iron in 50 schools, complete replacement of pipe in II schools, and retesting every 3 years. 

Seattle Public Schools rep01ted the comprehensive results on their web site. A 4-page question 
and answer section was reviewed by technical experts and will be included soon. 

Credibility 

Even though the Seattle School Board recently adopted a water policy, their credibility had been 
lost due to previous inaction. The public has little confidence in the drinking water in Seattle schools. 
The Board is working hard to regain credibility. The new policy establishes a public oversight committee 
that will produce briefings and be proactive. The committee, consisting of a water quality consultant, 
county and state health departments, Seattle Public Utilities, and toxicologists has already met several 
times and will oversee all actions. Unlike some school districts who indicate only whether or not their 
water quality passed minimum safety standards (which could hide instances of exceedances), Seattle 
Public Schools decided to disclose all results of the testing. 

Conclusion 

School districts lack the time and expertise to develop a good water quality program. A 
standardized recommendation from EPA, not necessarily a law or regulation, would be very helpful. This 
could address what schools should test for, how often schools should test, and protocol nuances. 
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Panel Discussion 

After the case studies, the facilitator solicited comments from panel members about issues 
brought up in the ease studies. Attachment B contains the list of comments. 

Case Study #3:Presentation of a State Program 
Steve Messer, Connecticut Department of Public Health, Drinking Water Division 

The final case study was presented by Steve Messer, Supervising Sanitary Engineer for the 
Compliance Section of the Connecticut Department of Public Health (DPH) Drinking Water Division. 

In the State of Connecticut, 3 community water systems (CWSs) serve 87 percent of the state. 
There are 4,000 small public water suppliers. 

A small focused work group was created in 1995 to effectively regulate more than 2,600 
noncommunity public water systems. They were faced with minimal staffing and charged to utilize 
innovative techniques. This work group immediately prioritized schools and daycare centers, as they 
serve high risk populations. 

The work group focused on forming collaborations with other vested entities and improving 
outreach activities. At the time, the compliance rate for schools was 46 percent, while daycare centers 
had a 12 percent compliance rate. Issues addressed included inadequate sources such as dug wells and 
springs, buried wellheads, coliform bacteria (E. coli), lead and copper exceedances, and schools running 
out of water (due to having only one supply source). The work group was able to eliminate about 99 
percent of bacteria and E. coli problems. 

There were political concerns that water testing requirements would drive businesses out of the 
state. Since day care centers are usually in rented facilities, they sometimes faced eviction from owners 
who didn't want to spend the money on water testing and possible remediation. Despite all these 
problems, public sentiment backs clean water. The general public takes for granted that the drinking 
water provided to them at all establishments is acceptable unless notified otherwise. 

The following organizations participated in the work group's effOiis: DPH Drinking Water 
Division (DWD), DPH Day Care Licensing Program (DCLP), DPH Food Protection Program (FPP), 
local health departments and districts, the Department of Education School Facilities Unit, and EPA 
Region I staff. The DPH DCLP implements existing drinking water regulations, while the FPP regulates 
food service at schools. 

Daycare Facilities on Noncommunity Public Water Systems 

The public health department c01mection is key to child care facility compliance since the DPH 
licenses daycare facilities. When the collaboration started there were only 65 identified nontransient 
noncommunity (NTNC) public water supplies (PWS) serving daycare centers. However, 93 more 
potential N1NC PWSs were identified after a search ofDPH's daycare licensing files. Collaborative 
eff01ts emphasized teamwork between day care licensing staff and drinking water engineers. Daycare 
staff and local health officials participated in drinking water training sessions. A new daycare licensing 
form and procedures were developed to identify any remaining daycare centers which may quality as a 
PWS and to ensure compliance at existing centers. DPH committed to collecting and covering the cost of 
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analyzing a one-time complete water quality profile for "newly identified" daycare centers. Current 
compliance rates at day care centers is now approaching 100 percent, with over 170 regulated facilities. 

Schools on Noncommunity Public Water Systems 

Connecticut's Capacity Project for schools identified poor drinking water infrastructure at many 
Connecticut schools. Single source systems often experience water outages and school closings. Poor 
management and technical capacity have led to several statewide issues. Staff completed 147 sanitary 
surveys in 60 days at schools and cited infrastructure deficiencies in addition to public health code 
violations. 

As a result of CT's program, 15 schools have committed to connecting to a municipal water 
supply, 36 have installed or are in engineering design for completely new water facilities, 48 have been 
identified as needing completely new facilities, and the remaining 48 schools have been identified as 
requiring minor to moderate improvements to their existing facilities. Some of the new facilities are 
state-of-the-art. 

Schools that have signed DPH consent orders for necessary improvements are eligible to receive 
grant funding ranging from 20-80 percent reimbursement, depending on the relative wealth of the 
community. This project was featured in the Spring 2004 "On Tap" magazine. Most school systems fall 
in the 60-80 percent reimbursement rate. However, political situations have prevented some from seeking 
help, even though funding is available. 

Daycare Facilities 

In Connecticut there are 1,622 licensed daycare centers. 130 are on non-public wells, 8 are on 
transient public water systems, 162 are on nontransient public systems, and 1,322 are on community 
public water systems. CT's program requires that when any child care center or group home is licensed, a 
first draw sample is required as part of the initial license application and at every 2-year renewal. If the 
sample is elevated, the facility is required to use bottled water. Elevated test results from child care 
programs served by LCR-compliant community water systems are submitted to the Division of Water and 
the community water system is notified. 

When a licensed child care center is a NTNC it is subject to LCR requirements; if test samples 
come back elevated, letters will be sent to the child care center including language requiring the center to 
provide bottled water. 

All compliance water quality data for public water systems is maintained in the Safe Drinking 
Water Information System (SDWIS). The DPH DCLP maintains all licensure information for daycare 
facilities in a Microsoft Access database. The DPH DWD works with the DPH DCLP to link the two 
databases. 

What's Missing? 

Schools and day care centers served by noncommunity water systems are covered under the 
SDWA for monitoring requirements. Cmmecticut's daycare centers, including those served by 
community water systems, now monitor for lead every 2 years as part of their licensing renewal 
requirements. The only missing piece is schools served by community water systems. There are no 
existing laws, licensing, or procedures in place to ensure monitoring, and therefore protection, in these 
schools. 
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Conclusion 

CT's voluntmy measures have been developing over the past 9 years and lean heavily upon the 
regulations and licensing procedures of others for enforcement. Involved organizations usually have 
many other responsibilities. Voluntary measures take a back seat when other daily required activities 
cannot be met. Mandatory measures will eventually get done. Awareness of drinking water issues 
(especially in schools and daycare centers) has been raised through electronic media and communication 
and are at an all-time high. The public demands and expects no less than perfection for their own 
children. 

Mr. Messer suggests immediately implementing as many voluntary initiatives as possible with 
willing participants. Schools and daycare centers could be added to current Tier I sample sites under the 
LCR for CWS and should be prioritized over single family homes. Money for public health protection 
should also be used effectively. 

Panel Discussion 

After the case study, the facilitator solicited comments from panel members and audience 
members. Attachment C contains the Jist of comments. 

Observer Comments 

Members of the audience were further invited to share their comments. Comments from 
observers are as follows: 

Exposure regulations should be instituted across the board, no matter what kind of system 
is serving the water. Health effects are not dependent on source. 
Many houses still have their own wells and septic systems and their potential lead 
problems are not being addressed. 
There are many demands on water systems and schools. A shortage of funds is always a 
big issue. 
Lead in drinking water is a national, not a local, issue. 
There needs to be immediate remediation or action at schools and child care facilities 
where lead levels in water are high. 
Long-term issues include: prioritizing public health criteria, determining "lead-free" 
manufacture standards, and incorporating building codes (some older schools were 
originally designed as bomb shelters). Long-term priorities should be put in the spotlight 
as well as immediate problems. 
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Reports from Issue Sub-panels 

The topics were divided into two issue groups for further discussion. 

Testing- how to promote testing, testing program components, funding 
• Building partnerships - who and how? Communicating results - message and delivery 

Specifically, the sub-panels were asked to identifY issues associated with their topic(s), challenges 
and opportunities, strategies to address challenges, and critical information gaps. After discussing and 
considering the issues, each sub-panel summarized their topic for the full group. 

Testing 

Funding for testing and remediation is the biggest issue. Who will pay for testing? Perhaps this 
can be addressed patiially through financing such as taxes. 
Accountability- the public utility is responsible for the corrosivity of their water; however, once 
water enters school propetiy, the plumbing is the school's responsibility. The school and utility 
should partner together to address water quality issues. 
Enforcing recommendations requires time and money. Hopefully, addressing water quality issues 
can progress from mandates to voluntary programs with incentives. 
EPA can help by developing a package of materials to include the following types of model 
materials available to school districts: school ordinances, school policies, protocols (what to test 
for, how to test and how often), a list of basic health information, plumbing standards for fixtmes, 
background information (e.g., what is lead?), and scientific risk-based information. The target 
audience is school superintendents, principals, or maintenance managers. 
What are alternatives to remediation? 

Partnerships and Communications 

In partnerships, it is the role of the utility to stati the process. 
Partner with a broad audience (schools, parents, PTA, advocacy groups); get to know the partner 
before forming a collaboration. 
Tailor the message to the audience, but maintain a consistent message. 
Differentiate between schools and child care providers; messages may not resonate the same way. 
Pediatricians and primary care physicians are often primary sources of information. It is 
impotiant to keep them involved as well. Lead exposure is especially critical in the first 3 years. 

Adjournment 

EPA will post the meeting summary and, with permission, a list of participants and contact 
information. EPA will continue to revise materials, consider revising 11-year-old guidance for voluntary 
programs, and evaluate whether any changes need to be made to the LCR. 
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Attachment A 

Lead in Drinking Water in Schools and Child Care Facilities Meeting 
December 7, 2004 

Participants 

Claire Barnett 
Jim Bogden 
Barry Brooks 

Gary Burlingame 
Dana Carr 
Ron English 
Sherry Everett-Jones 

Stephen Gerwin 
Shelli Grapp 
Brenda Greene 
Ben Grumbles 
Gregg Grunenfelder 
Steve Heare 
Julia Krall 
Jim Loving 
Steve Messer 

Kenton Pattie 
Larry Pauling 
Alan Roberson 
Carleen Wallington 
Camile Welborn 

Washington, D.C. 

Healthy Schools Network 
National Association of State Boards of Education 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Lead Poison 

Prevention Program 
Philadelphia Water Depattment 

US Depattment of Education, Safe and Drug Free Schools 
Seattle Public School District 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Division of Adolescent 
School Health 
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission 

Cedar Rapids Water Department 
National School Boards Association 
US EPA, Assistant Administrator, Office of Water 
Washington State Department of Health, Drinking Water Program 

US EPA, Office of Ground Water and Drinking Water 
Campaign for Safe and Affordable Drinking Water 
National Child Care Association 
Connecticut Depattment of Public Health, Drinking Water 

Division 
Fairfax County Council of PTA's Health and Safety Committee 
Prince George's County Public Schools 

American Water Works Association 
National Head Stat1 Association 
US Department of Education, Safe and Drug Free Schools 
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Attachment B 

Issues Identified on Lead in Drinking Water in Schools and Child Care Facilities 

First Panel Discussion 

General Issues 

Use same networks at local level as those set up for counterterrorism. 

Why test? Public relations and legislative potential. 

Enhanced voluntary approach may be the best approach. 

What can EPA do? 
• can be an advocate for federal funding. 

The process is as important as the product 
building partnerships, engaging the press. Creating advisory committees 
or building on existing committees is important. 

Transparency is critical. Once trust is lost, it can take decades to restore. 

Blood Lead Levels and Health 

Blood lead levels arc often perceived as a translation from drinking water lead levels. 

Hate to sec resources changing the focus of lead exposure from dust or paint (bigger 
problem) to drinking water. 

Is there data regarding blood lead levels? Is there convincing science indicating there is a 
problem? 

• D.C. did some testing. Found that blood lead levels in children are 
typically decreasing, but where lead was high in water, blood lead levels 
did not decrease. 

Each local health department has a person tasked with testing blood lead levels who can 
be used as a resource. 

How long does lead stay in the bloodstream? (Question from floor) 
• when introduced to the body it gets into the blood quickly 
• Yz life is approximately 30 days until it is absorbed or excreted 

Daycare/Childcare 
What is water system's role with child care centers and how to reach them? 
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The LCR regulates lead at private homes with the action level at 15ppb, must also protect 
kids at schools or child care facilities with the same level of protection. 

What experience have people had trying to make contact with child care centers? 

Child care centers that do not own their building do not have control over the plumbing in 
a leased space. Hold building owner responsible, not the child care provider. 

• one owner's solution in CT was to threaten to kick the daycare out. 

Schools 

It may be tough to sell this as an issue to schools. Isn't the key age of concern at 
preschool ages? 

0 to 72 months are key ages to test 

Schools need to be aware that water systems do not monitor them under the LCR­
monitoring is school's responsibility. 

How to prioritize individual school testing vs. comprehensive testing of all schools. 

The Health Depatiment is critical source to help with health effects information for 
schools. 

Question for Ron English regarding the activist parents and where they are now. 
They are pleased with the policy in place but will be watching 
implementation carefully. 
Parents are a powerful constituency. They push state regulations. They 
also add a degree of complication 

"No Child Left Behind" has a vehicle in place that could be utilized. 
The Depatiment of Education has a web site (edfacilities.org) that deals 
with design information. 

Are taxpayers more likely to pass school levies if problems with lead in drinking water 
are fully disclosed? 

Alternative Sources/Flushing 

How do you assure that kids can get water when taps with high lead are shut off? 
bottled water, use of other taps, limiting some points as long as you have 
other taps available is not as critical 

Has any connection been made to addressing design standards? 

13 

001330



• can design standards address new school plans as well as rehab/retrofit? 
• design standards for new school buildings should focus on water quality. 
• clearly define flushing- typically what people think they do is flushing, 

but in actuality they just stir up sediment 

Flushing protocols may not be appropriate for all schools, based on plumbing. 

Are the testing protocols different for pre- and post-1997 construction? 

Low lead versus no lead 
"Lead free" means less than 8 percent. These can still leach quite a lot of 
lead. 

• Lead-free fixtures are available for fountains, but not for sinks. 
• All replaced components, bubbler heads, and plumbing need to be lead­

free. 
Engineers, architects and plumbers need to be educated about this. 
• Plumbers may knot know what they are installing or what is 

required. 
Some of these issues could be addressed at time of purchase by 
schools. 

Sanitation of bottled water when provided. Are there protocols for cleaning bottled water 
dispensers? (Question from floor) 

Flushing may not address the problems at aging schools or perhaps different protocols 
should be developed, based on the age of the facility. 

What is the appropriate frequency of testing? This is unclear for most schools. Is there an 
EPA recommendation? (Question from floor) 

NSF 61 addresses leaching oflead (and other metals), but needs greater education and 
enforcement of its use by plumbers. (Comment from the floor) 

How much of the brass in the faucet comes in contact with the water? 
What about products produced outside of U.S.? 
• Regulation of plumbing includes Uniform Plumbing Code, 

international standards, also some states have their own codes 
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Attachment C 

Issues Identified on Lead in Drinking Water and Child Care Facilities 

Second Panel Discussion 

General 

It can be difficult to convey the 15 ppb action level under the LCR to parents. 

Harmonize the approach for all NTNC schools and those served by PWSs. 

What immediate actions should be taken to deal with high lead levels found in 
drinking water? 

What are long-term issues and how should they be addressed? (building codes 
with drinking water emphasis, public health designs for schools) 

Utilities deal with many contaminants in drinking water, not just lead. 
• Other health issues form competing priorities. 

Testing 

To address exposure, school testing is needed 

Should EPA require water systems to sample at schools and child care facilities as 
Tier 1 under the LCR? 

• puts burden on utility to change water chemistry 
• could skew overall water system results by shifting focus to large 

building plumbing problems 
• LCR distribution system monitoring was designed to get a 

statistical sense of the water system as a whole and evaluate 
utility's corrosion control. 
Is LCR the best place for this, or should there be a new regulation 
for schools and daycare facilities? 
• LCR has action levels, not MCL 
• "safe" amount of lead is zero 
LCCA is possible mechanism -problem is funding 

results at schools with higher lead could force testing at all school 

What are the testing costs for lead sample? 
• Testing costs $25/sample. 

15 
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Washington state has set aside money for school testing. There are typically 
funding shortfalls for testing. 

·Where to test? Testing should give a representative sample of drinking water and 
cooking water supply. 

Testing after remediation is also important to ensure problem is resolved. 

Funding 

Highest success for eliminating problem is through the 
replacement of faucet fixtures. 

Question for Steve Messer - where does Connecticut get funding to provide grants 
to school facilities? 

• state budget (general fund). 

Blood Lead Levels 

More research is needed on how the level of lead in drinking water affects blood 
lead levels. 

Schools 

EPA has some information. However, correlation between blood 
lead levels and lead in water is dependent on a host of parameters, 
not just level in the water, which may be more variable and 
unknown (other sources of lead, nutrition, etc). 
CDC is looking at other models and studies. 

Competing resources for schools - can EPA help prioritize environmental health 
risks? 

Coordinate between EPA programs. 
Drinking water quality must be considered a priority in order to 
compete with other issues. 

Is ground water contamination an issue for schools with their own water supplies? 
• Often there is self-contamination of wells by schools; 

contaminated soils can also contribute to the contamination of 
wells. 

• Address ground water contamination at schools. 

Public education for high lead in drinking water at the public water system does not 
always get to schools. 

16 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

""5_111"' 

~ 
JAMES J. BLANCHARD, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
3423 N. LOGAN/MARTIN L. KING JR., BLVD. 
P.O. BOX 30195, LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909 

Raj M Wiener, Director 

DATE: November 1990 

TO: Michigan School Superintendents 
Child Care Center Licensees 

SUBJECT: LEAD CONTAMINATION CONTROL ACT OF 1988: WATER COOLER RECALL 
INFORMATION, FLUSHING RECOMMENDATION, AND SAMPLING PROTOCOL 

This letter and enclosures are being sent to provide an update regarding the Lead 
Contamination Control Act of 1988. One enclosure contains general information 
on the recall.of certain Halsey Taylor water coolers by the Consumer Products 
Safety Commission. Halsey Taylor is required to notify schools, child care 
centers, and others of the specific terms of the recall. If you have not already 
received detailed recall instructions and procedures from Halsey Taylor, you 
should contact them directly. 

The recall of certain water coolers is one aspect of the lead in drinking·water 
issue. Lead can also be leached from lead pipe, lead soldered joints, and 
components other than water coolers. The Department of Public Health is required 
to provide this information in an effort to assist schools and child care centers 
in testing for and remedying potential lead contamination of drinking water. 
For your information, included in this mailing, is a general lead sampling 
protocol with a list of certified laboratories, the current EPA "cooler list", 
and a recommended flushing protocol. This material can be used to develop an 
overall lead screening/sampling program and institute an appropriate flushing 
or repair program at your facility. 
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Any questions concerning lead in drinking water or the interpretation of your 
test results should be directed to the Division of Water Supply, Bureau of 
Environmental and Occupational Health, Michigan Department of Public Health, at 
3423 North Logan Street, P.O. 30195, Lansing, Michigan 48909. The telephone 
number is (517) 335-9216.· In the Upper Peninsula, please send the results to 
the Division of Upper Peninsula, Bureau of Environmental and Occupational Health, 
Michigan"Department of Public Health at 305 Ludington Street, Escanaba, Michigan 
49829. The telephone number is (906) 786-6410. Questions regarding specific 
Halsey Taylor water coolers or recall procedures may be directed to Halsey Taylor 
Water Cooler Program, 775 Corporate Woods Parkway, Vernon Hills, IL 60061. The 
Halsey Taylor special toll free" telephone is 1-800-635-2358. 

Director 
of Public Health Department of Social Services 

' 
Instruction 

Enclosures 
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November 1990 
MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 

DRINKING WATER COOLERS WITH LEAD LINED TANKS 
AND OTHER WATER COOLERS CONTAINING LEAD 

Fact Sheet: Lead in Drinking Water Coolers 

water Coolers With Lead-Lined Tanks 

The following list of model numbers represents all of the drinking water coolers with 
lead-lined tanks that have been identified to date. The models listed here were selected 
because one or more of the units in that model series have been tested and found to have 
lead-lined tanks. These six models are made, by the Halsey Taylor company. 

WM SA 
WT SA 

GC lOACR 
GC lOA 

GC SA 
RWM 13A 

other water coolers Containing Lead 

EBCO Manufacturing Company 

EBCO has identified all pressure 
bubbler water coolers with shipping 
dates from 1962 through 1977 as having 
a bubbler valve containing lead, as 
defined by the LCCA. The units contain 
a single 50-50 tin-lead solder joint on 
the bubbler valve. Model numbers for 
those coolers in this category were 
not available. 

The following EBCO models of pressure 
bubbler coolers produced form 197S 
through 19Sl contain one 50-50 tin-lead 
solder joint each: 

CP3 DP7SM DPM8H 
DP16M CP3H DP7S 
DP13A 13P DP7WM 
DP7M DP3RH EPlOF 
DP13M-60 CPlO CPSM 
DP12N DP20 DP14S 
DPM8 DPSAH DP15M 
ClOE PDSS DPSM 
7P DP13SM DP13M 
DP3R EPSF CP3M 
CPS DP13S PX-10 
13PL DP7WMD DP7MH 
DPSA WTClO DP14M 
DPlOX DPlSHW DPlSW 

Pressure bubbler water coolers manufactured by EBCO 
and marketed mder the "Oasis" and "Kelvlnator" brand 
names with the Identified model numbers have been 
distributed In the U.S. In addition, EBCO Indicated 
that "Aquarius" pressure bubbler water coolers are 
manufactured for distribution In foreign c001trles, · 
Including Canada. Although mllkely, It Is 
conceivable that an "Aquarius" cooler with one of 
the model numbers listed above could have been 
transported Into the U.S. 

Halsey Taylor Company 

Halsey Taylor reports using lead 
solder in these models of water 
cooler manufactured between 1978 
and the last week of 1987. 

WMA-1 
SWA-1 
83/5/10 D 

SCWT/SCWT-A 
DC/DHC-1 
BFC-4F/7F/4FS/7FS 

In addition to these Halsey Taylor 
models, Halsey Taylor indicates that 
the following Haws brand coolers 
manufactured for Haws by Halsey 
Taylor from November 1984 through 
December lS, 1987, are not lead free 
because they contain two tin-lead 
solder joints. The model 
designations for these coolers are: 

HC8WT HC14W HCBF7D 
HCSWTH HC4F HCBF7HO 
HC14WT HC4FH HWC7 
HC14WTH HCSF HWC7D 
HC14WL HCSFH HC2F 
HC16WT HC14F HC2FH 
HC4W HC14FH HCSF 
HC6W HC14FL HClOF 
HCSW HCBF7 
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November 1990 

Division of Water Supply 
Michigan Department of Public Health 

TESTING FOR LEAD IN DRINKING WATER AT SCHOOLS/DAY CARE CENTERS 

GENERAL SCREENING AND SAMPLING PROTOCOL 

These procedures are intended to outline a general screening process for 
determining lead concentrations that may be present in the water system under 
"normal" conditions, NOTE: If sampling is done to determine the net lead level 
contribution of an eligible Halsey Taylor water cooler for recall purposes, refer 
to the enclosures on recall procedures. 

c5re c:::l:::p:: :inventory of drinking water coolers, by make, model, and serial 
~.. number for the facility. Enclosed is a list of water coolers that have 

been identified by E.P.A. as having "lead lined tanks" or as being "non 
l~ad free". Any of these fixtures found in your facility should be 
sampled. Since this list is not all inclusive, you may want to sample some 
coolers in your facility that are not on the list. NOTE: Certain Halsey 
Taylor tank type water coolers manufactured before April 1, 1979, are 
subject to a recall by the Consumer Products Safety Commission. Refer to 
the enclosures outlining this recall or contact Halsey Taylor directly at 
1-800-635-2358 for information on recall eligibility. 

2. To prioritize other potential sampling locations, you should study the 
plumbing layout of the building, A sample shou!d be collected from 
drinking water fixtures that would be representative of: 

~n area of low water flow or infrequent use of water. 

~reas containing lead piping, or lead-soldered copper p1p1ng or 
~dditions that were built after the initial facility construction. 

~ixtures used primarily for drinking/consumption such as 11 break 11 rooms, 
( .. ~ounges, and kitchen faucets. 

3. Contact a laboratory with the capability of providing accurate analysis 
for lead in drinking water to arrange for sampling containers and analysis. 
A certified laboratory is recommended but is not required for general 
sampling. However, the wat"er cooler recall criteria requires the use of 
a certified laboratory unless analysis has already been done by a 
"qualified" laboratory using E. P. A, approved methods and sampling protocol. 
A list of laboratories certified for lead analysis of drinking water is 
attached. 

4. You may want to contact your local health department to inquire if they 
have a program or recommendations relative to sampling for lead in 
drinking water. 
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When you sample: 

5. Collect the sample in the morning on a Tuesday through Friday during a 
period when school is in session so the system haS been in normal use. 
Samples should be taken from cold water fixtures only. The fixture must 

, not have rece~ti.Q.L'!"~~-~~s!~o,~,~pllag. Captu~;th9£i;st'ffow1; 
~xture and fill the sample container. This is called a "first 

draw 11 sample. 

6. If you choose to collect a small number of initial screening samples, you 
may want to collect a second sample from each location that a "first draw" 
sample was taken. This sample should be collected after flushing the 
fixture continuously for at least five minutes. This will be called a 
"flushed" sample. It would generally be representative of lead 
concentrations upstream of the fixture. (Normally flushed samples would 
be taken as a follow-up when an initial screening lead result was over 20 
parts per billion.) 

Record the following information to identify the sample: 

- Name of facility sampled, individual collecting sample, date and time 
of sampling, and school district number, or license number if it is a 
day care center. 

- Location in 'the building of the fixture sampled, type of fixture, and 
brand name, model and serial number (if it is a water cooler). Please 
also indicate whether it is a cooler on the 11 non lead free" or "lead 
lined" list eligible for recall. 

- Indicate type of sample as "first draw 11 or "flushed" sample. In the 
case of a flushed sample, indicate the duration of the flush prior to 
sampling. 

When you receive results: 

8. The current Maximum Contaminant Level )'or lead in drinking water is 50 
parts per billion. E.P.A. has proposed to lower this standard in the ,,--
future. They currently r~cemfuend further testing and corrective action 
for fixtures where .!?.--crEfer;ing samples indicate lead concentrations above 
20 parts per billion. 

/"/ 

/~// 

9. Prior t'tr~-conducting follow-up sampling on elevated lead results it is 
recommended you contact, the Michigan Department of Public Health, or a 
qualified consultant. A copy of the manual Lead In School Drinking Water, 

~(GPO stock # 055-000-00281-9) can also be obtained to provide additional 
~/information. It is available by sending a check or money order for $3.25 

to: Superintendent of Documents, Government Printing Office, Washington, 
D.C. 20402. 
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10. This Department is required to assist schools and child care centers in 
reducing exposure to lead in drinking water under the Lead Contamination 
Control Act of 1988. The Department of Public Health is not required to 
provide lab analyses. Evaluating the results of sampling from schools and 
child care c~nters should help us determine the scope of the problem and 
how best to deal with it in Michigan. For the Department to be able to 
evaluate the public health impacts of lead exposure in these facilities, 
it is important that you provide a copy of laboratory results along with 
your log of sampling information and cooler inventory to the Division of 
Water Supply, Bureau of Environmental and Occupational Health, Michigan 
Department of Public Health at 3423 North Logan Street, P. 0. 30195, 
Lansing, Michigan 48909. The telephone number is (517) 335-9216. In the 
Upper Peninsula, please send the results to the Division of Upper 
Peninsula, Bureau of Environmental and Occupational Health, Michigan 
Department of Public Health at 305 Ludington Street, Escanaba, Michigan 
49829. The telephone number is (906) 786-6410. 

11. It is the position of this Department that a proper routine flushing of 
the drinking water outlets is a simple and effective means to reduce the 
exposure to lead in drinking water. We recommend this flushing be 
conducted at least on Monday mornings and after holidays and periods of 
stagnation of the water in the piping. This procedure should be 
implemented on a routine basis. If results of water system sampling (prior 
to implementing a flushing program) indicate minimal lead levels, continued 
routine flushing may not be necessary. When excessive lead levels are 
indicated, flushing should be continued to reduce exposure if the fixture 
must be kept in service. Further sampling of the problem fixture and the 
connecting water line should be made to determine the source of the lead 
and if repair or replacement is feasible as a long-term solution. 

D-234 11/90 
Authority: Act 399, P.A. 1976 
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November 1990 

Division of Water Supply 

Michigan Department of Public Health 

STATE CERTIFIED LABORATORIES FOR THE ANALYSIS OF LEAD IN DRINKING WATER 

The following laboratories are certified in Michigan for analysis of drinking 
water ~or lead. Schools and day care centers are not required to sample for 
lead under the Lead contamination control Act of 1988. Therefore, the use of 
a certified laboratory is not required by law, but it is recommended. NOTE: 
Procedures for determining eligibility of certain Halsey Taylor water coolers 
for recall require the use of a state certified laboratory in most cases. 

Burmah Technical Services 
408 Auburn Avenue 
Pontiac, Michigan 48058 
Telephone (313) 334-4747 

National Testing Laboratories, Inc. 
893 Ecorse Road 
Ypsilanti, Michigan 48917 
Telephone (313) 483-8333 

Davy Laboratories 
P.O. Box 2076 
LaCrosse, Wisconsin 54601 
Telephone (608) 782-3130 

Northern Lake Services Inc. 
400 North Lake Ave 
Crandon, Wisconsin 54520 
Telephone (715) 478-2777 

RMT Inc. 
1406 East Washington Avenue 
Madison, Wisconsin 53703 
Telephone (608) 255-2134 

Enviroscan 
303 West Military Road 
Rothschild, Wisconsin 54474 
Telephone (705) 359-7226 

Applied Biochemists 
5300 West County Line Rd. 96N 
Mequon, Wisconsin 53092 
Telephone (414) 242-5870 

Water Test Corporation 
P.O. Box 6360 
Manchester, New Hampshire 03108-6360 
Telephone (603) 623-7400 

GT Environmental Laboratories 
902 West Second Street 
P.O. Box 2312 
Wichita, Kansas 67203 

National Sanitation Foundation 
3475 Plymouth Road 
P.O. Box 1468 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106 
Telephone (313) 769-8010 

Aqua Tech Environmental 
Consultants, Inc. 

181 South Main Street 
Marion, Ohio 43302 
Telephone (614) 382-5991 

Free-Col Laboratories 
P.O. Box 557 Cotton Road 
Meadville, Pennsylvania 16335-0557 
Telephone (717) 787-4669 

Gulf Coast Laboratories, Inc. 
2417 Bond Street 
University Park, Illinois 60466 
Telephone (312) 534-5200 

Roy F. Weston, Inc. 
256 Welsh Road 
Lionville, Pennsylvania 19353 
Telephone (215) 524-7360 

Pace Laboratories 
1710 North Douglas Drive 
Golden Valley, Minnesota 55422 
Telephone (612) 544-5543 
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November 1990 

Division of Water Supply 
Michigan Department of Public Health 

FLUSHING PROTOCOL 

STEPS TO REDUCE EXPOSURE TO LEAD IN DRINKING WATER 

Potential lead contamination in drinking water exists in any plumbing system 
constructed with lead or lead-soldered plumbing. When water is allowed to stand 
unused in the pipe, lead concentrations in drinking water may increase. 
Flushing, a relatively inexpensive and effective method, can be used to reduce 
the exposure to lead in drinking water. 

These procedures are intended to outline a general flushing process for the 
reduction of lead concentrations that may be present in the water system under 
11 normal 11 conditions. These procedures are suggestions which may be modified 
for the development and implementation of an efficient flushing process at your 
facility. 

F:.USHING PROCEDURES 

1. The water distribution system for each building should be examined and a 
tap selected near the end of each main feeder line that carries drinking 
water in the building. The tap should be located as far as possible from 
the point where the water service line enters the building. 

An individual should be assigned to flush the main feeder taps before 
employees or students arrive, Taps should be fully open and allowed to 
run five minutes, or until water becomes noticeably cool to the touch. 
This should occur on Monday mornings, after holidays, or prolonged periods 
of time in which water is left stagnant. 

2. After the main feeder lines have been flushed, all taps used for drinking 
or cooking should be flushed on Monday mornings, or after periods of 
stagnation. Staff should be assigned to flush drinking water outlet taps 
in or near their respective work areas. These drinking water taps should 
be flushed for approximately two minutes. 

3. A diagram for each building should be developed showing the location of 
the selected taps for flushing the main feeder lines, and the location of 
all drinking water fountains, Written procedures should be established 
for flushing in each building and a log kept to record the date the 
procedures·were completed. 
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4. Coolers that are identified as being "lead lined" in accordance with the 
list furnished by the E.P.A. should be sampled and taken out of service 
if excessive lead levels are found. NOTE: See Water Cooler Recall 
Information or contact Halsey Taylor Inc. ·at their special hotline number 
1-800-635-2358. The results of all lead testing at schools and child care 
centers must be made available to the public and copies should be submitted 
to the Division of Water Supply of the Michigan Department of Public 
Health. 

5. If building sampling indicates lead levels exceeding 20 parts per billion 
in individual fixtures, flushing should be implemented at least as an 
interim measure. Additional sampling should be done to determine if repair 
or replacement of the fixture or the connecting wate.r line is feasible. 
Where practical, the elimination of the source of lead is preferred as a 
long-term solution to reducing lead exposure as opposed to primary reliance 
on flushing. 

6. Any questions should be directed to the Division of Water Supply, Bureau 
of Environmental and Occupational Health, Michigan Department of Public 
Health at 3423 North Logan Street, P.O. 30195, Lansing, Michigan 48909. 
The telephone number is (517) 335-9216. In the Upper Peninsula, please 
send the results to the Division of Upper Peninsula, Bureau of 
Environmental and Occupational Health, Michigan Department of Public Health 
at 305 Ludington Street, Escanaba, Michigan 49829. The telephone number 
is (906) 786-6410. 

D-235 11/90 
Authority: Act 399, P.A. 1976 

·.· 
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November 1990 

Division of Water Supply 
Michigan Department Of Public Health 

WATER COOLER RECALL - SUMMARY OF CONSENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CONSUMER 
PRODUCTS SAFETY COMMISSION AND HALSEY TAYLOR INCORPORATED 

The Lead Contamination Control Act of 1988, requires the Environmental Protection 
Agency (E.P.A.) to identify all water coolers that have "lead lined" tanks as 
defined in the Act. The Consumer Products Safety Commission (CPSC) is required 
to properly investigate and initiate a recall of all water coolers with lead 
lined tanks. As a result of a consent agreement between CPSC and Halsey Taylor 
Incorporated, a water cooler recall/refund became effective May 21, 1990. This 
is intended to answer basic questions regarding the recall program. 

What water coolers are eligible? 

Tank type water coolers manufactured by Halsey Taylor prior to April 1, 1979, 
that contribute more than 20 parts per billion of lead to the drinking water 
are eligible for refund or replacement. 

How do I know if a cooler is included in the recall? 

The following units are included: 

1. Coolers without a letter in the serial number. 

2. Coolers with a letter in the serial number if both (a) and (b) are true: 

(a) the serial number is in the 15,000,000 series, and 
(b) the last digit of the serial number is an "8" preceded by a letter 

"A" through "M" (example: 015123456L8); 
or 

(c) the last digit of the serial number is a "9" preceded by the letter 
"A", "B", or "C" (example: 015865432B9). 

However, water coolers which meet the above criteria are excluded from the 
program if they bear the following model designations: BFC (all models), S3D, 
SSD, SlOD, SCWT (all models except SCWT-14W), WC-7, WM series and SW series (if 
there is a "-" in the model designation followed by a single number, such as the 
WM8A-1 or WM-8A-1). 
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What sampling is required to show the cooler contributes more than 20 parts per 
billion of lead to the drinking water? 

Two water samples are required to demonstrate the eligible unit contributes 
over 20 parts per billion of lead to drinking water. 

1. A "flush test" must be taken at the close of the work/school day. 
The sample is collected in an approved container after flushing 
the fixture for 15 minutes. The cooler is then taken out of 
service (cover or seal the unit - do not shut off the supply valve 
to the cooler). 

The "overnight test" must be collected the morning following the flush 
test, before the water cooler has been used. Collect the water in 
an approved container immediately after opening the faucet without 
allowing any water to waste. 

Subtract the flush result from the overnight result to arrive at the net lead 
contributed by the water cooler. If the net result exceeds 20 parts per 
billion and the cooler meets the model and serial number requirements, the unit 
qualifies for the recall/refund program. 

Who can perform the laboratory analysis? 

Lead testing must be done by laboratories certified by the state for analysis 
of drinking water for lead. Except: If testing has already been done by a 
qualified laboratory using E.P.A. approved methods, the samples were collected 
pursuant to an E.P.A. approved sampling protocol, and the results are still 
available, additional testing need not be conducted. 

What if the cooler identification tag is missing, the cooler has been destroyed, 
or there are other special conditions? There are provisions in the recall 
program to address these types of situations. 

For detailed information on the recall/ refund program and how to apply contact: 

or, 

Halsey Taylor Water Cooler Program 
775 Corporate Woods Parkway 

Vernon Hills, Illinois 60061 

call the special toll free number l-800-635-2358 

•, . -... 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

JAMES J. BLANCHARD, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
3423 N. LOGAN 

P.O. BOX 30195, LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909 

Raj M Wiener, Acting Director 

May 26, 1989 

TO: Environmental Health Directors 

f ~4 t.2 .. ERCM: Lee E. Jager, P.E., Chie /-
Bureau of Environmental and O:cu tional Health 

S~: Lead Contamination Control Act of 1988 

On April 10, 1989, the EPA held a news conference to "explain" the Lead 
Contamination Control Act. The Act deals with exposure to lead in drinking water 
at schools and child care centers. Arrong other things, the Act requires that EPA 
publish a list of drinking water coolers that contain lead components or lead 
based solder and flux. Of course, such coolers may be in use at facilities other 
than schools and child care centers so the impact of the "water cooler list" may 
go beyond just schools and child care centers. The Act also requires the states 
"to develop a program to assist local educational agencies and day care centers 
in testing for and remedying lead contamination in drinking water. " 

Attached is a copy of the Act, the water cooler list, and a copy of the initial 
mailing that will be sent to all schools, child care centers and local health 
deparbnents (addressed to the health officer). This mailing is being sent 
jointly by the Deparbnents of Public Health, Education, and SOCial Services. 
This first mailing is intended to clarify the state's position relative to the 
Act and how we propose to implement the required program. Additional information 
will be made available as the program is developed. If you have any questions in 
the interim, please contact the Division of water Supply at (517) 335-9216 or the 
Division of Upper Peninsula at (906) 786-6410. 

LEJ:RCW 
Attachnents 

Z-25 4/88 PH>'!lrD 00 
I\£ClCHO f'AI'LR 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

JAMES J. BLANCHARD, Govarnor 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
3423 N. LOGAN 

P.O. BOX 30195, LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909 

Raj M Wiener, Acting Director 

TO: Michigan School Superintendents 
Child Care Center Licensees 
Local Health Departments 

May 26, 1989 

RE: Lead Contamination Control Act of 1988--EPA Water Cooler List and 
Sampling Information 

The 1986 Amendments to the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act contained a 
requirement for nationwide public notification of the potential for exc;essive 
lead in drinking water due to past practices of using lead piping, fittings 
and solder containing lead in potable water piping systems. The notification 
also contained information on how to identify piping systems where lead would 
most likely be found. A notice was sent by the Department of Public Health to 
all public and private schools outlining the recommendation to minimize any 
potential exposure to lead in drinking water by implementing a routine program 
to flush the water distribution system after periods of stagnation such as 
weekends and holidays. 

On November 1, 1988, Congress passed the Lead Contamination Control Act of 
1988 to further define and minimize the exposure to lead in drinking wate.r at 
all schools including child care centers. The Governor has designated the 
Department of Public Health the lead agency for the implementation of the Act. 
The Departments of Education and Social Services have agreed to assist the 
Department of Public Health with the distribution of information necessary to 
implement the Lead Contamination Control Act of 1988. 

The Act calls for the Environmental Protection Agency to: 

Provide a guidance document and testing protocol, plus a list of 
potentially lead containing water coolers, to the states. 

Require the states to establish a program to assist local educational 
agencies and child care centers in testing for, and remedying, lead 
contamination in drinking water. 

Require the states by 1990, to ensure that all potentially lead 
containing coolers are eliminated or tested and found not to be a source 
of lead in drinking water. 

ROCYC!-£0 P.>J>UI 
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Congress has not yet appropriated any funds to assist the states or schools in 
implementing this program. The Federal "guidance document" focuses on 
extensive lead sampling of drinking water in the water distribution system at 
each school and chicd care center. There are a total of approximately 8,000 
schools and child care centers in Michigan to be sampled. 

The Michigan Department of Public Health intends to implement a lead sampling 
program that is a simplified, scaled down version of the EPA proposal. The 
actual sampling will likely be done by school and center personnel and the 
department will provide the sampling information and training. We are 
currently trying to reallocate resources to provide the lead analysis by the 
Michigan Department of Public Health Laboratory at no charge. iiowever, the 
laboratory does not presently have the capacity to accommodate a statewide 
lead analysis program. The Department of Public Health is now working on a 
limited pilot sampling project at a few schools. When the results are in and 
the statewide school/child care sampling program is finalized, you will be 
receiving additional information regarding sampling procedures and laboratory 
availability. You are not required by law to conduct a monitoring program at 
this time. 

The first edition of the list of potentially lead containing water coolers is 
attached as it was •received from the EPA. The list deals with coolers that 
are non lead-free as defined in the Act. Page 2-itemizes certain water 
coolers that have thus far been tested and determined to be "lead lined" as 
defined in the Act. 

While a sampling program is being developed, the Department of Public Health 
recommends that the routine flushing of all drinking water outlets be 
continued, In addition, we recommend shutting off any drinking water cooler 
that has been identified as being "lead lined.", If you locate any of the 
other potentially lead containing coolers identified on the list you may, at 
your option, choose to shut them off also, However, it should be noted that 
in most cases this may eliminate but a small fraction of the lead that may be 
present in the water system piping in the form of solder, flux, brass 
fittings, or lead pipe itself. We, therefore, stress the need to maintain a 
routine flushing program in addition to discontinuing the use of lead-lined 
water coolers. 
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LEAD IN DRINKING WATER COOLERS! 

In response to .a Congressional survey, major manufacturers of drinking water 
coolers identified close to one million (1,000,000) water coolers containing 
lead, Most of these are likely to be still in use. Only very 1 imited 
information was provided concerning water coolers manufactured prior to the 
1960's, although the industry has existed since before the 1920's. The most 
se.r.fous problems are believed to be associated with water coolers that have 
water reservoir tanks lined with lead-containing materials. 

Three major manufacturers, Halsey Taylor Company, EBCO Manufacturing Corporation, 
and Sunroc Corporation, indicated that lead had been used in some models' of their 
drinking water coolers. As of January 1989, the manufacturers identified the 
following coolers as having lead containing components in contact with drinking 
water: 

Halsey Taylor Company 

The Halsey Taylor Company reported use of lead solder in numerous 
models of water coolers manufactured between 1978 and the last weeks 
of 1987. 

MODEL NUMBERS: 

WMA-1 
SCWT/SCWT-A 
5656 FTN* 

SWA-1 
DC/DHC-1 
5800 FTN* 

*With cusp connection 

EBCO Manufacturing Company 

S3/5/10 C&D 
HWC7/HWC7-D 
8880 FTN* 

S300/500/1000D 
BFC-4F/7F/4FS/7FS 

The EBCO Manufacturing Company (whose products are also marketed under 
the names "Oasis", 11 Kelvinator 11 , and "Aquarious 11 and were also marketed 
by Westinghouse Corp.) identified four (4) categories of drinking water 
coolers which are not lead-free under the 1986 Safe Drinking Water 
Amendments. The first category consists of all pressure bubbler water 
coolers with shipment dates from 1962 through 1977. These units contain 
one (1) 50-50 tin-lead solder joint on the bubbler valve. Model numbers 
are not available. 

The second category consists of bottled water coolers with shipment 
dates from 1962 through 1977 with model numbers CBI(H) and DB1R(H). 
These units may have one (1) 50-50 tin-lead solder joint, 

The third category consists of units produced from 1978 through 
1981. The pressure bubbler coolers had one 50-50 tin-lead solder 
joint. 
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MODEL NUMBERS: 

CP3 CP3-50 CP3R CPS CPlO 
CPl0-50 1P 13P 13PL DP20 
DP20-50 DP3R DP3RH DP8A DP8AH 
DP13A DP13A-50 DP14A-50/60 DPlOX ClOE 
WFElO Px-·ro DP12N DPlSW DPSM 
DP7M DP7MH DPM8 DPM8H DP13M 
DP13M-60 DP14M DPlSM DP16M CP3M 
CPSM DPlSMW DPS.S DP7S DP13S 
DP14S DP7SM DP13SM DP7WM DP7WMD 
DPSF DPlOF EPSF EPlOF WTClO 
WEEC03 WEECOS WEEC07 WEEClO WEEC13 
WEEH03 WEFC03 WEFC08 WEFClO WEFC13 
WEFClS WEFC20 WEFC13'-0X WEFC20-0X WEKCOS-OX 
WEFH03 WEFH08 WEKC03 WEKCOS WELCOS. 
WELC07 WELC08 WELC13 WELC14 WELClS 
WELC16 WELH07 WELH08 WEMC07 WEMC13 
WW07T WEFH03 WEFH08 WEPCOS WERCOS 
WERC07 WERC13 WETCOS WETClO WEWC07 
WEEC03 WEECIO-OX 

The fourth and final category consists of bottled water coolers containing 
one 50 - 50 tin-lead solder joint produced between 1978 ·and 1981 with 
model numbers DB2 .and DBlR(H). 

EBCO did not provide any information regarding coolers manufactured prior 
· to 1962. 

Sunroc Corporation 

The Sunroc Corporation reported the use of lead-bearing solder as a 
secondary seal on the connecting lines in a limited number of bottled 
water coolers manufactured between 1979 and 1983. Model numbers reported 
include USB-1, USB-3, T6Size 3, BC and BCH. 

In addition to the above, EPA's Water Engineering Research Laboratory (WERL) in 
Cincinnati, Ohio, examined twenty-two, (22) water coolers provided by the U.S. 
Navy to EPA. The WERL identified the presence of water tanks with linings which 
contained lead in nine of these water coolers, each of which was manufactured 
by· Halsey Taylor. 

The following chart lists the drinking water coolers identified to date 
as having lead-lined water reservoir tanks. 

Halsey Taylor 
MODEL. NUMBERS: 

WM 8 A 
WT 8 A 
WT 8. A 
GC!OACR 
GC-10-A 
GC lOA 
GC lOA 

SERIAL NUMBERS 

838269 
66 421303 
6& 4.21268 
65 361559 
69-5.98593 
142378. 
113383 
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If you need additional information regarding flushing and lead contamination 
or desire a copy of the Act, please write to the Michigan Department of Public 
Health, Bureau of Environmental and Occupational Health - Division of Water 
Supply at 3423 North Logan Street, P.O. Box 30195, Lansing, Michigan 48909 or 
telephone (517) 335-9216. In the Upper Peninsula, please write to the 
Michigan Department of Public Health, Bureau of Environmental and Occupational 
Health - Division of Upper Peninsula at 305 Ludington Street, Escanaba, 
Michigan 49829 or telephone (906) 786-6410. 

ciZIZ!! 
Director 

Health Department of Social Services 

Donal~,.t~ 
Superintendent of Public Instruction 
Department of Education 
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I 02 STAT. 2884 I'UDLIC LAW 100-512-0Cr. 31, 1988 

l.ud 
C<mlamihallon 
(~nlfol Acl of 
IUH 
(4-ln•umtr 
''n"11«tion 
U USC 21.11 note. 

Public Lnw 100-572 , 
lOUth Congress 

An Act 

To lmtnd ll1t Saft Drloklnt W1ttr Acllo controii•.J In drJnUn1 wat4J, 

Dt it tllnCit<l by tht S.nolt ond lloiJit of Rtprtltnloti~• of tht 
Unitt</ State~ of Amtri<u ill (\mgr.,, outmbltcl, 

SECTION 1. BIIOIIT TITI.£, 

11tll Act may he cited aa tltt "Lead ContamlnaUon Control Act of 
1988'', 

SEC, I. l.f.AII IN IIRINKING Wo\TtR (XI()I.I:RB A/Ill IN 8CIIOO~ DRINKING 
WATt:ll 

1•1 ADDITIONAL nrQUIRIIUIIT!l To nrout.Arr mr Sum or 
D.oNKING IYAnn.-The Safe !lrlnklng Wat<r Act (tillt XIV of tho 
l'uhlir Health Snvico Act; 42 U.S.C. SOOf and followinel h amondtd 
by addine the followinlf now 1•art at tho end theoeof: · 

"PAaT r-ADPITIONAL naqtJtftrt<fNl$ To llrotJLATI nil SArrn or 
IJaJNUNO WAna 

42 USC 300)·21. "Sf.C.tut.llf.rtNITIONS. 

"A• uoed in thlo p•rt-
"111 lhnnwo WATift COOI~•.-Tite t•rm 'drinking water 

cooltr 1 mtant any m«hanical tlevlce alfued to clrinkin«: water 
aupply plumbing which actively c:ool• water for human 
wn•umption. 

"121 l.lAll nn.-Titt tnm 'le•d frtt'·meano, with reop<oet to a 
drinklotK water c:ooler, thai .. ch r,art or coonponent of tho cooler 
which may com• in contacl wit 1 drinking wat•r contalno not 
more than 8 ptr«nl le•d, u~pt !hat no drlnllnt water cooler 
which C<llttalno any oolder, llua, or alorage tank Interior aurfae< 
which may come In contoct with drink inK wat<r ohall w conoid· 
ered lood lr<>• If the oolder, flu a, or atoroge t-nk Interior aurface 
contolno onoro than 0.2 J>uunl lud, '11•e Admlnlotrator may 
Nlahli•h rnott Jtrinrenl roqulr-erntntt for lrtallne any patt or 
component of a drinking wat<r c:oolor ao load fro• for purpo~~co 
of lhh par1 whenever he dtlennlnu thai •ny tuch part rn•Y 
conolllUI< an Important lOIII~ or lud In drlnlmg water. 

"(SJ l-ocAl, JUUCATIONAL AOINCY.-1'he lertn 'local t<IU• 
uUonal ·~rucy• mean•-

"( A) any local l><lucatlonal agency •• delintd In ..ction 
198 of the Elementary and S.:cond.,y Education Act of 196~ 
(20 u.s.c. 33811, 

"1111 th• owner of any private, nonprofit tlement-ry or 
-ondary achool bulhlln~. and 

"JCI the B•vernlng authority of any achool optrollng 
undor the defense dtptndent'• tducation oyote~n Jtrovidod 
for IIIHitr the lkfenoe lltpendent'o ulucatron Act of (918 
(20 U.S.C. 921 and lollowinal. 
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PUBLIC LAW 100-612-0C'r. 31, 1988 102 STA 1', 2885 

"W lluAik.-11oe tenn 'reralr' meana, with r«~J>"Cl to a 
drln~ing water oooler, to take 1\lch oont-etive ~lion at Ja 
nCIC<'<Niary to en•ure thai w•ler cooler It leod free . 

.. UiJ lt.a:rl.Acn.u:Nl".-·n,e tem1 'rt'plllcemtut'. ""hen u&Nt wilh 
t't(IJlf'C( lo a thinking 'uter oooler, meana the permanent r~ 
movol of the "•lor rooler and the lnol•llallon of a lud fru 
w-•ter oooler. 

"161 &:uoo1.-11oe tenn 'ochool' me•ns any elementary ochool 
or M<:"Onclary ~elwul N tlrlinfW.lln w.cUon 198 of the Elementary 
•nd S«on.lory t<lnc..lion llct o( 1965 (20 U.S.G. 28611 and any 
under"6orten or clay""'~ facility. 

"(11 1-'<AIHJNon TAN&.-'lloe tenn 'INld·lln"'l tank' tne.,ll o 
"aler ...,. ... oir oonl•lner In a drlnklnK water cooler which 
onntainer '' oom,truclod of le&d or which hu au interior •urfaC4!1 
.. hich it not load f.~. 

'11£('. IIU. ~ECAI.I. llf llRINXINIO 1\'AnR ['()OURS Wmt U:AJ>.LINEO 42 USC 300j·22. 
TANKS. 

"f'or J>UI'J'<"""' of the C<lnaumer Product SAfely llcl, all drinking 
"'aler ooolera Jdenllli<><l by the lldmlnlstralor on the liot under 
..... 1ion Ufo3 •• having a le•d·lined t•nk shall be considered to be 
Jmnolnently huA!dOU6 OOIIftUnttr rn><iuc!J "ilhin !he 111eanJng or 
""'lion 12 of ouch llcl (15 U.S.G. 20611. Aller noll~ and opportunity 
lor oommenl, including a public hearing, the C<lnoumer l'roduct 
Safety C<lnunl .. ion ohAIJJ..,ue an order f«jUirlng I he manufacturers 
and unporlen of ouch ooolen to rl'palr, tt'jlift~, or tocall anti 
;•rovidt a refund for ouch coolet1 within I Y••r aller lhe enactment 
or the l. ... od C<lntamlnation C<lnlrul llcl or 1988. ror purpooe.i o( 
enforoemenl, auch onl<r •h•ll be lreai<J u an onler under ooclion 
151dJ of lhatllct (16 U.S.C. 20Gitdll, 

•stu:. tlll.llRINKJNG WA Tl:R CUOU:!IS CONTAINING t.f.AII, 

"Ia I l'ueuCAnotl or Llon.-11oe Administrator shall, oner noll~ 
and opportunity for public oomment, hltntlly each hunt! and model 
o( drinking woler cooler which is not lr.ad frtt, including tach brand 
•nd model of drink In~ water cooler which hu oload·lined tank. ror 
pufJ'O"<• o( klenlilymg Uoe brond ami IIIO<itl of drinking waltr 

fhulhM4 lhd 
lndu•lry. 

I? USC 300j·23. 

rooler~ under this sul....ction, the lldmlnialrolor ohall uae the best 
Information avalloblt to tloe F.nvironmentJAI l'rulectlon Agency, 
Within 100 day• afler the enaclment of lhia ~~«lion, the lldminis· l'ublir 
Ira lor oh•lltmblioh a llat o( &aclo brand and model of tlrinking waler lnfonu•llon 
cooler idenhtiod under thlo llllm<:tlon. Such litl ohnll .. pnrotely 
hlentlly Mch brond and llltKiel of cooler which haa a Jead·lined lank, 
1'he lldmlnhlralor oholl rontlnue to f'lhtr lnlonnatlon regarding 
J .. d In drinking water roo len and oha I r~viae anol republioh the ll•t 
(rom time to time "" mfty ht appropriftte •• ntw Information or 
anal)11il be<'Onou available ttjlarding lead oonlamlnallon In drink· 
In~ waler roolen. 

'fbi l'aOIIIIIliO!I.-No pe1110n may aellln lnlenlale oommu«!, or 
manuf,.,clutt for ule in intentate oonunu~, any thinking wat~r 
cooler li•lod under Olll>o«'lion Ia I or any olhor drinking waltr cooler 
which It not lead (otoe, lncludine a leod·lihod drho~h•K water oooler, 

"lei Cai).IINAL l'otiAI.lY.-IIny perton who knowingly violalu the 
prohibition oonlained In ouhooct1on thJ •h•ll be lmpri•on«l lor not 
1110~ th•n 6 yearo, or linl'<l in ooooulont..: wilh title 18 of the Unil«l 
Blah>< C<xle, or both. 

,• 

,. 

·.· 
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I 02 S1' AT. 2886 PUBLIC LAW 100-572-0Cr. 31, 1988 

"(d) CtvrL hNAr.n.-n .. Adrnlnl•lrator '""7 bring a civil action 
In Uot apptoprialo Unilt><l Slat ... lliolricl Court l.o d•l•nnlnoo.l 
Under I he ptovioion• of till< 2fl of lht IJnltoo.l SlaiN Dxle) lo lonpoot 
a clviiJ"'naily on any per-.on """ vlo)oiN ou~llou (b). In any1uch 
I'Ctloo lhe «>Uri rnoy hnJ><.,.. ou ouch perwo a civil J"'nolly of not 
rnoro thou ,5,000 (l50,000 lo tho cue of a fOOOnd or ..,)~uent 
•loloUou). 

f2 USC 3001·21. '11KC. I Ill. U..\11 I'OffTAIUNAnON IN ll(lJOOL I> kiNKING WATJ;R. 

1\obllr 
lnhmnallou, 

St•lt and local 
IUVffU(Qfn( •. 

Statt and local 
.I)VtllllllfllU 

"Ia) Dlfrar•ut•oN or !>IINliNG WAt .. Coou• l.llfT.-WIUtln 100 
dayo afi<r lloe •n•ctmenl of Uolo ...,lion, the Admlnl•lrai<Jr ohall 
diotribule lo !he Stai<>O a I lot of ~.clo brood and model o( drlnllnr 
"•lor o:vuler W.nUtioo.l aud llolbd by u .. Admlulolalor uD<Itr ...,. 
lion 1463\a), 

"!b) GUIIIANC:. 'Oocl~Mnrr ANP 1'lurnNO l'lo<rro<'OL.-~ Aolmlnlo· 
tnlor aloall flllblloh a gulolonc.o document and a t ... llna proloool lo 
••l•l ~ehoola In t.ltlumining tht ~~u~ and dfwtlTM uf lt1A4.I oont•ml· 
n•lion Jn ~~~ehool drinking "•t~r IUJlJ•liN and In J'e1l)(l(ltlnr 111ch 
runlamluollon. ·n .. rulohnN document ahall Include 1uiJeliM>I for 
.... nople pr .... n<oliou. 11•• ruldanN docuntent alooll olao Include 
1 uldan"" co ,,.;,c Sial.,., ~<:loool•, and the t•neral roblic In 
~rlalnlro11 tlot ,....,,, of lt.ad «inlarulnatlon lu drlnUnt "ater 
ruolen and In lakh•i ap\oropriate ocllon lo tt>oluoe or tllmlnolt ouch. 
roulamlu.tlon. 'll•t au dan~ dOC\Jtnrnl at~H oonlaln a tNtil\1{ 
J>roloc.ol for lloe lolen!IOonUon of drlnklnr "ater ooolero .,hlch 
conuihulo to J....t ('(lnlamlnatlon In drlnUng ""'"·Such d<ICUruent 
and proloool rn•y 1.. rtti""<l, ror,ubllalooo.l and rbdulrihutbd •• lhe 
Admlnlttralor d~m• n~ary . .l'ht Adtnlnl..h•lor ah.all dittributc 
t),. 111lol•n"' document and l..,lln( prolooollo JIHO St.oloo torithln 100 
dol' aOer lloe enoclmenl of thlo ooction. ·. 

~c) lh""<"IIIAtlON ro &uoiu.s, E'rc.-Eaeh Slalt aholl piVflde for 
lllf dh ... mlnaUou to 1"""1 o.Juca!lonal a(•ncl.., prhale nonprofit 
tlernenlary or ...ronolary oc:hoolo and lo day "'"' otnlen or the 
culolan"" docollnNol and tNIJn~ pr'OioooJ )'\lbli•hoo.J unoler ouJ-.:ilon 
(b), i<'ll•lloer .. Jtlo the liot of dr1ukln{ "•ler wolen JlUhli•htod under 
...,lion 146.1(a), 

'1dJ lhu wiAL ACTtoH J>aoouw.-
'~I)'!Umm AtiD llUlllfiNO )..I.Ah [l(JNfANfNAflON.-WJ!Ioln 9 

rnonlho aOer lhe en•cllnenl o( Uolo ...,Uon, ...ch Sial• aboll 
oot.I,Jioh a l'"'ll,.ru. oonoutenl "llh tloio ....:Uon, lo aNiol locol 
...Jucoliooal a11e11dN in INtlnr for, lllod r'Om..drln1, lt•d 
rontamineUon in tlrin~Jng Wiler (rum CQO)en •nd from othrr 
_,,_ of )o,.<J Nnlamlnalion al odoool• under tl~e Juritodiclloo 
o( our.h ~nci<of. 

"12) l"vauc •v•n.AanJTT.-A ropy oflloe .-ull• ofanr Jt,.IJng 
under l'"'"f,,...j'h {I) ohall be onllohl• In u .... !mlnulnli•• 
C>ffiooo o( toe ONO) ..Jo~<>atloual •l[cncy for lnoJ>Ocllon by lhe 
J•tblic, JocJuoJfn( 1-.J ... r., olher .. :boo) peraonnt), and J>Oillnla. 
11 .. loc.l bdur .. Uonal O(ency ohall nollly l"'ronl, t.N>clocr, and 
~mploy.. orK•nhaliou• o( Uoe anllabllrlf <>f tucl1 h•olu'f 
J'OfU)la. 

''(S) COOtns.-ln tloe c.ae o( ddnkln« ,..c~r oooloro, JUCh 
P"l'""' oloall incluole h>NUUrH fo>r tloe rt-tluctioll or ellmr· 
nollon o( lo...J ronlamlnalion (rum lh""" "•ler <ooleu "hlch 
ar't not 1~ .. 1 (off o111l which aro )...,.16<1 In td10olo. Such IU<>Oo­
Un>t olo~ll 1.. "''"'JU•I• to rnoure ll>al "llloln 15 rnonll11 al\or 
tl1t wad.mtnt of tloio oul"""'tioo all ouch torol<r wolen In 

I 
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l'UllLIC LAW 100-572-ocr. 31, 1988 102 STAT. 2887 

ochoola under tho juti.odictlon of turh oatndtt ott ttl••lrtd, 
r-tploC<'d, p.rmonently r-.muvl'<l, or rrndtr<-<1 lnoptrable unlua 
u •• coolor ,, luted ond rnund (within tht ·llmlla or h .. tinr 
orcurory) not to oontributeload to drlnlin1 "•ler. 

"8£C. IUS. fF.IlF.IIAI. ASSISTANCE I'OR BTATE F"(l{JRAIIS UGARIUNG 12 USC IOOj·2l. 
U:MI COIHAIIINATION IN 6CIIOOL l>RIHKIHG WATJ:IL 

"Col ScuooL HaJNIJNO W A'rik J>aoouue.-111e Admlnialrator 
ohall make rrant• to StaiH to NIAhliah orul ratry out Stale r•ro­
rrawa under t<o<:tlon I 464 to ... I• I local C'<lur<~llonal arenciN In 
luling for, and l"<m<'<lyhlio ltftd oonlatnlnollon In drlnklnr ''"'" 
from drinldng water rooltrt and from olhtr """'"""or load oonlaml· 
nation at ochoolo under the jurlodlctlon of ouch oaenclN. Such 
rronll moy I>< uoed by Stat .. to r-tlmburH local <'<luca!lonal •r•n· 
cj .. for Uptnott JncUn't<J afler t/ot enactment Of thft OOCIJOn for 
ouch luting and remedial ac!lon. 

"tb) l~un~.-I':Ach rranl under thlt 1'C'<'tlon thall be u....J u b[ the 
Slate for te•tlng .,.•l•r cooltrt In aC<X>rdanoe ,.Jth ooction 146 , (or 
tNilnr for lead ront•mlnatlon In other drlnklnr water ouppiiN 
under oectlon 1464, or (or ttnot<llal acllon under Stale P!Vi'ramo 
under oection 1464. Not mott than 6 p.roent of lhe a rant may be 
uo<'<l for progr•m atlmlnhtrftllon. 

"(c) Avmoftll-AlJON or ArraoraJAnoHt.-11•ett ore outhorhed to 
be appropriated to carry out thlt teclion not mort than $30,()0{),0(\{) 
(or IJ&CAI year 1989, $30,()0{),000 (or tu<:a1 yOAr 1P90, and $30,000,000 
for fl>cal year 1991.". 
6EC. l.t.J:AD FOISONING PRF.VtNnDN PROGI\AMS. 

The Public ll••llh Servin! Act It amended by oddint tloe followint 
new ooction aC\er tootlon S 17: 
"8EC. ttl A. l.lAIJ FOISONING PREVENTION. 4t IJSC 21TH. 

"(a) 0o.Atm111l 9rATlli.-Tht Sf<:rtiAty, octlnt throurh the Dl"""• Child,.• and 
lor of the (A:nlero (or lJi .. .,. Control, may m•ke rronlo to St..l« ,ou1lo. 
and •aenclM of unite of local llovenunenla for the lultiotion and 
u [>ana ion of oomruunlt(. PJ"t(rama deolgnod to (I) ocr,..n lnfanlo and 
ch ldren (or eltnlc-d b ood Jood levela, (2) a .. ure l'<fertal (or lttot.-
ment of, and environmental Intervention for, lnfonlt and children 
with ouch blood Jud lerela, and (8) provide education aloout child· 
hood l•od poloonlng. In moklnt li'""'' under tlolt J'Arograph, th• 
S&cret•ry oloall rive priority to appllr<~tiono (or I'JVi'TAI\\1 wluch wJII 
.. rve ateu with 1 ldrh lncldenn! o( elrvat6tl blood leod levelt In 
In( onto and chlldttn. 

"(bJ ClOANT ArruCAnONI.-llJ No rrant may be modo under 
tU!>tection (a), unl- on opplkotion lhertfor hao '*<n tubmlttc-d to, 
and approve-d Ly, the S«retuy. Such an application thoU be In ourh 
form and thalli>< ouhmlttc-d In tuch manner •• the Soorotary thall 
Jli....Cril .. and ohftJIJncJude OICh O( the foiJowfn11: 

"(AJ A oomplete d"""ription of tho pr<'tlfolll "hlch It to be 
provided by or tluuuah tho oppllcant. 

"(Jl) A .. uron«-0 .. tlafoclory to lht S«ttlory th•t !toe pro­
rram to I>< ptuvlded under the rrant. opplltt1 for will Include 
t-t)uc•tlonal pn~r•m• ,fr«i~nttd to COIIHnuniC'alt lo parent., edu· 
caton

1 
and )O<".al hulth oflocialt the olgntfironce ond prevalenn! 

of lead [>ultonlnr In Infant• and children 1thich the ptll(ram It 
deai11ncd to de ted ond P•~vent. 

.. 
.. 
•,' 
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102 STAT. 2888 I'UIILIC LAW 100·512-0Cf. 31, 1988 

fl>lldrtn ond 
Jvuth. 

"(CI }u.,urane<>o ulloractory to the Secretory thot the a{>­
rtl.,..nt "ill report on • qnorterly "••I• the number or In fouta 
ond chilth•n oc.-n..t for tlevaW loiOO<IIeod levela, the nurnlocr 
of lnf•nlo onol children "ho w<re found to l"'v. elevotod blood 
1-t levelo, the nuonl><r and type of tnodical referroh rn~e fur 
IIICh lnf1nt1 and chlldn:n, tJoe OU(OOIIle or OUCh ltftrrlll, and 

· olloer lnfonnallon to ru-ur~ prot~ tam effoctlventoot ao roqulrcd 
under l''"•it•t•h (21-

''(!JI AHuronooo .. u,faclory to the Secretory thot the at>­
rllcsnt "ill 1n1l.e OUCh ltr<>rll ""'p«--lin& the Jll<>iTIIU )nvolv..J 
... the &cr<torJ moy roqulr<. 

"(EI Such oll•cr lnfunnation -. the StiCtOtory moy rlt*:rlbe. 
"(2) 'Iloe Socrelory oholl Jlrt(,.n: 111d 111bmit I rti'Or1 to the 

Comonlltcoe on 1-:.oern and Commeroe of the Unlt..t Stat«~ llouoe o( 
Ret•r-ntollv ... ond to the Cotnmi116C 011 Labor and llumall n~ 
1'0\IIOCOO o( the Unltod Stat«~ Senate not later than o11e year al\<r the 
enacunent of thlo o«:llon, and annually thereal\er, on the effocllve­
n- durinK the toeriood "\"'rtod on of the ['l<>tlramo ..... lotod under 
aunt• under ouheoction (1 , 

'1cl MAtt!T<NANCI or ErroaT,-No trant moy bt mode under 
oul....ction (al unl,.. the Soc••t•ry determlnt4 that there I• utltf•c· 
tory ... uranoe thai foderal (undo tnade •••liable under ouch a 
JUII( for an7 ['trio<! "Ill be to ut«J 01 to oUiop)etnent and, to the 
edent Jllactrcel, lncreo .. the letel of Stato, o<:a!._ and other non• 
t'odoral funolo that "oulol, In the a!Joence of tuch rtoderol {undo, loc 
m,..Je available for the program for "hlch the runt lo to loc made 
111111 will In no cvenl tUJ•)•Iant ouch Stale, local, and other noll· 
t'oderal funole. 

"tdl CououmAnOH.-No 111111 rnoy bt made under rul....ctlon (ol 
unl..,. the Socretory deterrnl11eo that ther• "ill loe ooordinallon 
loet,.een the rocis•lent of lloe Jlront and acllvitlt4 within the State In 
which the gronltoe 1e loc.ted under till .. V 11nd XIX of the Social 
B.curlly Act relating to lead roloonln& s•reventlon. 

·~•) MIL'lHOo AHo Awour« or J'AY>Uttr--11>e SocTelary oh•ll 
deknnlne the amounl of • K111nt motte 11111ltr oub.oction lol. l'oy· 
1nenu under •uch Kn.nta moy loe mode In advonoe on the boolo of 
MUIJl .. tN or t., 1taJ or ttlmhur..ement, with ll~llr)' •d.Ju•trnenla 
"" J.(X)CJUUt of underJMlymenla or ovcrj~ymenta, •nd in 1Uch In• tall· 
mente •nd on •ucla tenna •ud oondition• •• the Stocretary Iinde 
n~rJ lo carry out the I'Uill()C(ol of ouch Kr•nto, Not rnon: th•n 
10 J"'rcoeul of ""f urant moylo<o obllgotod for odanlnlatrallve """''· 
·~o Surnue, f..qu~rwoHT, Al!D Ewrrmn 0nAtt.-11te Socretary, 

111 the r"'l" .. t o( a r«il•ienl of • 11011t under oub.octlon (oJ, 1111y 
roduoe the amount of ouch &lOIII loy-

'~ II the (olr market value or any aupplleo or ~ulprnent 
(Utlliohrd lhe llfllllt r..clplenl, and 

'X2J the amount o( lht I"'Y• aiJo,.ane<oO, ond lfllnl tl['tn ... or 
•ny o(fk~r or em1'lo7t-e oft he Govemment wl~n detallrtd to the 
aunt raciplcnt •nd the amount of auay other ooel• Incurred ln 
wnnoclion "ith ti•e detail o( ouch offioer or trnploy.-e, 

"heo the fumiohing or ouch oup/•lieo or oqulpment or the detail or 
•uch an Offi\.'<1( or ttnployoe lt Of the oonvenltooe O( and •l tlle 

'"''"""' o( oudt a rant r..clpltnt onol for lloe puqoooe of corryina out a 
aorovrano will. r""t""'t lo Y<hich the f(o-onl under oubeectlon Cal it 
made. 1110 aonounl by ,.hlch anJ ouch &ronl io to reo.lueorod ohallloc 
available for , .. ymenl loy the S&cretary of lht """'' lncurrod l11 
fuo ui•hinc tht ouropli.,. or ll'jUipment, or In detallin& the pertonnel, 

, . 
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on which the r&<lucllon of auch grant Ia hMrd, and tuch amount 
thall be deemed •• pari or the aranl and thall be d .. med lo have 
betn paid lo the eranl recipi•nl. 

"(f) lltWfti>O.-EAch JtCitJient of a IIJOnt undtr tubttetlon (a) tho II 
h<p tuch records •• the S.cretary thall prt<(rlb<,lnclndlng rfi!ord$ 
which fully dioclooe lhe arnounl and dbpooltlon by auch recipient of 
tht proc .. ds of ouch 1rant, the lolal CO<I of the undertaking In 
conntetlon wllh which auch ~ron I wao made, and lhe amount of that 
portion of the cool of the undertaking JUpplled by other oourcu, and 
ouch other r«onl• as will facililale an effective audit. 

''lhl AUPJT AtiU EKANINATJON or llacoar>O.-The S.Cretary and 
the Comptroller General of the United Blaleo, or anl of their duly 
authorbtd rt)lrettnlallv .. , oholl have ae«01 for t 1e pur1100e of 
audit and eumlnation to any books, docUJnento, J>Apero, and rocorda 
of lhe roclplent of a lfrant under auboectionlal, Ural are pertlnenllo 
ouch rranl. 

"(() INPIAN 1'l1Br.S.-F'or purrooe• or thla ltCtlon, lhe lerm 'unlu 
oflocal 11overnrnen1' Includes Jmlian trlb ... 

"(jl AvmoftllATION or ArrROJ•RtATJON6.-There are authorlrt~llo 
Itt appropriated to carry out lhia oeclion not more than f20,000,0QO 
(or tisc.l ytor 19R9, $22,000,000 for ft>eal y .. r 1990, and f24,0QO,OQO 
lor tiocal year 199 J.", 
SEC.l. CEIITirtCATION or TF.STJNG l.ADORATORIES. 

11re Admlnlatrator of the Environ menial Protoctlon Aaency •hall 
usure that program• for the certlllcatlon or luling Joborotorln 
which tesl drinking water supplies for lud conlatninalion cer11fy 
only lh0<1e Joboralorie• which provhlt reliable accurate teollng. The 
Admlniotralor lor lhe Slole In the caoe of a Stole to which certltl• 
calion authority Is deleKoled under lhu Juboecllonl ohali publioh 
and rnoke available Jo lhe public upon request the ll•t of labora· 
toriea certllied under thl• ouboecllon. 
SEC. I. CONfORMING AMENIJMENT, 

S.cllon 1445 of the Soft Drinking Water Act lillie XIV or the 
Public llullh Strvice Acll I• amended by oddini lhe following new 
aul>fectlon ollhe end thereof: 

IVbllr 
J.nlollUatlcin. 

n usc ~J-16. 

IVbllr 
lnfonuallon, 

l2 USC IOOJ·l. 

"10 INrOfti>IATION nroAaliJNO lJaiN~INO WATtft Cootns.-The DwlhtH lhd 
Admlnlslrolor 111oy utllbe lhe authorltlu of this ttelion for pur• lnduou.,-. 
poo .. of pari f'. Any peroon who manufocluru, lmporto, oello, or 
diotrlbules drinking water rooltn In lnlenlAie cornmerct shall be 
lr .. ted u o aupplier of..-altr for J>UIJ>060S of opplyln~ I he provi•lon• 
of I hi• oeclion lo lht c.Jc of (ttroons aubjtet 10 part 1·', ', 

Aj>proved Octob<r 31, IP88. 

l.rxJISLAllVE Jusronv-n.n. lUI: 

UOUS[ RtroRl'S· No 100-IOCI CC'Amrn ·on l:nun a11d C'..ommn«l. 
UJNOn.-sstONAL RIXXlllll, Vol U< m88J: 

(kt 6, c-Jntidu .. J •ndJ':-...d llouN 
Oo. U, wntlduN an , .. .,...J Stoalt, 
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MICHIGAN 
DEPARTMENT 

OF PUBLIC 
HEALTH 

MEMORANDUM 

Date: April 13, 1989 

To: W~ter Supply Division Staff 

From: Elgar ?f-t!) 

Subject: Lead Contamination Act 

As you probably have heard, EPA held a news conference on April 10 to "explain" 
the requirements of the Lead Contamination Control of 1988. The act basically 
deals with lead exposure in schools, especiatly from water coolers. There are 
no direct sampling requirments for schools in the act. The act requires EPA to 
develop a list of water coolers that may be lead lined or are "non lead free". 
It also requires the states to develop a program to assist school systems in 
assessing the exposure of lead in their water systems. This news conference 
caught us by surprise. 

Rich Overmyer and I have developed a letter to be sent to the schools, day care 
centers and local health departments explaining their requirements and that the 
state w111 be developing a plan to assist the schools. Rich had been working 
on this prior to the news conference and had planned on this type of mailing. 
Along with this letter we are sending EPA's list of lead lined and non lead free 
water coolers. We hope to get this letter out as soon as possible but it has 
to be signed by the directors of three departments. We also plan to send a copy 
of this letter directly to the environmental health directors with a cover letter 
in case the letter to the administrators does not get to them. 

If you get questions from school administrators or local health departments you 
can forward them to Rich or I. 

WEB: lw 

A21-06/63 
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MICHIGAN 
DEPARTMENT 

OF PUBLIC 
HEALTH 

MEMORANDUM 
TO: Local Health Department DATE: 4/15/88 

Environmental Health Directors 

FROM: W~lli~m A. Kelley, P.E., Chi,~jd4/;-/f d /;;;Ji~, 
D1vis1on of Water Supply ~<?~-
Bureau of Environmental and Occupational Health 
Michigan Department of Public Health 

SUBJECT: Notification At Schools 

The attached packet of information on the EPA required lead notice will be sent 
out by this Department to all school superintendents in order to help them meet 
their obligation for public notification as required under part 141.34 of The 
Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments, PL 99-399 of 1986. 

The notice is required of all community and nontransient water supplies. 
Community supplies have already begun this notification process, the schools 
should begin shortly, and we will provide a similar notice for the 
business/industry nontransient supplies on the noncommunity water supply 
inventory. The notification is required to begin before June 19, 1988. 

We anticipate that this mandated lead notification will generate numerous phone 
calls and questions regarding lead in drinking water. Basically the lead issue 
involves contamination from lead components of potable water piping (lead pipe, 
solder, and flux) as opposed to source contamination of ground or surface water. 
Studies in Michigan and elsewhere have shown that where there are lead plumbing 
components, levels of lead exceeding the .050 parts per million MCL may be found 
when the water has been in contact with the lead for an extended period of time. 
The levels vary with the aggressiveness of the water, time, and other factors. 
Fortunately, tests also indicate that flushing the piping satisfactorily reduces 
the lead levels. Based on these findings, we are recommending that nontransient 
supplies implement a routine flushing of potable water lines each morning or 
especially after weekends or holidays. Home owners, and other consumers should 
follow similar procedures prior to using the water for drinking or cooking. 

We expect that there will be numerous requests for sampling of lead. We are in 
the process of sampling nontransient supplies for metals including lead and most 
community supplies have been sampled for metals in the past. However, these 
samples normally represent the water quality at the source. They would not 
necessarily be a good indicator of the lead content of drinking water from a 
worst case scenario, ie, where a distribution system contains lead components and 
a sample is collected without flushing from a line that has not been used over a 
weekend. It is not practical or reasonable to attempt to sample distribution 
systems, service lines, homes, and nontransient potable water piping to determine 
what we know can occur, especially when flushing will effectively and reasonably 
address the concern. 

A21·86/63 
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Local Health Departments -2- 4/15/88 

For these reasons the Department will not be able to provide lead analysis for 
drinking water upon request unless it is related to a groundwater contamination 
site or source approval for a new supply. Individuals insisting on having 
drinking water sampled for lead should be directed to a private laboratory. 
Questions regarding the lead issue should be directed to the appropriate l1DPH 
Water Supply Program Staff. 

The department is also enclosing with this mailing a supply of pamphlets entitled 
"The Safe Drinking Water Act Program Summary- October 1987". This pamphlet was 
revised on February 17, 1988 by EPA to summarize the 1986 amendments to the Safe 
Drinking Water Act and may be useful to your staff. 

WAK:ROW 
Enclosure 
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MICHIGAN 
DEPARTMENT 

OF PUBLIC 
HEALTH 

TO: 

FROM: 

MEMORANDUM 
School Administrators DATE: 4/15/88 

William A. Kelley, P.E., Chief -"2~·/J.?t/t•n/ ~}_/{,;!'t(;:J 
Division of Water Supply '<=42eC/!#.,-t C'j". /(.i.'t (7 
Bureau of Environmental and Occupational Health 
Michigan Department of Public Health 

SUBJECT: Public Notification On Lead In Drinking Water 

The Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments PL 99-399 part 141.31, as printed in the 
Federal Register June 19, 1986 (copy enclosed) requires that each public water 
supply inform persons served by the system about the potential for lead in 
drinking water, potential adverse health effects, and generally how to minimize 
exposure, 

Notification is required nationwide even if there is no violation of the drinking 
water standard for lead and regardless of the source of your water. If your 
facilities are customers of a municipal water system the utility is required to 
provide you with a proper notice for students and employees. If an on-site well 
supplies drinking water to the school, the school administration is the supplier 
of water, and therefore is responsible for making the notification. The Michigan 
Department of Public Health is charged with enforcement of the Act. 

To assist you in making the required information available and to provide uniform 
and responsible information on the issue of lead in drinking water, this 
department has prepared a public notice that will satisfy the requirements of the 
law. For schools the notice can either be posted for three consecutive months in 
a conspicuous place (drinking fountains and kitchens) or it can be sent home with 
students and staff. The notification must begin before June 19, 1988. This must 
be done at schools using an on-site water well for drinking water. We strongly 
recommend you make the same notification at your facilities served by a municipal 
water supply even though the utility will also provide you with some type of 
notice. We make this recommendation because the problem of lead in drinking 
water is primarily related to the building plumbing as opposed to the actual 
source of the water, and a uniform notice should help to keep the problem in 
perspective. You may wish to send a copy of the notice along with a copy of this 
memorandum to parents and staff and post the notice. 

The presence of lead in lead pipe and lead based solder and flux used to join 
copper pipes has been shown to be the primary source of lead in drinking water. 
Lead piping has not been allowed for new installations for over ten years. Lead 
based solder and flux should no longer be used for potable water systems. Random 
testing has shown that the lead levels are highest when the water stands in 
contact with the lead components in the water distribution piping for extended 
periods of time. When this piping is flushed the lead levels are satisfactorily 
reduced. 

The Michigan Department of Public Health feels there is no reason for alarm or 
overreaction to the lead issue and that the simple yet effective flushing of the 
potable water lines routinely each morning especially after weekends and 
holidays, if implemented, will reasonably allow the public to avoid potential 
unnecessary exposure to drinking water contaminated with lead from the piping 
components. 
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School Administrators -2- '•/15/88 

When you have made the information available to the public we ask that you 
complete the attached form and return it to this off ice so that we will have a 
record of your compliance with this EPA mandated regulation. 

If you have questions or need additional information about the notification or 
the lead issue in general please contact your local health department or the 
Michigan Department of Public Health, Division of Water Supply at 517-335-9216 or 
the Division of Upper Peninsula at 906-786-6410. 

WAK:ROW 
Attachment 
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PUBLIC NOTICE 
CONCERNING 

POTENTIAL FOR LEAD IN DRINKING WATER 

UNDER THE SAFE DRINKING WATER AMENDMENTS, PUBLIC LAW 99-339 OF 1986, THE UNITED 
STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY IS REQUIRING A NATIONWIDE PUBLIC 
NOTIFICATION TO INFORM CONSUMERS OF THE POSSIBILITY THAT PLUMBING SYSTEMS MAY 
CONTAMINATE DRINKING WATER WITH LEAD. 

THIS NO'riCE IS REQUIRED EVEN IF THERE IS NOT A VIOLATION OF THE NATIONAL DRINKING 
WATER STANDARD FOR LEAD. 

THE REQUIRED MESSAGE IS AS FOLLOWS: 

"THE UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY SETS DRINKING WATER STANDARDS 
AND BAS DETERMINED THAT LEAD IS A HEALTH CONCERN AT CERTAIN LEVELS OF EXPOSURE. 
THERE IS CURRENTLY A STANDARD OF .050 PARTS PER MILLION (PPM). BASED ON NEW 
HEALTH INFORMATION, EPA IS LIKELY TO LOWER THIS STANDARD SIGNIFICANTLY. 

PART OF THE PURPOSE OF THIS NOTICE IS TO INFORM YOU OF THE POTENTIAL ADVERSE 
HEALTH EFFECTS OF LEAD. THIS IS BEING DONE EVEN THOUGH YOUR WATER MAY NOT BE IN 
CURRENT VIOLATION OF THE STANDARD. 

EPA AND OTHERS ARE CONCERNED ABOUT LEAD IN DRINKING WATER. TOO MUCH LEAD IN THE 
HUMAN BODY CAN CAUSE SERIOUS DAMAGE TO THE BRAIN, KIDNEYS, NERVOUS SYSTEMS, AND 
RED BLOOD CELLS. THE GREATEST RISK, EVEN WITH SHORT TERM EXPOSURE, IS TO YOUNG 
CHILDREN AND PREGNANT WOMEN. 

LEAD LEVELS IN YOUR DRINKING WATER ARE LIKELY TO BE HIGHEST: 

-IF YOUR HOME OR WATER SYSTEM HAS LEAD PIPES, OR, 
-IF YOUR HOME HAS COPPER PIPES WITH LEAD SOLDER, AND 
-IF THE HOME IS LESS THAN FIVE YEARS OLD, OR 
-IF YOU HAVE SOFT OR ACIDIC WATER, OR 
-IF WATER SITS IN PIPES FOR SEVERAL HOURS." 

IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT THE MAJOR SOURCE OF LEAD EXPOSURE AND LEAD POISONING IN 
THE UNITED STATES IS DUE TO CHILDREN CONSUMING LEAD BASED PAINT CHIPS. 

RANDOM SAMPLING BY THE MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH HAS CONFIRMED THE 
PRESENCE OF LEAD IN DRINKING WATER FROM SOME PIPING SYSTEMS WHEN THE WATER HAS 
REMAINED STAGNANT FOR A PERIOD OF TIME. TESTS HAVE SHOWN THAT FLUSHING LINES FOR 
SEVERAL MINUTES PRIOR TO USING THE WATER FOR DRINKING OR COOKING CAN 
SATISFACTORILY REDUCE THE LEVEL OF LEAD OR OTHER METALS THAT COULD CONCENTRATE IN 
A BUILDINGS PIPING SYSTEM. 

THE MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH RECOMMENDS THAT IN ORDER TO MINIMIZE 
POTENTIAL FOR EXPOSURE TO LEAD IN DRINKING WATER THE FACILITY SHOULD INSTITUTE A 
ROUTINE PROCEDURE FOR MORNING FLUSHING OF ALL DRINKING FOUNTAINS AND THE FAUCETS 
USED FOR DRINKING AND FOOD PREPARATION PARTICULARLY ON MONDAYS OR AFTER HOLIDAYS. 

THE DEPARTMENT BELIEVES THIS IS AN EFFECTIVE AND APPROPRIATE RESPONSE TO ADDRESS 
THE ISSUE OF LEAD IN DRINKING WATER. PERSONS WITH SPECIFIC CONCERNS RELATIVE TO 
ANY POSSIBLE HEALTH EFFECTS ARE URGED TO CONTACT 'rHEIR PHYSICIAN. OTHER 
QUESTIONS SHOULD BE DIRECTED TO YOUR LOCAL HEALTH DEPARTMENT OR THE MICHIGAN 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH, DIVISION OF WATER SUPPLY AT 517-335-9216. 
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LEAD IN DRINKING WATER NOTIFICATION 
RESPONSE FORM 

PLEASE RETURN TO: MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
DIVISION OF WATER SUPPLY 
3500 N. LOGAN, P.O. BOX 30035 
LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909 

IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT AMENDMENTS, PUBLIC LAW 99-399 PART 
141.34 THE FOLLOWING SCHOOLS HAVE ISSUED A PUBLIC NOTICE ON LEAD IN DRINKING 
WATER. 

SIGNATURE: 

TITLE: 

DISTRICT & NAME 
OF FACILITY 

NOTICE SOURCE OF WATER 
POSTED or DELIVERED OWN WELL or MUNICIPAL 
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I'cdoral ltoglstor / Vul. 52, Nu. 2011 '/ 

t:imulntory syslom. Chnmh:uls which 
CIIUSC HdVorfiO cffuGlH 1111\UIIg t:Xj)OtHld ·· 
industriu1 wmknrs umlln luhorutnry . 
UJtimnls ulso muy GUUHu ntlvursu honhh 
nfh!t:ls In humuns who urn uXJHiflotl nt 
lowur levuls over lung purluds nf limo. 
HPJ\ hua sctlha unfnrc:ouhlu drinking 
wntnr Hlumlnrc.l for 1, 1,1·trit:hlurunthnnu 
ut 0.2purls Jmr million (IJI'lltl to prntucl 
uguinslthc risk ·or the so ndvurso hunlth ' 
ofroc;ls which hove boon observed in 
humuns und lnUorutory unirnuls. 
Drinking wutnr whh:h mtmlo litis 
stundard Is m~socinlcd with lltt1o to nunc 
of this risk Rnd shnuld ho considered j 

snfo~ 
(II) f1tJUI'i<iu. 
INoto.-HPA Is not spm:lfylug lungm1~n thut 

must bo lnchulod In u puhllu noUco fur u 
vlulathm of tho nuorldo lnnxlmum 
contomlnnnt lnvulln this sc1:tiun lwr.ousu 
§143.6 of thlapnrllnGindcstho nccussnry­
lnformutlon. Sou purugruph (0 .ur this · 

· s<mllon.J • · 
(f) Public notkas for flmwi<la. Notice 

of vlo)otions of tho mnxhnum 
contumtnunt lovol fur nuorldo, notices of 
vuritmcoa nnd cxcmtltlona from tho 
muxhnum contnmlnnnt level fur nuorhlo, 
nnd notices of fnlluro to comj>ly with 
vorlonco ond exemption schotlutos for 

· tho mnxlmmn vontumlnnnt lovol fur 
fluorltlo shull couslat of tho puhllc notico 
proscribed In § 143.5(h), plua 11 
ti11Rt:rlptiouof uny stops which tho 
Ryatom Is Inking tu comu into 
c..:umpllnnco. , 

(g) Public noli fica lion by IIIU Stall,, 
'J'ho Stule mny glvo notice to tho pub lit: ' 
required by lhls so<:tiun on hoholf of tho 
ownor or oporutur o( tho public wntcr 
oystcm If tho Stulo eomplios with tho 
£C(tulrcmcnts of this sclltlon.llnwovcr, 
the owner or oporolor of tho public 
wutor system rcmulns lcgnlly 

. rosponalhle for en•urlng lhnllho 
rcijulrcmcnts o{ tl1is sm:tiun nrc met. 

4. Suhpnrl D Is nmendcd hy tttltling o 
now § 141.34 to reud us follows: · 

§ 141.34 Public notlce regt!lremen!f 

(u) Applicubilily of publiu uolic:u 
rnquimmeut. (1) I'xcoplas provltlmlln 
pnrngrnph (n)(2} of this set:llon, by Junu• 
10, 1900, the owner or opcrntor uf cuch 
cmnmunity wntr.r system und m1r.h nnn­
trunsicnt, non·communlly wutcr syutum 
shull Issue notice to persons served by 
tho system thul mny ho uffoctod by loud 
contnminnllon of llmlr drinking wntcr. 
'J'ho Stole mny rr.qnlro suboetjttonl 
noHc:tJs. The ownr.r or opcrntor shuH 
11rovitlo nuth:c under this scclion even If 
thorn Is no vlulntlon of tho nullonnl 
prlmnry drinking wntor rogulutlon for 
loud. 

(2) Notice under purogrnph (u)(l) of 
this section is nolltltjttlrod If the system 

' ' ., . 
. ·' 

. - -.. ):• ' . ·' '. 
Wodnosdit:,l\i Oolobor··20,• 1007 ·•/ 1\ulos amHtcgulnlloiul :· 

.. 

'' 

. ' . . -~-
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this secllon by Juno 19, 10110, us required 
hy socllon 1417(h)(2) of the Act. If tho 
Administrator dolormlncs lhnlu Slnle Is 
nul enforcing these rocjulromonls, the 
Admlnlslrulor muy wllhhold up to five 
pnr<:cnl of tho Stole progrum grunt fund 
under socllon 144:J(n) of tho Act. 

PART 142-[AMENDED] 

1. Tho outhorlly cilolion for Pnrt 142 Is 
rovlood lo road us follows: 

Authority: 4Z U.S. C. I§ 330g-Z, 300g-3, 
300g-l .. 300g-6, 300g-6, 300j-4, un~ 300j-9. 

2. Socllon 142.10 Is omomlod by 
rovlslng pnrngrnph (h)(OJ(v) lo rend us 
follows: 

§ 142.10 Requirements for a determination 
of primary enlorcement responsibility. 

(h) • • • 
(6) • • • . 
(v) Authority lo require public water 

systems lo give pul>lic nolh:e I hal are no 
leas stringent thrm the EPA requirements 
In§§ 142.32 and 142.16(o). 

• • 

3. Soolion142.10 is revised to read as 
follows: 

§ 142.16 Special primacy roqutremonlo. 
(u) StaiB public notificatiOJI · 

requirements. U aStute exercises tho 
opllon specified In§ 142.32(b)(4) to 
uulhorlzc loss fre<tucnl notice for minor 
monitoring violations, it must adopt a 
progrum revision onforceuble undur 
Stnlo nuthoritics which promulgutos 
rules specifying ellhor: (1) which 
monitoring violations ore minor nnd lho 
frc<J<Hmt:y of public nollflcnllon lor such 
vinlnllnns: or {2) by establishing criteria 
for dolonnlnlng which monlloring 
vlolotinna nre minor ond tho froquonoy 
of public nollflcallon. 

PART 143-[AMENDED] 

1. Tho uulhorily cllalion for P~rl143 
continuos to reud us follows:.· 

Aolhorlly: 42 U.S.C. 330g-l(<), 300]-4, and 
300j-9, 

2. In § 143.5, purograph (a) and the 
lnlroduclory lox! of pnrogruph (b) ore 
revised lo rood os follows: 

., 

: ·'' ..... 

" 

§ 143.5 Compliance with secondary 
maximum contaminant level and public 
notlllcotlon !or fluoride. 

(o) Community wulor systems, na 
·defined In 40 CFR 141.2(e)(l) of lhlo IIIIo, 
thnl. exceed the secondary maximum 
conlumlnunllevel for fluoride os 
dolcrmlncd by the last single sumple 
Ioken In accordonco with the 
requirements of§ 141.23 of this IItle or 
ony e<rulvolenl Stole low, but do nul 
exceed tho maximum contnmlnnnt level 
for fluorldo as speclfiod by § 141.02 of 
this title or nny equlvulonl Stole low, 
shall provide lhe notice prescribed In 
porugmph (b) of nil hilling units 
onnuelly, oil now billing units olthe 
time servlco hegins, nod the Slain public 
houllh officer. 

(b) Tho notice required by purngraph 
(n) sholl conlnln the following languogo 
Including tho lnngungo noccasnry to 
repluco the superscripts: 

• 
(FR Doc. 67-24331 Filo~ 1~27-07; 8:45am] 
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TITLE 42 ·THE PUBLIC HEALTH AND WELFARE 
CHAPTER SA · PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 

SUBCHAPTER XII ·SAFETY OF PUBLIC WATER SYSTEMS 
Part F- Additional Requirements To Regulate Safety of Drinking Water 

§ 300j-24. Lead contamination in school drinking water 

(a) Distribution of drinking water cooler list 

Within 100 days after October 31, 1988, the Administrator shall distribute to the States a list of each 
brand and model of drinkiog water cooler identified and listed by the Administrator under section 
300j-23 (a) of this title. 

(b) Guidance document and testing protocol 

The Administrator shall publish a guidance document and a testing protocol to assist schools in 
determining the source and degree of lead contamination in school drinking water supplies and 
in remedying such contamination. The guidance document shall include guidelines for sample 
preservation. The guidance document shall also include guidance to assist States, schools, and the 
general public in ascertaining the levels of lead contamination in drinkiog water coolers and in taking 
appropriate action to reduce or eliminate such contamination. The guidance document shall contain a 
testing protocol for the identification of drinking water coolers which contribute to lead contamination 
in drinkiog water. Such document and protocol may be revised, republished and redistributed as the 
Administrator deems necessary. The Administrator shall distribute the guidance document and testing 
protocol to the States within 100 days after October 31, 1988. 

(c) Dissemination to schools, etc. 

Each State shall provide for the dissemination to local educational agencies, private nonprofit 
elementary or secondary schools and to day care centers of the guidance document and testing protocol 
published under subsection (b) of this section, together with the list of drinking water coolers published 
under section 300j-23 (a) of this title. 

(d) Remedial action program 

(1) Testing and remedying lead contamination 

Within 9 months after October 31, 1988, each State shall establish a program, consistent with this 
section, to assist local educational agencies in testing for, and remedying, lead contamination in 
drinking water from coolers aud from other sources of lead contamination at schools under the 
jurisdiction of such agencies. 

(2) Publlc availability 

A copy of the results of any testing under paragraph (I) shall be available in the administrative 
offices of the local educational agency for inspection by the public, including teachers, other school 
personnel, and parents. The local educational agency shall notify parent, teacher, and employee 
organizations of the availability of such testing results. 

(3) Coolers 

In the case of drinking water coolers, such program shall include measures for the reduction or 
elimination of lead coutanrination from those water coolers which are not lead free and which 
are located in schools. Such measures shall be adequate to ensure that within IS months after 
October 31, 1988, all such water coolers in schools under the jurisdiction of such agencies are 
repaired, replaced, permanently removed, or rendered inoperable unless the cooler is tested and 
found (within the limits of testing accuracy) not to contribute lead to drinking water. 

(July 1, 1944, ch. 373, title XIV, § 1464, as added Pub. L. 100-572, § 2(a), Oct. 31, 1988, 102 Stat. 2886; 
amended Pub. L. 104-182, title V, § 501(f)(10), Aug. 6, 1996, 110 Stat. 1692.) 
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I Amendments 

1996--Pub. L. 104-182 made technical amendment to section catchline and subsec. (a) designation. 
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