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Washington, D.C. 13 
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 16 

 The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:15 a.m., 17 

Room 2123, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Gary Palmer 18 

[chairman of the subcommittee], presiding. 19 

 Present:  Representatives Palmer, Latta, Griffith, 20 

Carter of Georgia, Joyce, Pfluger, Miller-Meeks, Fedorchak, 21 

Guthrie (ex-officio); Tonko, Ruiz, Peters, Soto, Carter of 22 

Louisiana, Menendez, Landsman, and Pallone (ex-officio). 23 

 Also present:  Representative Dingell. 24 

 Staff Present:  Byron Brown, Chief Counsel; Christian 25 

Calvert, Press Assistant; Jessica Donlon, General Counsel; 26 

Sydney Greene, Director of Finance and Logistics; Christen 27 
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Harsha, Senior Counsel; Annabelle Huffman, Clerk; AT Johnson, 28 

Special Advisor; Sophie Khanahmadi, Deputy Staff Director; 29 

William Layton, Policy Analyst; Seth Ricketts, Clerk; Chris 30 

Sarley, Member Services/Stakeholder Director; Timothy 31 

Trimble, Staff Assistant; Jane Vickers, Press Assistant; 32 

Katharine Willey, Senior Counsel; Giancarlo Ceja, Minority 33 

Staff Assistant; Timia Crisp, Minority Professional Staff 34 

Member; Ava Digre, Minority Intern; Waverly Gordon, Minority 35 

Deputy Staff Director and General Counsel; Tiffany Guarascio, 36 

Minority Staff Director; Caitlin Haberman, Minority Staff 37 

Director, ENV; Jackson Hall, Minority Intern; Elisabeth 38 

Mellen, Minority Intern; Emma Roehrig, Minority Staff 39 

Assistant; and Kyle Wolf, Minority Press Intern. 40 

41 
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 *Mr. Palmer.  The Subcommittee on Environment will come 42 

to order.  The Chair recognizes himself for five minutes for 43 

an opening statement. 44 

 Good morning.  Welcome to Ranking Members Pallone and 45 

Tonko, my colleagues, and to our witnesses for this hearing 46 

of the Subcommittee on Environment.  Today's hearing provides 47 

a timely and important opportunity to examine the safety, 48 

reliability, and affordability of our nation's drinking water 49 

system. 50 

 For those of you who have been following the news in 51 

recent weeks, a sewer line in suburban Maryland ruptured in 52 

January and released more than 200 million gallons of 53 

untreated sewage into the Potomac River, which separates 54 

Maryland and the District of Columbia from Virginia and is 55 

the main source of drinking water for millions of Americans 56 

and visitors to our national capital region.  The D.C. 57 

Government just last week declared a state of emergency and  58 

-- as a result of the sewage spill, and President Trump has 59 

directed the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the 60 

Federal Emergency Management Agency to take a lead role in 61 

coordinating the cleanup and response to this unfortunate 62 

incident. 63 

 Given the significance of the spill and its potential 64 

impact on public health, interstate commerce, and drinking 65 

water in the environment in the nation's capital region, this 66 
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committee has begun an investigation of what was known about 67 

the risk of this rupture, and if it could have been avoided. 68 

 Local authorities say the drinking water supply has not 69 

been affected, and that the intakes at Great Falls are 70 

located up the river from the sewage spill, and that the 71 

intakes at Little Falls have been closed.  D.C. Water was 72 

contacted, but declined to testify at today's hearing. 73 

 Congress first enacted the Safe Drinking Water Act more 74 

than 50 years ago, and amended it several times since.  One 75 

of the goals of this hearing is to hear how the law is 76 

working and what, if anything, needs to be modernized to 77 

address current challenges. 78 

 Many Americans receive their drinking water from 79 

publicly-owned water utilities who have to navigate the law's 80 

complicated regulatory requirements, manage both aging 81 

infrastructure and an aging workforce, and provide safe and 82 

affordable water to their customers.  We will hear from two 83 

of these utilities today:  Eric Hill, general manager of the 84 

Russellville, Alabama Water and Sewer Board; and Lindsey 85 

Rechtin, president and CEO of Northern Kentucky Water 86 

District. 87 

 In recent years Congress has appropriated EPA more than 88 

$1 billion annually for the Drinking Water State Revolving 89 

Loan Fund, an important source of infrastructure funding for 90 

states and local utilities.  However, as part of the 91 
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Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act, EPA received a 92 

supplemental appropriation of more than 50 billion for water 93 

infrastructure.  I look forward to hearing from EPA's deputy 94 

inspector general about how EPA has been using that money and 95 

whether taxpayers have gotten what they paid for, or if these 96 

precious tax payer dollars are at risk. 97 

 We will hear from a witness from the National Resources 98 

Defense Council with a background on water issues. 99 

 I appreciate the focus on modernization.  I think that 100 

is a very important part of this hearing. 101 

 I thank the witnesses for their input and look forward 102 

to working with my colleagues on the committee to identify 103 

common-sense solutions to protecting and modernizing our 104 

drinking water system. 105 

 [The prepared statement of Mr. Palmer follows:] 106 

 107 

**********COMMITTEE INSERT********** 108 

109 
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 *Mr. Palmer.  The chair now recognizes the ranking 110 

member of the subcommittee, the gentleman from New York, for 111 

five minutes for an opening statement. 112 

 *Mr. Tonko.  Well, thank you, Mr. Chair.  Working on 113 

drinking water issues is one of my favorite things this 114 

subcommittee does. 115 

 I know many members on both sides of the aisle have 116 

backgrounds in local government, and are incredibly familiar 117 

with the responsibilities and challenges that water systems 118 

are facing.  At the end of the day, the buck stops with local 119 

governments to make certain that the infrastructure and 120 

people are in place to deliver safe, reliable, and affordable 121 

drinking water.  It is a public health and economic 122 

necessity, and we at the Federal level have a responsibility 123 

to be good partners to our local and state counterparts in 124 

their efforts. 125 

 In December 2024 we celebrated the 50th anniversary of 126 

the enactment of the Safe Drinking Water Act.  Without a 127 

doubt, SDWA has been an incredible public health success 128 

story.  But we must recognize just how much more work is left 129 

to do, as well as the changing nature of our drinking water 130 

challenges.  Fifty years ago no one was worried about cyber 131 

threats.  Lead pipes, fittings, and solder were still used, 132 

and our ability to detect and treat emerging contaminants 133 

like PFAS at health-protective levels was virtually 134 
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impossible.  These challenges, on top of a major backlog of 135 

infrastructure maintenance projects, put financial stress on 136 

local governments and water authorities, which translates to 137 

rate increases for water users. 138 

 According to EPA's most recent needs assessment, 139 

drinking water systems are expected to require some $625 140 

billion in investment over the next 20 years to maintain 141 

operations, an estimate which has grown considerably over the 142 

years.  That is why, in 2021, Congress made a serious effort 143 

to begin to tackle these issues with the enactment of the 144 

Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act.  I am so proud of 145 

this subcommittee's role in developing and passing the 146 

drinking water provisions of the IIJA.  It provided more than 147 

$50 billion for water systems, including $11.7 billion to 148 

supplement the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund's annual 149 

appropriations, $15 billion for the replacement of lead 150 

service lines, and $4 billion to address emerging 151 

contaminants such as PFAS. 152 

 It is hard to believe, but the programs authorized in 153 

the IIJA, including the supplemental funding, will expire at 154 

the end of this fiscal year.  Now is a perfect opportunity 155 

for us to consider how we should reform SDWA for the next 50 156 

years. 157 

 First we need to continue a strong Federal financial 158 

commitment to our water systems.  Those additional IIJA 159 
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resources enabled many projects that simply would not have 160 

occurred otherwise.  We should be continuing these higher 161 

funding levels and reject proposals like that of one included 162 

in President Trump's last budget request to Congress that 163 

would decimate the SRF.  If the Federal Government pulls back 164 

from its commitments, that means more projects will need to 165 

be paid for entirely by local governments, resulting in an 166 

impossible choice of increasing water bills or more deferred 167 

maintenance, which ultimately results in higher costs anyway, 168 

due to emergency repairs. 169 

 So I understand that the SRF isn't perfect, and that 170 

there could be accusations of a relatively small number of 171 

issues with EPA's ability to conduct proper oversight of 172 

these dollars.  Let's keep in mind that reduced staffing 173 

levels at EPA are not helping the situation.  Fewer people 174 

are now responsible for overseeing more financial awards, so 175 

we should be coming together to reverse the downsizing of EPA 176 

which has heightened the risk that waste, fraud, and abuse 177 

will go undetected because, ultimately, with so much 178 

investment needed, we should all want every available Federal 179 

dollar to find its way to projects that will improve systems 180 

and enable better compliance with the law. 181 

 Second, we should establish a clear set of criteria for 182 

EPA to use when determining whether or not to set a national 183 

drinking water standard.  Specifically, does a contaminant 184 
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pose a public health threat and is it affecting a significant 185 

number of people?  Our current regulatory system just isn't 186 

working.  I believe everyone here wants to protect people 187 

from unsafe water.  But without giving EPA the ability to set 188 

timely health-protective standards, we know some Americans 189 

will simply not have access to safe drinking water. 190 

 Finally, we all recognize that many households are 191 

struggling with affordability issues.  Nearly 20 million 192 

Americans lack access to affordable water.  I have long 193 

supported utility assistance for low-income households for 194 

energy bills through LIHEAP.  It is past time for us to 195 

authorize a similar permanent program for water bills. 196 

 Mr. Chair, I want to thank you again for holding this 197 

hearing.  I hope we are able to work together to build upon 198 

the IIJA and support safe, reliable, and affordable drinking 199 

water for all Americans. 200 

 [The prepared statement of Mr. Tonko follows:] 201 

 202 

**********COMMITTEE INSERT********** 203 

204 
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 *Mr. Tonko.  And with that I yield back. 205 

 *Mr. Palmer.  The chair now recognizes the chairman of 206 

the full committee, the gentleman from Kentucky, Mr. Guthrie, 207 

for five minutes for an opening statement. 208 

 *The Chair.  Thank you very much.  Thanks for everybody 209 

being here.  Thanks for our witnesses for being here.  And 210 

thank you, Chairman Palmer, for this important hearing. 211 

 And, Mr. Hill, thanks for being here.  My wife's 212 

grandmother's maiden name was Hill, and she is from Phil 213 

Campbell, so you are probably related. 214 

 *Mr. Hill.  Okay. 215 

 *The Chair.  Phil Campbell is just right outside of 216 

Russellville in Franklin County.  So I was actually born in 217 

Florence.  So thanks for -- we will chat after this and see 218 

how we are connected. 219 

 So the Safe Drinking Water Act was first created in 220 

1974, and Congress has amended it multiple times to modernize 221 

the Federal framework for ensuring the tap water that reaches 222 

our homes is safe.  Under this framework, the U.S. 223 

Environmental Protection Agency has several roles, including 224 

helping finance improvements to local water infrastructure, 225 

establishing standards to limit contaminants in drinking 226 

water, and protecting sources of drinking water from threats. 227 

 But EPA is not the only one involved in this process.  228 

States, local governments, drinking water utilities, and 229 
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communities also play very important roles. 230 

 There is no question that much of our water 231 

infrastructure is old and needs to be updated, as we just saw 232 

up close with the blowout of the Potomac Interceptor sewage 233 

tunnel, which leaked millions of gallons of untreated 234 

wastewater into the Potomac River, the primary source of 235 

drinking water for the communities in and around our nation's 236 

capital. 237 

 However, the best way to respond to these challenges is 238 

up for debate.  The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act 239 

provided EPA $50 billion for water infrastructure programs, 240 

an unprecedented level of funding and more than five times 241 

what Congress appropriates to the entire EPA in an average 242 

year.  These Infrastructure and Jobs Act authorities expire 243 

at the end of the fiscal year, which provides Congress this 244 

opportunity to consider what drinking water policies have 245 

been working and what may need to be changed. 246 

 Federal taxpayer money is not and cannot be the only 247 

solution to the infrastructure challenges our country faces.  248 

We need better policies and practices at the Federal, state, 249 

and local levels so new infrastructure can be built and 250 

maintained, which also creates jobs and helps our communities 251 

thrive. 252 

 We have an excellent panel of witnesses today, including 253 

a fellow Kentuckian, Lindsey Rechtin -- glad to have you here 254 
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-- who is president and CEO of Northern Kentucky Water 255 

District, the third largest water district in our 256 

commonwealth, which, for those of you who don't know, we say 257 

northern Kentucky is suburban Cincinnati in a very major -- 258 

if you hit a ball out of the Great American Ball Park, it 259 

lands in Kentucky doesn't, it?  People don't realize that. 260 

 And so we have Nicole Murley, the EPA inspector general, 261 

who has been conducting a lot of important oversight of how 262 

billions in taxpayer dollars are actually being used. 263 

 I look forward to hearing from all of our witnesses and 264 

engaging in a productive dialog on these issues impacting the 265 

safety, reliability, and affordability of our nation's 266 

drinking water systems. 267 

 I know you -- I mentioned Phil Campbell.  I guess you 268 

are from Russellville, so Golden Tiger?  You are a Golden 269 

Tiger?  I went to Bradshaw.  I was a Bruin.  So thanks for -- 270 

we had many, many contests.  Believe it or not, I was a 271 

football player.  So I had many contests.  So thanks for 272 

being here.  And I know Phil Campbell, where my wife's family 273 

was generationally from way back -- not my wife -- had the 274 

tornadoes a few years ago, so I know you guys all responded 275 

and you have done well. 276 

 So thanks for everybody, thanks for Kentuckians, for 277 

Alabamians, all of you being here today.  Thanks. 278 

 279 
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 [The prepared statement of The Chair follows:] 280 

 281 

**********COMMITTEE INSERT********** 282 

283 
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 *The Chair.  I yield back. 284 

 *Mr. Palmer.  The gentleman yields.  The chair now 285 

recognizes the ranking member of the full committee, the 286 

gentleman from New Jersey, Mr. Tonko (sic), for five minutes 287 

for an opening statement. 288 

 *Mr. Pallone.  Oh, thank you.  So today we will examine 289 

the state of our nation's drinking water infrastructure and 290 

the Federal role in ensuring communities have safe, reliable, 291 

and affordable drinking water. 292 

 For far too long our aging water infrastructure has been 293 

underfunded.  In 2025 the American Society of Civil Engineers 294 

report card gave the U.S. water infrastructure system a C 295 

grade.  And, well, actually it was a C minus.  While the 296 

Bipartisan Infrastructure Law provided historic investments 297 

to address our infrastructure challenges, that funding was 298 

just a downpayment on the $625 billion needed over the next 299 

20 years.  And this number will continue to rise if 300 

investments fail to keep pace with our infrastructure needs. 301 

 Communities across the nation live with the consequences 302 

of this under-investment.  From legacy lead service lines in 303 

my home state of New Jersey to the sewage pipe break right 304 

here in Washington, D.C., every sector depends on the 305 

delivery of safe and reliable water.  But unfortunately, the 306 

pipes underground are often forgotten until something bad 307 

happens.  It is, you know, essentially out of sight, out of 308 
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mind.  But without water, life comes to a halt.  We can't 309 

afford to continue this piecemeal approach to addressing 310 

problems with our water infrastructure.  And that is why 311 

reauthorizing and increasing funding levels for the Drinking 312 

Water State Revolving Fund, or SRF, is critical. 313 

 The SRF is our main Federal funding source for drinking 314 

water projects and helps water systems pay for capital 315 

improvements.  It is an investment in public health and the 316 

economy. 317 

 Much of our infrastructure is from a bygone era. 318 

If we are serious about ensuring safe and reliable water for 319 

Americans, we must rebuild it to meet the 21st-century 320 

challenges.  We need water systems that are prepared for and 321 

can adapt to our changing climate and increasing cyber 322 

threats.  We need to consider ways to promote energy 323 

efficiency and conserve water, a significant amount of which 324 

we are losing to broken pipes and water mains.  We must 325 

remove all lead service lines, once and for all.  And without 326 

adequate resources, the water sector will be unable to 327 

reliably deliver safe, affordable drinking water, leaving 328 

communities vulnerable to contaminants and disruptions in 329 

water service altogether. 330 

 While the SRF is a cornerstone of the Safe Drinking 331 

Water Act, the committee should also examine ways to 332 

modernize the law to meet the challenges of today.  The EPA 333 
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has struggled to set and update drinking water standards that 334 

reflect the best available science.  We saw some progress 335 

under the Biden Administration with the historic PFAS 336 

standards and the improved lead and copper rule.  But 337 

regrettably, the chemical industry and water utilities have 338 

filed lawsuits challenging these health protective standards, 339 

citing the cost of compliance, and this puts these important 340 

protections in jeopardy. 341 

 I agree that the affordability of water is a real 342 

pressing issue that affects millions of Americans.  However, 343 

I do not believe we need to choose between affordable water 344 

and safe water.  We can have and must have both.  And that is 345 

why I have advocated for a permanent water assistance program 346 

in EPA in addition to funding technical assistance and strong 347 

health-protective drinking water standards.  A permanent 348 

program will ensure that all Americans have access to safe, 349 

reliable water, and help utilities maintain access to water 350 

services. 351 

 And water should be a basic right.  It is a basic right 352 

and essential to the health and prosperity of our country.  353 

Unfortunately, this is not a reality for too many 354 

communities, so I hope that we can find ways on a bipartisan 355 

basis to support the water sector and invest in the future of 356 

Americans.  You have to seize the opportunity to deliver for 357 

the American people, and their health and safety depend on 358 
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it. 359 

 So I just wanted to mention in the minute I have left, 360 

Mr. Chairman, you know, we have community projects in the 361 

appropriations bills every year, and every year my towns, 362 

because so many of them have these lead pipes that they can't 363 

afford to fix or remove, we -- you know, we use a lot of our 364 

-- those community funding projects in the appropriations 365 

bill to provide money to towns for, you know, lead pipe 366 

removal and water projects.  And I am glad we still have that 367 

as an option, but we really need to have a more permanent way 368 

to provide money to the towns because they really need help, 369 

you know, providing safe drinking water. 370 

 [The prepared statement of Mr. Pallone follows:] 371 

 372 

**********COMMITTEE INSERT********** 373 

374 
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 *Mr. Pallone.  So with that, Mr. Chairman, I will yield 375 

back. 376 

 *Mr. Palmer.  Now we now conclude with the member 377 

opening statements, including that of the distinguished 378 

gentleman from New Jersey, Mr. Pallone. 379 

 The Chair would like to remind members that, pursuant to 380 

the committee rules, all members' opening statements will be 381 

made part of the record. 382 

 We want to thank our witnesses for being here today and 383 

taking the time to testify before the Subcommittee. 384 

 The witnesses will have the opportunity to give an 385 

opening statement, followed by a round of questions from the 386 

members. 387 

 Our witnesses for today are Nicole Murley, acting 388 

inspector general, Environmental Protection Agency; Erik D. 389 

Olson, senior strategic director for health and food, Natural 390 

Resources Defense Council; Eric Hill, general manager, 391 

Russellville, Alabama Water and Sewer Board; and Lindsey 392 

Rechtin, president and CEO, Northern Kentucky Water District. 393 

 We appreciate you being here today.  I now recognize Ms. 394 

Murley for five minutes to give an opening statement. 395 

396 
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STATEMENT OF NICOLE MURLEY, DEPUTY INSPECTOR GENERAL 397 

PERFORMING THE DUTIES OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL, U.S. 398 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY; ERIK OLSON, SENIOR STRATEGIC 399 

DIRECTOR FOR HEALTH & FOOD, NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE 400 

COUNCIL; ERIC HILL, GENERAL MANAGER, RUSSELLVILLE WATER & 401 

SEWER BOARD, RUSSELLVILLE, ALABAMA, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL 402 

RURAL WATER ASSOCIATION; AND LINDSEY RECHTIN, CPA, PRESIDENT 403 

& CEO, NORTHERN KENTUCKY WATER DISTRICT, ON BEHALF OF THE 404 

ASSOCIATION OF METROPOLITAN WATER AGENCIES 405 

 406 

STATEMENT OF NICOLE MURLEY 407 

 408 

 *Ms. Murley.  Good morning, Chairman Guthrie, Chairman 409 

Palmer, Ranking Members Pallone and Clarke, and members of 410 

the Subcommittee.  I am Nicole Murley, the deputy inspector 411 

general performing the duties of the inspector general of the 412 

Environmental Protection Agency and the Chemical Safety and 413 

Hazard Investigation Board.  Thank you for the opportunity to 414 

testify today. 415 

 My testimony will draw from our extensive body of 416 

oversight work that collectively examines how the EPA is 417 

ensuring safe drinking water and managing an unprecedented 418 

influx of water infrastructure funding in recent years, as 419 

well as what our oversight has shown about progress made and 420 

the work still to be done. 421 
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 America's drinking water infrastructure delivers one of 422 

our most basic necessities.  And when those trusted systems 423 

falter, the consequences can be -- 424 

 *Mr. Palmer.  Ms. Murley, is your microphone on? 425 

 *Ms. Murley.  Yes. 426 

 *Mr. Palmer.  Can you pull it a little closer? 427 

 *Ms. Murley.  Yes, thank you. 428 

 *Mr. Palmer.  Thank you. 429 

 *Ms. Murley.  System failures in Jackson, Mississippi 430 

and lead contamination in Flint and Benton Harbor, Michigan 431 

are a few examples that serve as stark reminders that Federal 432 

oversight is essential. 433 

 Under the Safe Drinking Water Act, the EPA is ultimately 434 

responsible for ensuring that public drinking water systems 435 

provide safe water.  The agency sets national drinking 436 

standards, oversees state programs, and takes enforcement if 437 

systems fall out of compliance.  The EPA also administers and 438 

oversees Federal drinking water funding, primarily through 439 

the State Revolving Fund programs.  States use SRFs to 440 

provide loans and additional assistance such as principal 441 

forgiveness and grants for disadvantaged communities for 442 

eligible projects, with repayments replenishing the funds in 443 

perpetuity, and states retaining flexibility under EPA 444 

oversight. 445 

 The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act included over 446 
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$30 billion for the Drinking Water SRF program.  As we have 447 

previously testified before this committee, the IIJA's 448 

historic investment in water infrastructure created both 449 

opportunity and risk, providing critical resources to address 450 

longstanding challenges while simultaneously heightening 451 

risks and the need for vigilant oversight from both the OIG 452 

and the EPA to ensure proper program implementation, mitigate 453 

risks, and safeguard taxpayer dollars. 454 

 The EPA has implemented OIG recommendations for 455 

improvements and taken additional steps to enhance its 456 

implementation of safe drinking water programs.  For example, 457 

using IIJA funds the EPA expanded technical assistance 458 

programs to help communities, especially those with limited 459 

capacity, to identify drinking water challenges, develop 460 

well-scoped projects, and apply for SRF or other 461 

infrastructure funding. 462 

 The EPA has also strengthened guidance for compliance 463 

with Build America, Buy America domestic preference 464 

requirements. 465 

 After we alerted the agency to key cybersecurity 466 

vulnerabilities at large drinking water facilities, the 467 

agency has published new and updated planning tools that 468 

water systems can use to help prevent and respond to 469 

cybersecurity incidents, and announced grant funding for 470 

water systems to make improvements. 471 
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 Additionally, after we highlighted a concern that 472 

grantees and subrecipients may not be fully aware of key 473 

fraud prevention and enforcement measures, the agency 474 

strengthened its grants' terms and conditions for grants.  475 

The stronger grant terms have already led to actionable 476 

referrals of serious allegations to our Office of 477 

Investigations. 478 

 But even with these steps forward, continued attention 479 

remains necessary to sustain and build on these improvements.  480 

The OIG has long provided targeted oversight of the EPA's 481 

SRFs, not only because they are the agency's largest funding 482 

vehicle but also because they carry elevated risks.  483 

Throughout the years of oversight, the Office of Inspector 484 

General work has highlighted conditions that increase the 485 

risk for fraud and mismanagement. 486 

 Weak internal controls, incomplete documentation, and 487 

adequate financial reporting, and the absence of clear 488 

whistleblower and fraud reporting requirements, instructions 489 

and training at state and local levels reduce transparency 490 

and make the EPA -- and make it harder for the EPA and the 491 

OIG to identify red flags early.  The OIG warned that such 492 

gaps are missing audited financial statements, insufficient 493 

tracking of improper or unknown payments.  And poor data 494 

quality and program reporting can obscure accurate 495 

assessments of the health of drinking water programs or even 496 
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potential fraud schemes. 497 

 Ultimately, the OIG has found that EPA's ability to 498 

deliver drinking water infrastructure outcomes hinges on 499 

consistent oversight, reliable data, and clear guidance.  My 500 

written testimony expands on the challenges we have 501 

identified in each of these three key important areas. 502 

 In closing, the OIG strives to provide targeted, 503 

effective oversight that helps the agency safeguard both the 504 

nation's drinking water and the taxpayer investments in 505 

improving water infrastructure.  By identifying risks, 506 

driving corrective actions, and strengthening agency 507 

performance, we aim to help ensure that historic investments 508 

through the SRFs and the IIJA deliver real results for the 509 

American public. 510 

 Thank you very much, and I look forward to answering 511 

your questions today. 512 

 [The prepared statement of Ms. Murley follows:] 513 

 514 

**********COMMITTEE INSERT********** 515 

516 
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 *Mr. Palmer.  The chair now recognizes Mr. Olson for 517 

five minutes for his testimony.  518 

 519 

STATEMENT OF ERIK OLSON 520 

 521 

 *Mr. Olson.  Thank you very much, Chairman Palmer.  522 

Thank you, Ranking Member Tonko.  We appreciate the 523 

opportunity to testify. 524 

 I am Erik Olson.  I am a senior strategic director for 525 

health at the Natural Resources Defense Council, and I wanted 526 

to highlight that the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law, which 527 

has been mentioned a few times already, was drafted, as it 528 

was called, as a bipartisan measure.  Members of this 529 

committee on both sides of the aisle were active participants 530 

in the investment of over $30 billion in water infrastructure 531 

for drinking water, and that was a badly needed investment. 532 

 But I will say that we have just an enormous build-up of 533 

needs right now.  It has been mentioned EPA estimates $625 534 

billion in drinking water needs.  The industry is estimating 535 

between $1 trillion and $1.6 trillion for drinking water 536 

infrastructure is needed, so we clearly need major 537 

investments in this area. 538 

 We know that the -- since President Ford signed the Safe 539 

Drinking Water Act back in 1974, we have made significant 540 

progress.  But we still have major challenges.  Lead remains 541 
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a significant issue.  The forever-toxic chemicals called PFAS 542 

remain a significant issue.  Perchlorate and many other 543 

contaminants are widespread and need to be addressed. 544 

 So what we need to move towards, we believe, is not 545 

these one-by-one chemical controls, but a broad spectrum 546 

approach moving towards technologies that will remove a wider 547 

array of chemicals, rather than what I sometimes call the 548 

contaminant-of-the-month club, where we have a different 549 

contaminant every year, few years.  Why not approach this as 550 

a broad spectrum solution?  That is the direction we think we 551 

should go in. 552 

 And I will say there have been some progress also.  The 553 

Administration, this Administration, announced that they are 554 

supporting the lead and copper rule that was adopted by the 555 

Biden Administration.  That is progress.  We are, however, 556 

concerned that the Administration has asked to repeal four of 557 

the forever-toxic chemical standards that were adopted by the 558 

previous administration and also to delay two others.  We 559 

think that is an unscientific and unlawful action by the 560 

Administration. 561 

 But I will say that these bipartisan investments are 562 

important.  However, they represent less than five percent of 563 

the total investments that are being made nationally -- 564 

Federal investments, less than five percent of the total 565 

investments that are being made and less than one percent of 566 
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the needs.  So we are talking about a need for very 567 

significant increases in investments in this area. 568 

 And the public is really concerned about this.  It is 569 

consistently, according to Gallup tracking polls every year, 570 

the number-one public concern.  In fact, 80 percent of the 571 

public is concerned about their drinking water.  And we are 572 

starting to see that illustrated by a switch to this, to 573 

bottled water.  In fact, over $50 billion are spent by the 574 

public every year on bottled water.  That money could be 575 

better spent, we believe, on fixing our water infrastructure, 576 

rather than on purchasing bottled water. 577 

 We also think that there is a real risk here of moving 578 

towards a two-tiered drinking water system where large 579 

systems have higher-quality water and small systems that are 580 

struggling have lower-quality water. 581 

 One of the issues that several members have already 582 

spoken to is the affordability issue.  It is important that 583 

we move towards a water affordability or low-income household 584 

assistance program, and also move towards better rate 585 

structures that help low-income people.  We don't need to be 586 

trading off bad quality water and providing substandard water 587 

in order to make water more affordable.  Let's assist systems 588 

and assist low-income households. 589 

 In our testimony we have many recommendations for 590 

legislation, including reauthorizing, of course, the State 591 
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Revolving Fund.  We are recommending an increase to about 1 592 

percent of the total needs, $10 billion a year. 593 

 Lead service line replacement funding is important.  The 594 

PFAS funding is important.  Money for lead in schools and 595 

daycare centers.  Addressing the low-income household 596 

affordability program is crucial, as is the polluter pays 597 

program, where the polluters would pay to clean up water 598 

supplies, rather than customers. 599 

 We have more recommendations in our written testimony, 600 

and I am happy to answer any questions.  Thank you very much. 601 

 [The prepared statement of Mr. Olson follows:] 602 

 603 

**********COMMITTEE INSERT********** 604 

605 
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 *Mr. Palmer.  The chair now recognizes the gentleman, 606 

Mr. Hill, from -- for five minutes for his testimony.  607 

 608 

STATEMENT OF ERIC HILL 609 

 610 

 *Mr. Hill.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Good morning, 611 

Chairman Guthrie, Chairman Palmer, Ranking Member Tonko, and 612 

members of the subcommittee.  Thank you for the opportunity 613 

to testify today.  My name is Eric Hill.  I am the general 614 

manager of the Russellville Water and Sewer Board in 615 

Russellville, Alabama, and I am here on behalf of the 616 

National Rural Water Association and the Alabama Rural Water 617 

Association. 618 

 I want to start by telling you who I am, because it is 619 

the best way to explain why I am here.  In 1993 I started as 620 

a water and wastewater operator for a small rural system 621 

serving just over 2,000 customers.  I learned on the job, 622 

earning my certifications, and worked my way to the position 623 

that I hold today.  I am not a policy analyst.  I test the 624 

water, I manage the treatment, and I sign the compliance 625 

reports. 626 

 Today I manage a drinking water plant, a well source, a 627 

wastewater treatment facility, and everything that connects 628 

them with 26 employees.  These employees handle treatment, 629 

distribution, collection, maintenance, compliance, billing, 630 
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customer service, and emergency response.  There is no in-631 

house engineer, no compliance officer, and no attorney on 632 

staff.  When a water main breaks at 2:00 a.m., the same 633 

people who read your meter that morning, they are the ones 634 

responding. 635 

 Chairman Palmer, I am honored to testify before a fellow 636 

Alabamian who understands the communities I serve.  I want to 637 

tell this committee what Federal infrastructure investments 638 

look like when it reaches a small town, because this is a 639 

story that I am living right now. 640 

 Ninety-one percent of the nation's roughly fifty 641 

thousand community water systems serve populations of ten 642 

thousand or fewer.  These systems face the same Federal 643 

mandates as the largest utilities in the country, but with a 644 

fraction of the staff, budget, and technical capacity. 645 

 Let me tell you what Federal investments look like on 646 

the ground.  The State Revolving Fund is one of the most 647 

effective tools Congress has created for public water 648 

infrastructure.  Right now I am managing approximately $2 649 

million in SRF projects through Alabama's Department of the 650 

Environmental Management, 1 million in Drinking Water SRF, 651 

and 1 million in Clean Water SRF.  With those funds we 652 

replaced a 25-year-old telemetry system with a modern SCADA 653 

system including firewalls, VPN access, and multi-factor 654 

authentication.  We repaired a water main that separated in a 655 
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creek bed.  We cleaned two filter waste ponds essential to 656 

our treatment capacity.  And next month we will open bids on 657 

a booster station pump upgrade that currently pumps 50 658 

percent of the water we sell, an upgrade that will also allow 659 

us to meet a new state regulation requiring a five-year tank 660 

washout. 661 

 This is what $1 million in SRF funding buys for a small 662 

community, a comprehensive program of repairs and upgrades 663 

that improves public health, reliability, cybersecurity, and 664 

compliance all at once.  Without those favorable loan terms, 665 

most of those projects would still be sitting on a wish list. 666 

 But I have to be honest with this committee.  The 667 

process of accessing those funds is harder than it should be.  668 

Application complexity, Davis-Bacon and BABA compliance costs 669 

and scoring systems favoring scale create real barriers for 670 

systems like ours.  I urge the committee to adopt flexible 671 

principle forgiveness, extend project timeframes, simplify 672 

reporting, and provide targeted waivers for small projects. 673 

 My own career path illustrates another challenge:  up to 674 

half the water workforce will leave the industry within the 675 

next 10 years.  I was fortunate to learn on the job, earn my 676 

certifications, and build a career without leaving home.  677 

NRWA's registered apprenticeship program is now replicating 678 

that pathway in 35 states, with over 1,200 apprentices 679 

enrolled or graduated so far.  That program needs continued 680 
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Federal support. 681 

 And the onsite technical assistance that NRWA and ARWA 682 

provide is the most cost effective investment for small 683 

system operation and compliance.  Last year the town of 684 

Hodges, Alabama, population roughly 2,400, suddenly lost its 685 

certified operator when he was seriously injured in a car 686 

accident.  Overnight, no one knew how to run the water 687 

system.  Within one hour of being contacted, an ARWA 688 

specialist was on site.  We coordinated with the state and 689 

connected the system with a temporary operator of record, and 690 

assisted the system until permanent coverage was arranged.  691 

The community never lost service and never violated its 692 

permit.  That only happened because a trusted local provider 693 

was already in place. 694 

 Two more things, briefly, on PFAS. 695 

 Water systems are passive receivers, passive receivers 696 

of contamination, not polluters.  The entire water sector 697 

supports H.R. 1267, and I urge this committee to pass it. 698 

 On the regulatory landscape, I support the Safe Drinking 699 

Water Act and every public health protection it requires.  I 700 

simply ask that when new rules are implemented, the one-size-701 

fits-all approach is neither affordable nor feasible.  The 702 

tools this committee has created are working in rural 703 

American communities just like mine.  I am here to tell you 704 

where they can work better and ask for your continued 705 
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partnership. 706 

 Thank you, and I look forward to answering any questions 707 

that you may have. 708 

 [The prepared statement of Mr. Hill follows:] 709 

 710 

**********COMMITTEE INSERT********** 711 

712 
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 *Mr. Palmer.  The Chair now recognizes Ms. Rechtin for 713 

five minutes for her testimony.   714 

 715 

STATEMENT OF LINDSEY RECHTIN 716 

 717 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  Chairman Palmer, Ranking Member Tonko, 718 

and members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the 719 

opportunity to testify today.  My name is Lindsey Rechtin, 720 

and I am the president and chief executive officer of the 721 

Northern Kentucky Water District. 722 

 NKWD serves nearly 300,000 people across 5 northern 723 

Kentucky counties.  We operate three water treatment plants, 724 

drawing from the Ohio and Licking Rivers, and maintain over 725 

1,300 miles of water main.  I am here today on behalf of the 726 

Association of Metropolitan Water Agencies, or AMWA, where I 727 

serve on the board of directors.  AMWA is an organization 728 

that represents large, publicly-owned drinking water 729 

utilities across the country. 730 

 The importance and vulnerability of our nation's water 731 

infrastructure is on full display just a few miles from this 732 

hearing room at the site of the Potomac Interceptor collapse 733 

along the Potomac River.  It demonstrates the real-world 734 

impact on the environment, public health, and the economy 735 

when a critical piece of water infrastructure unexpectedly 736 

fails.  This infrastructure failure illustrates the ongoing 737 



 
 

  34 

criticality of strong and sustained investments in our water 738 

and wastewater infrastructure, which are often combined 739 

systems. 740 

 At NKWD, our distribution system requires continuous 741 

investment to replace aging mains and extend service to 742 

communities lacking public water access.  Federal assistance 743 

programs like the Drinking Water SRF have been essential 744 

tools for financing these projects while keeping water rates 745 

affordable. 746 

 As this Subcommittee examines the state of the nation's 747 

drinking water systems, I want to highlight three key points 748 

that I hope you will take away from my testimony:  first, 749 

Federal investments in water infrastructure generate 750 

meaningful returns throughout the economy; second, Congress 751 

must act this year to reauthorize several critical financing 752 

programs that help communities update and replace 753 

infrastructure before it fails while keeping water rates 754 

affordable for their customers; and third, Congress has 755 

opportunities to strengthen the nation's water systems by 756 

taking action to hold polluters accountable for the damage 757 

they cause by helping communities become more cyber secure 758 

and by ensuring EPA remains committed to sound, science-based 759 

regulatory development. 760 

 On my first point, my testimony highlights well-761 

documented data showing that more than $625 billion of 762 
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investment is needed over the coming decades just to maintain 763 

drinking water systems at their current levels of service.  764 

While this is a massive expense, we must also recognize that 765 

Federal investments in water infrastructure generate positive 766 

ripple effects that are felt throughout the economy.  767 

According to a landmark report produced last year by the 768 

Value of Water Campaign, every $1 million invested in water 769 

infrastructure generates $2.5 million in economic output and 770 

$1.4 million worth of GDP growth. 771 

 Alternatively, failing water infrastructure not only 772 

threatens public health, but it also interrupts economic 773 

activity and leads to severe losses for America's businesses.  774 

Nationwide, a single day without water service across the 775 

country would cost the U.S. economy nearly $120 billion, 776 

527,000 jobs, and $69 billion in GDP.  And these economic 777 

interruptions happen at a smaller scale across the country on 778 

a daily basis, whether through routine water main breaks or 779 

more dramatic incidents like the Potomac Interceptor 780 

collapse. 781 

 To stay ahead of these challenges, Congress must 782 

reauthorize EPA's core water and wastewater infrastructure 783 

financing assistance programs before they expire at the end 784 

of the current fiscal year.  The benefits of these programs 785 

are real.  Over the past two decades NKWD has utilized 17 786 

Drinking Water SRF loans totaling over $110 million to 787 
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finance infrastructure improvements across our system.  788 

Federal funding has allowed us to moderate our necessary rate 789 

increases so we can avoid rate shock for our community while 790 

ensuring we continue to invest in our system. 791 

 Finally, my testimony includes several other policy 792 

recommendations to pursue in the interest of helping our 793 

nation's water systems confront the challenges they face.  794 

These include, first, holding PFAS polluters accountable for 795 

cleaning up the damage they cause to the environment, and 796 

protecting passive receivers like water and wastewater 797 

systems from footing the bill for remediating waste sites.  798 

Second, expanding water affordability assistance.  When 799 

Federal mandates impose new compliance costs, ratepayers bear 800 

them.  A permanent, low-income water assistance program would 801 

help ensure vulnerable households maintain access to 802 

essential service.  And third, supporting existing sector 803 

resources like WaterISAC, the Water Information Sharing and 804 

Analysis Center, to help local water systems identify and 805 

close physical and cybersecurity gaps, implement best 806 

practices to withstand hostile threats, and generally 807 

maintain strong situational awareness of the threat 808 

landscape. 809 

 These and other policy recommendations are described in 810 

more detail in my written statement.  Thank you for the 811 

opportunity and the honor to testify today, and for convening 812 
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this important hearing highlighting the nation's drinking 813 

water.  I will be happy to answer any questions. 814 

 815 

 [The prepared statement of Ms. Rechtin follows:] 816 

 817 

**********COMMITTEE INSERT********** 818 

819 
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 *Mr. Palmer.  Thank you all for your testimony.  We will 820 

now move into the question-and-answer portion of the hearing.  821 

I will begin the questioning and recognize myself for five 822 

minutes. 823 

 Mr. Hill, I appreciate you coming here from 824 

Russellville.  As you know, I grew up in Hackleburg.  My 825 

father and his my family grew up in Hodges.  So I am well 826 

aware of the challenges.  You pointed out that the small 827 

rural systems make up roughly 91 percent of the community 828 

drinking water systems in Alabama.  From your experience -- 829 

and please be as brief as you can -- what specific aspects of 830 

the State Revolving Fund application reporting process create 831 

the greatest challenges? 832 

 And how important is it to have technical assistance to 833 

help in terms of supporting rural water systems? 834 

 *Mr. Hill.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 835 

 The biggest problem is when systems like us -- we 836 

applied in 2022, and we are just now getting some of those 837 

funds.  Our primacy agency did the best job they could do, 838 

but they were overwhelmed with the amount of applications.  839 

It was a rating scale.  It depended on how many people you 840 

represented.  And if you are a disadvantaged community, you 841 

could be raised to a higher priority on the list.  And by the 842 

time those funds got out, there were engineering shortages, 843 

there were contractor shortages.  And now we will have a bid 844 
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opening -- we used to have 8 or 10 contractors there.  You 845 

are lucky to get 1 or 2 contractors. 846 

 So the prices have been driven up substantially due to 847 

that delay in getting those funds out.  But we were blessed 848 

to get those funds.  The biggest drawback is the timely 849 

manner that they have got them delivered to the communities, 850 

and they -- 851 

 *Mr. Palmer.  That would be particularly important if 852 

you discovered some issues with your wastewater treatment 853 

system, if you needed funding to immediately address those 854 

issues. 855 

 There is -- one of the other things that concerns me 856 

about rural water is vulnerability to cyber attacks.  And I 857 

am concerned about this in terms of how we are going to 858 

address that because, again, most of the attention is given 859 

to the larger water systems. 860 

 On the issue of cybersecurity risks, do you think the 861 

Build America, Buy America requirements are an appropriate 862 

mechanism to ensure the critical components are sourced from 863 

American companies, not from adversaries like China?  That is 864 

part of my concern, is them embedding the ability to 865 

interfere with our water systems.  Is that a concern to the 866 

rural systems? 867 

 *Mr. Hill.  It was a big concern for us.  We had a 868 

telemetry system which could be intercepted, and it was a 869 
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proprietary system.  So we reached out with our TA providers 870 

from Alabama Rural Water Association, and we got on the same 871 

page with them, and we bid the project out with SRF funds, 872 

and we switched over with those SRF funds and installed a 873 

SCADA with a redundant -- it has the VPN, it is encrypted, it 874 

is BABA compliant.  And that was our biggest concerns with 875 

something like that, but there are material concerns for 876 

projects with fittings and those things that don't concern us 877 

as much as the -- I guess the cybersecurity side was the most 878 

concerning part. 879 

 *Mr. Palmer.  There is also data issues related to 880 

oversight, Ms. Murley, and does the EPA data systems 881 

interface with state data systems? 882 

 In reading your testimony -- and you commented on it in 883 

your testimony about the problems with antiquated data 884 

systems -- I guess that is the best way to put it -- for 885 

oversight of the funds. 886 

 *Ms. Murley.  Yes, thank you for the question, Chairman. 887 

 My testimony and our work highlights problems with data 888 

across -- it is not isolated data.  I think there is issues 889 

with the way the agency stores and maintains data and also 890 

getting data from the states, the cities, and the 891 

subrecipients. 892 

 *Mr. Palmer.  But if you are requiring the states to 893 

conduct the oversight and maintain the records, there has to 894 
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be some ability between the Federal Government and the states 895 

in order to exercise adequate oversight.  Otherwise, we are 896 

going to have another Minnesota situation. 897 

 *Ms. Murley.  Yes, that is correct.  And we can get the 898 

data, it is just not as -- a lot of the data is held in not-899 

easily-readable formats.  If you look to our management 900 

implication report that talked about the different ways the 901 

states store the electronic data, it varies across states.  902 

There is no systematic way that they carry it. 903 

 We found that six states get construction bids in paper 904 

format.  I am not sure if that has been fixed in the two 905 

years since we have done that report, but that makes it 906 

harder for us to conduct oversight and to obtain those 907 

records. 908 

 *Mr. Palmer.  Well, there is a couple of things that I 909 

think we need to address.  One, the EPA memorandum 910 

contradicting Federal law and unclear guidance from the EPA, 911 

I think that is something we need to address.  But also, the 912 

workforce issues related to the water systems that -- half of 913 

them are going to leave in 10 years.  So that is an issue I 914 

think we need to take a look at. 915 

 The chair now recognizes the Ranking Member, Mr. Tonko, 916 

for five minutes for his questions. 917 

 *Mr. Tonko.  Thank you, Mr. Chair, and thank you to our 918 

witnesses for being here. 919 
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 Again, I truly believe we all have similar goals, and 920 

that is to support the delivery of safe, affordable water.  921 

But I am very worried about this impending funding cliff at 922 

the end of this year with the expiration of the IIJA 923 

supplemental funding.  We are at serious risk of going back 924 

to a time when fewer water systems are able to access funding 925 

to carry out long-overdue projects. 926 

 So Mr. Hill, can you talk about the importance of these 927 

higher funding levels and what it has meant for your system 928 

in rural communities like yours? 929 

 *Mr. Hill.  It has made a substantial impact for us.  As 930 

you are aware, the IIJA, those funds have to be expended by 931 

December 2026.  And that is a burden, especially when those 932 

funds are just now getting rolled out and you have some 933 

situations where the contractors have not been paid for jobs 934 

that are completed. 935 

 It has been great funds, we just need to work on it and 936 

maybe, if we get some more funding in the future, we will 937 

learn a lot from the way those funds were applied and 938 

distributed throughout each state. 939 

 *Mr. Tonko.  Right, that is why I think the human 940 

infrastructure is incredibly important to get those dollars 941 

out the door. 942 

 Ms. Rechtin, similarly, from your community and AMWA's 943 

perspective, what have those higher funding levels allowed 944 
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you to do that may not happened -- have happened otherwise? 945 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  Thank you for your question. 946 

 Yes, they have been extremely critical for our utility.  947 

As I mentioned in my testimony, the Northern Kentucky Water 948 

District has been able to benefit from 17 different loans 949 

over the past 20 years, totaling $110 million in investment.  950 

Otherwise, we would have either deferred those projects or 951 

had to have built those into our rate base.  So they are very 952 

important to provide stability and predictability.  953 

Especially when we are coordinating with our cities about 954 

projects that we may need to coordinate, understanding that 955 

those funds are available are very important. 956 

 *Mr. Tonko.  Thank you. 957 

 And Mr. Olson, at the end of the day, the Safe Drinking 958 

Water Act is a public health law.  Can you tell us why those 959 

extra infrastructure dollars are so important for protecting 960 

people from unsafe water, including exposure to PFAS, lead, 961 

and many other dangerous contaminants? 962 

 *Mr. Olson.  Yes, thank you for the question.  It is 963 

certainly true that what we have seen repeatedly is that the 964 

Federal funding is absolutely critical, funneled through the 965 

states through the State Revolving Fund generally, to 966 

addressing problems. 967 

 Mr. Pallone recently spoke about the lead service line 968 

money.  There is also just an ongoing need to really address 969 
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forever chemicals not far from your district in Hoosick 970 

Falls, for example.  There are many locations across the 971 

country.  We have actually published a map -- and it is cited 972 

in our testimony -- showing, basically, virtually every 973 

congressional district has both serious lead contamination 974 

issues, and most of them also have PFAS contamination issues.  975 

This is a problem of public health that affects virtually the 976 

entire country, and there is an urgent need to continue these 977 

major investments. 978 

 *Mr. Tonko.  Thank you.  And Mr. Olson, again, if we are 979 

going to consider reauthorizing the Drinking Water SRF and 980 

other water infrastructure programs, what are the risks would 981 

we be (sic) taking in terms of subjecting Americans to 982 

potentially unsafe or unaffordable water if Congress does not 983 

renew its commitment to these previously-enacted historic 984 

investment levels? 985 

 *Mr. Olson.  Well, it is very important.  And I will say 986 

the funding cliff that you mentioned is a very real risk.  987 

What we are worried about is -- for example, between the PFAS 988 

and the lead rules alone, there are literally thousands of 989 

lives at stake, according to EPA's analyses.  That -- if you 990 

don't have those rules in place, if you don't have the 991 

funding to actually make those rules alive and working, you 992 

could lose thousands of lives, some of them very young 993 

children, some of them adults from cardiovascular disease, 994 
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from lead, for example.  So these are very real risks that we 995 

need to address.  And as we saw in Flint, as we have seen in 996 

many other locations, if you don't address these problems now 997 

they get worse and worse. 998 

 *Mr. Tonko.  Thank you. 999 

 And Inspector General Murley, I mentioned in my opening 1000 

statement that no one with SRF dollars that -- that the 1001 

dollars for SRF, no one wants them to be wasted.  But do you 1002 

agree that EPA's staffing reductions could make it more 1003 

difficult to properly manage and conduct oversight of these 1004 

awards? 1005 

 *Ms. Murley.  So we don't have -- we haven't done work 1006 

on the staffing levels currently.  I will say that staffing 1007 

levels, grants management, and workforce planning have 1008 

continually been an area that we address in our work.  We 1009 

just recently issued a grant workforce planning audit -- and 1010 

we can share that with you -- that recommends that the agency 1011 

plan for workforce and grant's oversight.  And in that report 1012 

we talk about that they need to address the changes and the 1013 

staffing changes and the organization changes at the agency. 1014 

 Human capital and workforce planning is something that 1015 

we look at in every project that we do.  It is part of an 1016 

ongoing oversight area for us.  And I will note that in this 1017 

year's top management challenges we note that a challenge for 1018 

the agency is to be managing the change at the agency with 1019 
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the workforce and the changes in the organization.  So that 1020 

is something that we will be looking at. 1021 

 *Mr. Tonko.  Yes.  Well, I think it is important.  It 1022 

stands to reason that the infrastructure, the human 1023 

infrastructure, is essential if we are going to get these 1024 

dollars out the door.  And knowing from my county days in 1025 

government, the commitment from the Feds -- 1026 

 *Mr. Carter of Georgia.  [Presiding.] The gentleman's 1027 

time -- 1028 

 *Mr. Tonko.  -- has dropped dramatically. 1029 

 And with that I yield back. 1030 

 *Mr. Carter of Georgia.  The gentleman yields.  The 1031 

chair now recognizes the chair of the full committee, 1032 

Representative Guthrie from Kentucky, for five minutes of 1033 

questioning. 1034 

 *The Chair.  Thank you, Mr. Carter.  Thank you for the 1035 

recognition. 1036 

 And so, Ms. Rechtin, do you have all three -- your 1037 

district is all three counties in northern Kentucky? 1038 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  We actually serve two, just Kenton and 1039 

Campbell County.  We do an emergency supply agreement with 1040 

our neighboring Boone County. 1041 

 *The Chair.  So do you have municipals within that that 1042 

are carved out? 1043 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  Correct, yes. 1044 
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 *The Chair.  Yes. 1045 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  And then we wholesale to -- 1046 

 *The Chair.  Typical of northern Kentucky, right?  They 1047 

do -- but you have a major system.  You have a major system. 1048 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  Yes. 1049 

 *The Chair.  Yes, you serve a lot of people.  So from 1050 

your experience in operating in Kentucky, where do you see 1051 

opportunities to reduce duplicative or conflicting demands 1052 

under the Safe Drinking Water Act? 1053 

 And also, based on your experience, how well do you -- 1054 

do Federal drinking water investments support long-term 1055 

system reliability, rather than just short-term compliance? 1056 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  Absolutely.  Thank you for your question. 1057 

 I would say just our -- you know, over the past 2 1058 

decades, having been able to benefit from 17 loans totaling 1059 

$110 million, as my testimony mentions, you can show that 1060 

that has had systemic benefits across our system. 1061 

 And looking forward, we do an asset management plan 1062 

along with our strategic plan, and we can understand what is 1063 

happening.  As you know in northern Kentucky, serving 1064 

multiple counties, multiple cities, they have all of their 1065 

own projects that they would like to do.  So coordinating, 1066 

paving projects with them or any other city work helps us to 1067 

be more efficient so we are not, you know, digging this -- 1068 

 *The Chair.  What kind of duplicative that you get from 1069 
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us that you would -- I know you have to deal with Frankfort, 1070 

but also what is duplicative here that you think is a 1071 

problem, or -- 1072 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  I am unaware of any duplicative, you  1073 

know -- 1074 

 *The Chair.  Requirements or anything that stands in the 1075 

way? 1076 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  Yes, I haven't run into any issues like 1077 

that. 1078 

 *The Chair.  Okay.  Well, thanks.  And so, Mr. Hill, so 1079 

I am -- is Russellville still at about 10 or 15,000 people? 1080 

 *Mr. Hill.  Yes.  I am a Phil Campbell Bobcat graduate, 1081 

and my children graduated from Russellville. 1082 

 *The Chair.  Okay, so you are not a -- 1083 

 *Mr. Hill.  I do live in Russellville. 1084 

 *The Chair.  So that is, what, about 10 or 15,000 1085 

people?  Is -- 1086 

 *Mr. Hill.  That is correct.  Yes, sir. 1087 

 *The Chair.  So you have a smaller municipal utility. 1088 

 So as EPA implements new PFAS monitoring and treatment 1089 

requirements under Safe Drinking Water Act, how prepared are 1090 

small and rural systems to manage these requirements and 1091 

absorb the associated costs for testing, treatment, upgrades, 1092 

and ongoing compliance? 1093 

 And the reason I say this, I have Bowling Green, which 1094 
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would be similar to the district, Ms. Rechtin, you operate, 1095 

and then I have got smaller systems which would be -- I know 1096 

your Russellville.  We have a Russellville, as well.  But I 1097 

know your Russellville, so I know that too.  And I am hearing 1098 

from a lot of my smaller ones just the requirements for PFAS. 1099 

 We want clean drinking water.  We all absolutely want it 1100 

to be safe.  But sometimes the standard goes so far, it makes 1101 

it too expensive to -- I mean, people, you got to pay for 1102 

these changes. 1103 

 And so how is PFAS experiencing in your area? 1104 

 *Mr. Hill.  So we have to test for PFAS just like 1105 

everyone else.  We are treated the same as a large utility.  1106 

And we do want to comply with the Safe Drinking Water Act, we 1107 

want PFAS removed.  But the financial burden that it will 1108 

pass along to these systems is detrimental. 1109 

 And taking it out of the water is only half of the 1110 

problem.  Once you get it out, the problem is getting rid of 1111 

that source.  There is hopefully some destruction techniques 1112 

that will come out soon that will benefit that.  But these 1113 

small systems cannot afford to remove PFAS, the -- like the 1114 

large systems.  It is expensive for the large systems, as 1115 

well, but it is a financial burden that we pass along to the 1116 

customer. 1117 

 *The Chair.  You got to spread it on a fewer number of 1118 

clients.  You know, the bigger you are, the more you can 1119 



 
 

  50 

absorb the overhead. 1120 

 *Mr. Hill.  That is correct, yes. 1121 

 *The Chair.  Like in anything. 1122 

 So Ms. Rechtin, in your testimony you state this -- that 1123 

this Drinking Water State Revolving Loan Fund helps water 1124 

utilities plan for long-term investments and maintain 1125 

affordability.  Can you explain more about how the 1126 

affordability challenges faces -- your ratepayers face? 1127 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  Absolutely -- 1128 

 *The Chair.  The affordability of the system. 1129 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  Yes.  So as I mentioned, we do plan 1130 

projects, you know, 20 years in advance.  And so part of that 1131 

planning is to understand the implications to our rates.  So 1132 

we see the needed projects, but we also see, you know, the 1133 

revenues that are coming in.  And so we understand the rate 1134 

tolerance of the community.  And when we have access to 1135 

Drinking Water SRFs and we can build that into our planning 1136 

process, we are able to do more projects because we have 1137 

access to those funds. 1138 

 *The Chair.  Thanks.  I just have a few seconds.  But 1139 

Ms. Murley, we talked about the level of funding from the 1140 

Jobs Infrastructure Act, jobs funds, unprecedented.  Has OIG 1141 

considered the Drinking Water State Revolving Loan Fund as a 1142 

low risk of fraud or high risk of fraud?  Have you looked at 1143 

that? 1144 
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 *Ms. Murley.  Thank you for the question.  We have -- 1145 

our work in recent years has highlighted, I think, what is a 1146 

growing risk in that area and the need for more oversight.  I 1147 

would point you to our recent report on unknown and improper 1148 

payments in the SRFs, and the annual reviews of those funds, 1149 

and we are currently in the process of having those 1150 

conversations on the corrective actions to be had with the 1151 

agency, or what -- and one of our recommendations is for the 1152 

agency to consider the risk level that the agency applies to 1153 

those programs. 1154 

 *The Chair.  Okay, thank you. 1155 

 I see my time has expired, and I will yield back. 1156 

 *Mr. Carter of Georgia.  The gentleman yields.  The 1157 

Chair now recognizes the gentleman from California, Mr. 1158 

Peters, for five minutes of questioning. 1159 

 *Mr. Peters.  Thanks very much, Mr. Chairman.  Thanks 1160 

for our witnesses for being with us today. 1161 

 It is critical that we modernize this country's water 1162 

infrastructure.  Our water systems are old and decaying.  As 1163 

you have explained, many of them still struggle with 1164 

replacing old service lines that contain toxic metals like 1165 

lead and copper.  Deteriorating infrastructure contributes to 1166 

leaks that result in wasted drinking water or, worse, the 1167 

infiltration of toxic chemicals and sewage into the water 1168 

system. 1169 
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 These issues hit close to home for me and for my 1170 

district.  In San Diego and in most of the West we have 1171 

grappled with how to provide the water our communities need 1172 

while dealing with frequent droughts and outdated 1173 

infrastructure.  This week I will reintroduce my DROUGHT Act, 1174 

which would help water utilities upgrade their infrastructure 1175 

under the Water Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act, or 1176 

WIFIA, for projects located in drought-afflicted areas, 1177 

regionally and nationally significant projects, and projects 1178 

located in low-income communities. 1179 

 And to be eligible for WIFIA loans, the total Federal 1180 

assistance for a project cannot -- today cannot exceed more 1181 

than 80 percent of a project's eligible costs.  This Federal 1182 

share cap makes it more difficult for state and local 1183 

governments, especially smaller, more rural ones, to finance 1184 

and complete water infrastructure projects.  Raising the 1185 

share cap for eligible projects is a common-sense approach 1186 

that would provide flexibility and more financing options for 1187 

critical water infrastructure modernization projects. 1188 

 Ms. Rechtin, how can the Federal share cap for projects 1189 

financed under WIFIA make it more difficult for water 1190 

utilities to finance and complete the infrastructure upgrades 1191 

they need these days right now? 1192 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  Thank you for your question. 1193 

 Northern Kentucky Water District has not had the 1194 
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opportunity to apply for any WIFIA program, so I can't speak 1195 

to that, but I can absolutely take that question and provide 1196 

a response to you after. 1197 

 *Mr. Peters.  Okay.  Does anyone else want to respond to 1198 

that from the perspective of the water systems? 1199 

 Mr. Olson? 1200 

 *Mr. Olson.  Yes, thank you for the question. 1201 

 We certainly support expanding WIFIA and putting more 1202 

money into WIFIA.  We think it has certainly had a major 1203 

success.  I am happy to take a look at your legislation and 1204 

get you a reaction.  Certainly, there is an urgent need for 1205 

all hands on deck to address our water infrastructure crisis.  1206 

And WIFIA, I think, will play an important role in that. 1207 

 *Mr. Peters.  Okay.  Mr. Hill, would the National Rural 1208 

Water Association's members benefit from an elevated Federal 1209 

share cap? 1210 

 *Mr. Hill.  I will support anything that benefits our 1211 

members, I can promise you that, coming from a small 1212 

community.  But yes. 1213 

 *Mr. Peters.  Well, I would love to work with you on 1214 

this.  I think this would help modernize the country's aging 1215 

infrastructure, provide some support for locals from the 1216 

Federal Government, and make our systems more efficient, 1217 

resilient, cleaner, and safer.  And thanks again for being 1218 

here. 1219 
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 I yield back. 1220 

 *Mr. Carter of Georgia.  The gentleman yields.  The 1221 

chair now recognizes the gentleman from Ohio, Representative 1222 

Latta, for five minutes of questioning. 1223 

 *Mr. Latta.  Well, thank you very much, and thanks for 1224 

our witnesses for being with us today.  And I got a lot of 1225 

questions, and so, if we could, keep the answers short. 1226 

 My background years ago, I was a county commissioner in 1227 

Ohio.  And one of our many portfolios that we had was water 1228 

and sewer.  So I was intimately aware of what goes on out 1229 

there and what you all do. 1230 

 And so if I could start, Mr. Hill, I go around my 1231 

district all the time.  And in a lot of my water treatment 1232 

plants the number-one issue we are hearing out there today is 1233 

what happens when our operators are retiring and we don't 1234 

have that certification.  And I know you said you had a 1235 

situation where you had somebody to be able to step in, but a 1236 

lot of places, they are getting concerned because they don't 1237 

have these people. 1238 

 And so the question really comes down to, does 1239 

Washington understand what you all go through in that, if you 1240 

don't have the people, how do you operate a system? 1241 

 *Mr. Hill.  That is a great question. 1242 

 We are working day in and day out with the Department of 1243 

Labor.  We have some apprenticeship programs, national does, 1244 
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that we are trying to get some more support from.  But we 1245 

have technical assistance and training in all 50 states.  EPA 1246 

has that technical assistance.  And these systems in Alabama, 1247 

they trust the Alabama Rural Water Association and technical 1248 

assistance provider.  That guy is an expert.  He provides 1249 

free training to those operators.  And we provide board 1250 

member training, and we try to have it within one hour of 1251 

every system because some towns have one operator, they 1252 

cannot leave.  And we try to have it at those systems that 1253 

actually can't leave if they have availability for us to have 1254 

something there. 1255 

 But they are required 24 hours for a single certificate 1256 

and 15 for each if their -- every 3 years.  That is a lot of 1257 

continuing education hours, but I think we can do better.  1258 

But there is technical assistance now in place, but I would 1259 

love to see more funding -- 1260 

 *Mr. Latta.  Well -- 1261 

 *Mr. Hill.  -- for the state. 1262 

 *Mr. Latta.  Because it also comes down to, you know, we 1263 

can't force people to do a job.  We have to make sure we get 1264 

these people out there and trained because as they retire we 1265 

can't just say, you know, these people are going to do this. 1266 

 What about, you know, the question about contractors, 1267 

you know, the questions about how much work has to be done? 1268 

 And then the other part is on the supply chain.  Do we 1269 
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have enough of the supply chain out there that, once you find 1270 

the contractor to do the work, can they even have the, you 1271 

know, the material out there to get -- to meet the standards 1272 

we have to have? 1273 

 And nobody is against any of the clean water and making 1274 

sure that it is there, but the problem is providing it. 1275 

 *Mr. Hill.  I will give you one example of contractors.  1276 

The EPA.  We had that situation in Hodges.  We had an 1277 

operator there within an hour.  I looked back and went to the 1278 

EPA technical assistance site, and you fill out a form about 1279 

this long, you send in an email, and they will respond to you 1280 

within three days.  And they try to pair you with a technical 1281 

assistance provider. 1282 

 And we are boots on the ground with these associations.  1283 

I don't think anybody spends those funds better than these 1284 

state associations to assist, and they have a personal 1285 

relationship with each one of these systems. 1286 

 *Mr. Latta.  Well, thank you. 1287 

 Ms. Rechtin, let me ask, if I may, turn to you.  You 1288 

know, we are talking about issues out there that, again, 1289 

affect people.  But, you know, especially when you are 1290 

talking -- you said talking about your -- the sound, science-1291 

based regulatory development based on sound science and a 1292 

well -- and will present opportunities for public health 1293 

improvements.  Otherwise, establishing drinking water 1294 
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standards without regard to the cost will cause water systems 1295 

to divert scarce resources and will lead to higher water 1296 

rates for customers across the country. 1297 

 I am going to ask you the same question:  Does 1298 

Washington understand what you do and what the impact that 1299 

you have on people out there?  Because if all of a sudden you 1300 

increase costs out there, how do people, number one, pay for 1301 

it in an area that are living there, but how do you get new 1302 

development to come in if all of a sudden they say we can't 1303 

afford the rates? 1304 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  Thank you for your question. 1305 

 Yes, so as a water district our -- we don't have, you 1306 

know, any investors or anyone.  We just have the rate base.  1307 

So any time -- any additional costs are borne by the 1308 

community members.  So we do have to absolutely remain 1309 

mindful of spending their money like our own to understand 1310 

what projects are critical, how do we prioritize these 1311 

projects to make sure that we are being as efficient as 1312 

possible. 1313 

 *Mr. Latta.  Okay.  Just real briefly, because when you 1314 

are talking about prioritizing those projects out there and 1315 

those that are critical, but if you are always dealing with 1316 

"safe drinking water'' and making sure you are meeting those 1317 

Federal standards, isn't that kind of tough to do when you 1318 

have to prioritize those? 1319 
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 *Ms. Rechtin.  That is a great question.  So we went 1320 

through a strategic planning process to address just that, 1321 

where we recognized, you know, not only just our aging 1322 

infrastructure, our water mains, our treatment plants, 1323 

workforce, personnel, but then we saw the regulatory 1324 

compliance side.  And so during that strategic planning 1325 

process, as we were fleshing out how to prioritize projects, 1326 

we looked at regulatory compliance as, you know, top of mind. 1327 

 And so things like the lead and copper rule 1328 

improvements, PFAS, treatment we wanted to make sure and 1329 

allocate the right amount of dollars -- advocate for the 1330 

right amount of dollars and apply for those so that we can 1331 

remain compliant, but also not lose sight of all of the other 1332 

work that we have to complete. 1333 

 *Mr. Latta.  Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chair.  My 1334 

time has expired and I yield back. 1335 

 *Mr. Carter of Georgia.  The gentleman yields.  The 1336 

chair now recognizes the gentleman from California, Dr. Ruiz, 1337 

for five minutes of questioning. 1338 

 *Mr. Ruiz.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 1339 

 The drinking water costs are rising, and it is adding to 1340 

the American affordability crisis.  Since January 2025 local 1341 

water agencies in the region have continued approving or 1342 

proposing rate increases to cover rising operational costs 1343 

and much-needed and deferred maintenance.  There is a lot of 1344 
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reports that a lot of the infrastructure needs upgrades for 1345 

more efficient water storage and use for their capacity. 1346 

 Water affordability is increasingly a concern for many 1347 

consumers.  In its 2024 report to Congress, the EPA estimated 1348 

that between 12.1 million and 19.2 million households 1349 

nationwide lack affordable access to water services, with 1350 

annual assistance needs ranging from 5.1 billion to $8.8 1351 

billion.  These increases reflect the rising costs of 1352 

treatment and infrastructure that communities are bearing, 1353 

underscoring the urgent need for strong Federal investment to 1354 

help utility companies comply with strong protective 1355 

standards. 1356 

 We need clean and safe and affordable drinking water for 1357 

every American in our nation.  Water is a common good, and 1358 

one can describe it as also a right to have access to water, 1359 

just like the air that we breathe.  And we want it to be 1360 

clean and safe.  Mr. Olson, what measures can the Federal 1361 

Government implement to ensure these systems can maintain 1362 

affordable rates while still meeting safe drinking water 1363 

standards? 1364 

 *Mr. Olson.  Well, thank you for that important 1365 

question.  There are basically three things that we 1366 

recommend. 1367 

 One is certainly expanding and continuing the Federal 1368 

investment in water infrastructure.  That relieves some of 1369 
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the costs, as you have heard from some of the other witnesses 1370 

today. 1371 

 The second thing is a low-income household water 1372 

affordability program, and that would be investments, really, 1373 

to help lower-income people, much like LIHEAP is for energy.  1374 

This would be for water.  Congress did adopt one temporarily 1375 

during the COVID crisis, but we need a permanent low-income 1376 

household water affordability program. 1377 

 And the third thing we recommend is technical assistance 1378 

to water utilities to help them with their water rate 1379 

structures and other affordability programs.  So some cities 1380 

-- for example, Philadelphia -- have adopted programs where 1381 

they have basically an income-based water rate for low-income 1382 

people.  And if you structure your water rate right, you 1383 

actually -- we have tools that have been identified that the 1384 

utility can actually save money by doing this because they 1385 

are not having to ding people constantly and ask people to 1386 

pay for water they can't afford. 1387 

 *Mr. Ruiz.  Thank you.  You know, the rate increase is 1388 

already taking effect for California water company customers 1389 

in January 2026, making clear that water bills will continue 1390 

to rise.  This reality is reflected in multiple scenarios in 1391 

my district. 1392 

 I mean, for one, I just left my office with Valley 1393 

Sanitation District that treats water and manages water for 1394 
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the city of Indio and other areas, and so they are coming up 1395 

to 100 years in existence and they have to upgrade some of 1396 

their infrastructure.  And they also want to develop a 1397 

biosolid-to-fertilizer process to help our local ag industry, 1398 

as well, which is a good source of revenue to add to an 1399 

innovative way to increase the funding for their 1400 

infrastructure development. 1401 

 We have the Banning flume, who is a community near the 1402 

Banning area in my district that had some damage to their 1403 

water systems because of natural disasters and fires and the 1404 

flooding that recently occurred.  And so their water system, 1405 

the lack of water, devastated their orchards, their 1406 

livelihoods, and many people have left out.  It seems like a 1407 

ghost town right now. 1408 

 So how -- this question is for you, Ms. Rechtin -- what 1409 

do water systems need to better conserve water and protect 1410 

critical infrastructure from environmental threats like 1411 

wildfires and tropical storms? 1412 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  Thank you for your question. 1413 

 So specifically in Northern Kentucky Water District, we 1414 

are very fortunate to be in a very water-rich location.  So 1415 

we have access to the Ohio River and the Licking River, so 1416 

water shortage issues don't specifically affect my system.  1417 

But certainly polluters impact the Ohio River, so I would 1418 

say, you know, we need to hold polluters accountable, make 1419 
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sure that we have access to funds for any regulations that do 1420 

come down the pipeline to treat for those chemicals.  So just 1421 

making sure we have funding necessary to moderate those. 1422 

 *Mr. Ruiz.  Thank you. 1423 

 *Mr. Carter of Georgia.  The gentleman yields.  The 1424 

Chair now recognizes the gentleman from Virginia, 1425 

Representative Guthrie -- excuse me -- Griffin (sic) for five 1426 

minutes of questioning. 1427 

 *Mr. Griffith.  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.  I 1428 

greatly appreciate it. 1429 

 Witnesses, I am going to reference a Roanoke Times 1430 

article from August 29 of 2022.  In the article it talks 1431 

about the Western Virginia Water Authority Spring Hollow 1432 

Reservoir.  The reservoir is located in the 9th congressional 1433 

district, which I represent, but it also serves sections of 1434 

the 6th congressional district, represented by Ben Cline, as 1435 

well.  In the talk it says last year, as a part -- and this 1436 

is, remember, 2022 -- so in 2021, last year, as a part of a 1437 

statewide study by the Virginia Department of Health, tests 1438 

at Spring Hollow found hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid 1439 

at levels of 51 and 57 parts per trillion.  In June, well 1440 

after the water authority learned of the tests, the -- that 1441 

would be in 2022 -- in June of 2022, well after the water 1442 

authority learned of the test, the Environmental Protection 1443 

Agency issued a new health advisory for levels of this GenX 1444 
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substance to anything above 10 parts per trillion.  The 1445 

amount of GenX in Spring Hollow was the highest concentration 1446 

of a forever chemical found in 45 public water sources that 1447 

were part of the statewide tests, according to a 2021 1448 

Department of Health report to the General Assembly. 1449 

 All right.  So question number one to Mr. Hill and Ms. 1450 

Rechtin, do you believe that a water system should be liable 1451 

for cleanup when the source of the PFAS can be traced to a 1452 

point of discharge? 1453 

 *Mr. Hill.  We should share no liability.  We think we 1454 

are passive receivers and we should be exempt from CERCLA, 1455 

and we believe the polluter should pay. 1456 

 *Mr. Griffith.  Do you concur, Ms. Rechtin? 1457 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  I concur with Mr. Hill, yes. 1458 

 *Mr. Griffith.  All right.  Now I am going to switch to 1459 

Ms. Murley. 1460 

 So here is what happened.  They get the 51 and 57 parts 1461 

per trillion in Spring Hollow Reservoir in Roanoke County in 1462 

2021, but EPA comes out in 2022 and says you shouldn't have 1463 

more than 10.  Is the 10 a reasonable number or was EPA 1464 

overreacting? 1465 

 Why didn't that number come out sooner if it is -- I 1466 

mean, they are 51 and 57 and they don't notify the consumers 1467 

because they don't have anything that indicates at that point 1468 

in time in Roanoke County -- and it serves some other 1469 
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counties, too, but they don't have anything at that time that 1470 

tells them that the 51 and 57 are a problem. 1471 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  Thank you for the question.  I think that 1472 

is a question better directed at the agency. 1473 

 *Mr. Griffith.  All right. 1474 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  But I am happy to take it back. 1475 

 *Mr. Griffith.  If you would, I would appreciate it 1476 

because I am curious about it because it raises the question, 1477 

Mr. Hill and Ms. Rechtin, is that -- should the Roanoke -- 1478 

should the Western Virginia Water Authority, located in 1479 

Roanoke County in Spring Hollow, should they have known that 1480 

51 and 57 were a problem and notified their consumers 1481 

earlier? 1482 

 Mr. Hill, do you want to start or do you want Ms. 1483 

Rechtin to take that one first? 1484 

 *Mr. Hill.  I think the minute they knew about it, they 1485 

should have reached out publicly and got ahead of that. 1486 

 *Mr. Griffith.  Even if it wasn't at the time considered 1487 

a hazard or -- by any advice from the EPA? 1488 

 *Mr. Hill.  Well, I would -- if it is not considered a 1489 

hazard, that is a different situation.  That is a tough 1490 

position to be in. 1491 

 *Mr. Griffith.  It is. 1492 

 *Mr. Hill.  I think you consult with numerous people 1493 

with some advice and go from there.  That is a tough 1494 
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question. 1495 

 *Mr. Griffith.  All right.  So Ms. Rechtin, I will give 1496 

you the next tough question, because I am asking because I 1497 

want to know the answers. 1498 

 So because of the delay, does that put some liability 1499 

back on the water system if they knew or should have known -- 1500 

and I am not saying they should have known that there was a 1501 

health concern.  Does that put some liability back on the 1502 

water system in an attempt to protect their consumer? 1503 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  I really would hate to speculate on 1504 

anything, so -- but what I -- 1505 

 *Mr. Griffith.  I would, too.  I don't blame you. 1506 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  What I can say is that drinking water 1507 

utilities did not manufacture the -- any chemicals.  The 1508 

utility is trying to protect the community by removing it 1509 

from their drinking water supply.  So as passive receivers, 1510 

they shouldn't -- you know, there should be no liability. 1511 

 *Mr. Griffith.  And ultimately, the Western Virginia 1512 

Water Authority would reach a $1.9 million settlement with 1513 

the companies.  And apparently what happened was that a 1514 

company was giving tanks to another company to be cleaned out 1515 

upstream, and didn't warn the secondary company that there 1516 

was a PFAS inside the tanks or that might have been inside 1517 

the tanks, so no precautions were taken. 1518 

 Since then they have done all kinds of things to lower -1519 



 
 

  66 

- the limits have been lowered.  I don't want to scare the 1520 

folks in the Western Virginia Water Authority region that 1521 

there is a problem today, but they are still having to do 1522 

measures to remove any remnant amounts of PFAS from the water 1523 

there.  And that is the concern that I have, along with lots 1524 

-- I mean, I have areas that don't have safe drinking water 1525 

to begin with, much less a system that has been contaminated 1526 

by PFAS. 1527 

 But I appreciate all of you all being here.  This is a 1528 

very important subject.  And if you could, from the EPA 1529 

standpoint, get me an answer because I am just curious, and 1530 

curious minds want to know. 1531 

 Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 1532 

 *Mr. Palmer.  [Presiding.] The gentleman yields.  The 1533 

chair now recognizes the gentleman from New Jersey, Mr. 1534 

Pallone, for five minutes for his questions. 1535 

 *Mr. Pallone.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  My questions, 1536 

you know, all relate to concern over lead service lines and 1537 

the need to replace them and cleaning up PFAS contamination 1538 

in water.  Obviously, these things can be costly.  So let me 1539 

start with Ms. Rechtin. 1540 

 What kind of industries rely on the water provided by 1541 

your water utility, if you will? 1542 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  We serve all types of industries.  We 1543 

have hospitals, schools, day-cares.  Northern Kentucky is a 1544 
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very -- it is a suburban metropolitan area. 1545 

 *Mr. Pallone.  And, you know, again, I am going back to 1546 

these toxins and other things that might get into the system.  1547 

Would you agree that sustained Federal investment is critical 1548 

to helping water systems like yours address public health 1549 

challenges, you know, such as PFAS and lead? 1550 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  Yes.  We do treat with granular activated 1551 

carbon so, you know, any funds that are available to help us 1552 

with not only those capital costs -- you know, we also have 1553 

operating costs that are implicated.  So any funding is, yes, 1554 

very beneficial. 1555 

 *Mr. Pallone.  All right.  And that -- and, you know, 1556 

this is the reason that I fought hard for the investments in 1557 

the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law to the State Revolving 1558 

Fund, as well as targeting funding to address lead and PFAS 1559 

contamination, because that is the way to protect communities 1560 

from dangerous toxins and making sure that the water systems 1561 

have the funding. 1562 

 But again, while funding is key, we need a regulatory 1563 

framework.  So it is also essential to have a good regulatory 1564 

framework.  So let me go to Mr. Olson.  Why is it important 1565 

to have strong, enforceable drinking water standards, in your 1566 

opinion? 1567 

 *Mr. Olson.  Well, what we have seen is that, unless you 1568 

have national standards in some locations, the water systems 1569 
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simply do not remove some of the contaminants that are a real 1570 

health concern.  And we have seen this repeatedly. 1571 

 I mean, for PFAS, for example, and for lead, there has 1572 

been, you know, fighting over those.  I have been part of 1573 

those fights for, in some cases, 30, 40 years, where the 1574 

water systems in some cases have fought off replacing their 1575 

lead pipes or addressing some of these problems.  So I think 1576 

having a baseline set of Federal protective standards will 1577 

protect public health across the country. 1578 

 *Mr. Pallone.  Yes.  And, I mean, right now we see water 1579 

utilities suing EPA over these Biden-era standards that 1580 

protect communities from toxic lead and harmful PFAS.  And, 1581 

of course, they just -- they say in these lawsuits that one 1582 

justification is the cost, right? 1583 

 So let me just ask you again.  Based on your experience, 1584 

can we have both protective drinking water standards and 1585 

affordable water? 1586 

 In other words, can a permanent water assistance 1587 

program, which myself -- and I believe that our ranking 1588 

member, Mr. Tonko, has actually introduced it -- can we have 1589 

a permanent water assistance program to ensure that we have 1590 

both safe and affordable water?  Is that important, in your 1591 

opinion? 1592 

 *Mr. Olson.  It is absolutely crucial that we have both.  1593 

Nobody wants to be drinking water that is threatening their 1594 
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health or their children's health.  On the other hand, some 1595 

low-income people definitely are having issues already with 1596 

water affordability, so the two must go hand in hand. 1597 

 We need the Federal funding to address some of the 1598 

infrastructure issues and a low-income household water 1599 

assistance program.  We strongly support both of those, but 1600 

we can't be trading off bad water in order to make our water 1601 

affordable.  It is just -- nobody wants that water.  As I 1602 

mentioned in my testimony, 80 percent of the public is 1603 

already concerned about their tap water, and having the 1604 

country switch over to bottled water is not the solution.  We 1605 

really have to have safe and affordable water coming out of 1606 

people's taps. 1607 

 *Mr. Pallone.  Well, I agree with you and I don't really 1608 

have anything to add to what you said because I totally agree 1609 

with what you said.  So thank you. 1610 

 And I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 1611 

 *Mr. Palmer.  The gentleman yields.  The chair now 1612 

recognizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Dr. Joyce, for 1613 

five minutes for his questions. 1614 

 *Mr. Joyce.  Thank you, Chairman Palmer and Ranking 1615 

Member Tonko, for holding this important hearing, and to our 1616 

panel for being here to testify. 1617 

 This hearing is especially timely as we continue to deal 1618 

with the aftermath of the sewer line failure right here in 1619 
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Washington, D.C. that emptied millions of gallons of raw 1620 

sewage into the Potomac River.  In my role as the chairman of 1621 

the Oversight Subcommittee, I joined Environment Subcommittee 1622 

Chairman Palmer, as well as Chairman Guthrie in sending a 1623 

letter to the D.C. water investigating how this failure 1624 

occurred and how it will be remediated.  While I look forward 1625 

to receiving answers to those questions, today I would like 1626 

to focus on what a failure like this one that we are seeing 1627 

here in Washington reveals about our water infrastructure. 1628 

 All over our country, aging sewer and drinking water 1629 

systems need those critical repairs.  They need those 1630 

critical upgrades.  If these projects are not completed 1631 

efficiency (sic), we will risk future public health and clean 1632 

water disasters across our entire country.  This risk is 1633 

especially urgent in rural communities with smaller water 1634 

systems.  Often rural communities rely on small teams with 1635 

limited resources to run both the sewer and the clean water 1636 

facilities.  A disruption in either can put a strain on both 1637 

systems, and place extreme burdens on operators and the 1638 

communities that they serve.  For these communities Federal 1639 

support, like what is provided by the State Revolving Funds, 1640 

represents a much-needed lifeline allowing rural Americans to 1641 

receive uninterrupted drinking and wastewater services in 1642 

under-resourced areas. 1643 

 Ms. Murley, in your testimony you discussed confusing 1644 
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and sometimes conflicting guidance provided by EPA to states 1645 

regarding how to use State Revolving Funds in a way that is 1646 

consistent with relevant program requirements.  How does this 1647 

unclear guidance prevent states from efficiently and 1648 

effectively disbursing funds to communities seeking to 1649 

complete eligible projects? 1650 

 *Ms. Murley.  Well, thank you for the question.  I will 1651 

point you to one example we have would be the report that we 1652 

have which had guidance that we found -- we published an 1653 

evaluation summarizing SRF program administrators' 1654 

perspectives on capacity to manage GWRS funding, and they 1655 

reported obstacles in understanding the guidance. 1656 

 And then we followed up with a report looking at the 1657 

different guidance in that area, and so what we found is 1658 

when, you know, states and localities are trying to implement 1659 

new guidance, it can be difficult -- or implement new 1660 

programs or requirements, if the guidance is not clear it can 1661 

hinder their ability to either apply for a program, complete 1662 

the program, or be in compliance. 1663 

 I would also point you to an audit that we did on 1664 

emerging contaminants and how to rank non-PFAS contaminants 1665 

in water for funding.  That led to confusion among not only 1666 

the regions administrating, but the people who were the 1667 

cities and localities that needed to comply with those 1668 

requirements and apply for -- 1669 
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 *Mr. Joyce.  And that confusion really affects 1670 

compliance, when it comes down to it, correct? 1671 

 *Ms. Murley.  It can. 1672 

 *Mr. Joyce.  And with complicated regulations, 1673 

especially as it relates to the cost of that compliance for 1674 

communities that will ultimately receive and utilize these 1675 

funds, what is -- how can they deal with that?  How do they 1676 

approach that when they don't know that there are clear-cut 1677 

compliance from unclear obligations? 1678 

 *Ms. Murley.  Well, I think that points to why our 1679 

oversight work is so important, because when we have these 1680 

findings and we present them to the EPA and they issue 1681 

corrective actions that enhance their guidance, I think it 1682 

allows for the programs to function better. 1683 

 *Mr. Joyce.  Thank you. 1684 

 Mr. Hill, you discuss in your testimony that most rural 1685 

utilities who would benefit from this Federal funding don't 1686 

have the resources that are necessary to hire full-time 1687 

compliance staff that many large operators afford.  With that 1688 

dynamic, can you explain how regulatory uncertainty affects 1689 

the small system's ability to engage in long-term planning? 1690 

 *Mr. Hill.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 1691 

 Yes, small systems, one guy is doing four or five 1692 

multiple tasks, he doesn't have the manpower.  They reach out 1693 

to our state associations for compliance and for technical 1694 
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assistance, and they get involved and try to structure the 1695 

best plan and find them a way to navigate that. 1696 

 But infrastructure, as you know, is failing, and those 1697 

funds are critical and they are crucial.  But we have people 1698 

in place with these state associations that will do their 1699 

best to help these small associations -- or these small 1700 

communities navigate that process. 1701 

 *Mr. Joyce.  Thank you.  As those living around the 1702 

Potomac River here in Washington are made very aware, these 1703 

risks are not theoretical and they are not far off.  They are 1704 

right here in Washington, D.C., and it is critical that we 1705 

act now to ensure that projects can be funded and completed 1706 

efficiently.  And I look forward to working with this 1707 

committee to find that best path forward. 1708 

 Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I will yield back. 1709 

 *Mr. Palmer.  The gentleman yields.  The chair now 1710 

recognizes the gentleman from Florida, Mr. Soto, for five 1711 

minutes for his questions. 1712 

 *Mr. Soto.  Thank you, Chairman. 1713 

 Clean water is fundamental for every American.  It is a 1714 

core government duty.  This is why many of us came together 1715 

to vote for $50 billion for the State Revolving Funds and for 1716 

water infrastructure under the infrastructure law under 1717 

President Biden.  I appreciate the interest in clean water, 1718 

especially now that it is affecting a few Democratic areas.  1719 
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You know, it has been kind of quiet last year when -- it 1720 

didn't seem to bother anybody when it was affecting 1721 

Republican areas.  It is kind of ironic in a way, but I 1722 

appreciate the renewed attention today. 1723 

 You know, the investment in clean water protects 1724 

families and it also helps stop or reduce the need to raise 1725 

rates.  In Florida we saw the most lead pipes of any state, 1726 

which shocks a lot of people because we have a lot of new 1727 

growth, and that is why my state was granted $275 million, 1728 

more than any other state, to help address this.  We are the 1729 

twentieth largest metro area in Orlando now, fast growing.  1730 

And so I appreciate both these funds. 1731 

 And then I know Representative Peters mentioned the 1732 

WIFIA funds, those loans that are absolutely critical from 1733 

EPA.  We saw help with Orlando's Iron Bridge Regional Water 1734 

Reclamation facility recently with these revolving funds, and 1735 

then Saint Cloud, we had some issues with brown water there 1736 

for a while. 1737 

 And recently we have gotten to work with EPA for over 1738 

300 million for Polk County, for the water initiative there; 1739 

300 million for Toho Water in my home county of Osceola; over 1740 

200 million for Orange County.  So it is not only just the 1741 

State Revolving Fund, it is also these loans and then the 1742 

Water Resource Development Act.  All these are critical. 1743 

 And, you know, I have heard a lot from our water 1744 
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utilities today about the inability to fund it, and I am very 1745 

empathetic to that, right?  This is why the Congress needs to 1746 

step up to get you all the money, especially in a lot of 1747 

these smaller towns and areas. 1748 

 But we have seen the current EPA undermine a lot of 1749 

these historic efforts:  eliminating PFAS drinking water 1750 

protections; eliminating pesticide protections; requesting 40 1751 

percent cuts which we blocked here in the Congress, including 1752 

1 billion less for the State Revolving Fund, the subject of 1753 

this committee.  And Congress has pushed back also on a lot 1754 

of these other cuts. 1755 

 And we also see a climate change endangerment finding 1756 

that has been pulled back by the EPA just over the last few 1757 

months.  Rising seas are one of the biggest issues that are 1758 

threatening water systems and sewer systems in Florida, 1759 

especially near the coast:  salt water intrusion, rising 1760 

water tables that wreak havoc on the gravity systems 1761 

throughout Florida. 1762 

 Mr. Olson, how much is rising seas costing the water 1763 

systems across America? 1764 

 *Mr. Olson.  Thank you for the question. 1765 

 We see saltwater intrusion, obviously, in your -- in 1766 

Florida.  We have -- Mr. Carter's district in New Orleans, 1767 

where there was a salt water wedge going up the Mississippi, 1768 

contaminating a lot of water systems.  As that salt water 1769 
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gets into both groundwater and into surface waters, you start 1770 

to see contamination and it can exacerbate things like lead.  1771 

That salt water, it doesn't take a lot to create toxic 1772 

disinfection byproducts. 1773 

 *Mr. Soto.  These pipes weren't made for salt water, 1774 

right? 1775 

 *Mr. Olson.  They are not. 1776 

 *Mr. Soto.  And then walk me through the gravity part of 1777 

it.  You know, if you have a rising water table, how does 1778 

that wreak havoc on systems? 1779 

 *Mr. Olson.  Yes, it is a significant issue in a lot of 1780 

coastal areas because, as the water table rises and as you 1781 

see more salt water, they are going to have to spend a lot of 1782 

money to treat that water.  It can actually require reverse 1783 

osmosis in some cases. 1784 

 *Mr. Soto.  Thank you. 1785 

 *Mr. Olson.  Very expensive. 1786 

 *Mr. Soto.  Deputy Inspector General Murley, how do you 1787 

respond to these concerns about climate change?  It is 1788 

literally endangering clean water in Florida.  What do you 1789 

think the role should be for you, as inspector general, as 1790 

this endangerment finding has been removed? 1791 

 *Ms. Murley.  So thank you for the question. 1792 

 As an independent, non-partisan office, we would not 1793 

assess or opine on the merits of policy itself.  But if we 1794 
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did work, it would focus on whether the agency complied with 1795 

laws, regulations, or procedures and internal controls in 1796 

making and implementing that decision. 1797 

 *Mr. Soto.  So you wouldn't make a determination on 1798 

whether EPA is doing something contrary to their mission or 1799 

something that potentially could be corrupt? 1800 

 *Ms. Murley.  What we would look at is whether the 1801 

agency had followed its own process and its internal 1802 

procedures. 1803 

 And I will point you -- for example, when we reviewed 1804 

the EPA's 2009 -- 1805 

 *Mr. Soto.  Well, thank you so much, Inspector General.  1806 

I would think at a water hearing we would have an EPA person 1807 

who actually could respond to this.  I recognize your 1808 

limitations, but you are still the -- an inspector general 1809 

who is supposed to be reviewing a lot of these endangerment 1810 

findings. 1811 

 And, you know, Mr. Chairman, I would hope we could get 1812 

someone in here who could talk about this eventually, and I 1813 

yield back. 1814 

 *Mr. Palmer.  The chair now recognizes the gentleman 1815 

from Louisiana, Mr. Carter, for five minutes for his 1816 

questions. 1817 

 *Mr. Carter of Louisiana.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  1818 

Thank you to the witnesses for being here. 1819 
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 I represent southeast Louisiana, where we know firsthand 1820 

how water infrastructure is a literal lifeline to 1821 

communities.  We need robust Federal investments in our water 1822 

systems to meet the estimated $625 billion in water 1823 

infrastructure improvements needed over the next 20 years to 1824 

ensure the health and safety of Americans. 1825 

 Climate change is putting additional pressure on our 1826 

drinking water systems through extreme weather events.  The 1827 

New Orleans area now regularly faces threats of salt water 1828 

intrusion into its drinking water supply due to high-level -- 1829 

sea-level high rise, Midwest drought which reduced river flow 1830 

and allowed salt water to move up the Mississippi near the 1831 

water intake system.  Had salt water reached the intake 1832 

system, it would have been -- potentially cut off safe 1833 

drinking water for hundreds of thousands of Louisiana 1834 

residents, forcing expensive emergency measures and 1835 

threatening public health, agriculture, ecosystems across the 1836 

region.  This is not hyperbole.  This is real.  We know this 1837 

to be a fact. 1838 

 In a rapidly changing world, Congress needs to be 1839 

proactive, a proactive partner with drinking water systems to 1840 

build resilience to 21st century threats.  Mr. Olson, how are 1841 

the impacts of climate change, drought, winter storms, 1842 

hurricane, heat waves impacting the operations of water 1843 

utilities? 1844 
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 And how are these impacts increasing costs for utility 1845 

and ratepayers? 1846 

 *Mr. Olson.  Thank you.  It is a very important issue. 1847 

 As you mentioned, the salt water wedge that was going up 1848 

the Mississippi was a huge problem.  Downstream of New 1849 

Orleans there was contamination in some of those smaller 1850 

water systems that got contaminated by salt water.  It really 1851 

created significant issues. 1852 

 And it is not just those kinds of issues we are seeing.  1853 

Because of drought a lot of Western utilities are having 1854 

problems having adequate water.  We are seeing wildfires that 1855 

are spreading and that.  Most people don't think of this, but 1856 

wildfires can pose a real risk to drinking water supplies, 1857 

water supplies.  What we have seen in the Camp Fire, for 1858 

example, and several others is plastic pipes got melted and 1859 

then contaminated water got sucked into the distribution 1860 

system with benzene and other contamination in some cases, 1861 

contaminating entire water systems. 1862 

 So we see the climate change definitely an increasing 1863 

threat spreading across the country and, frankly, globally.  1864 

So unless we have meaningful changes that ensure that we are 1865 

addressing those extreme weather events -- 1866 

 *Mr. Carter of Louisiana.  And the retreat from the 1867 

denial that climate change is real. 1868 

 *Mr. Olson.  Exactly. 1869 
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 *Mr. Carter of Louisiana.  There are still those who are 1870 

in very powerful places who suggest that climate change is a 1871 

hoax.  This thought and vitriol is dangerous to the American 1872 

people. 1873 

 As you noted in your testimony, cyber threats also pose 1874 

risks to our nation's infrastructure.  What tools and 1875 

resources should Congress provide EPA to -- EPA and water 1876 

systems to handle these threats? 1877 

 *Mr. Olson.  Cyber attacks is what you are asking about. 1878 

 *Mr. Carter of Louisiana.  Yes. 1879 

 *Mr. Olson.  It is a significant challenge because, as 1880 

you have actually heard from Mr. Hill and others, we 1881 

definitely have issues.  A lot of small systems in particular 1882 

don't have the resources to address this, and it is something 1883 

-- EPA had actually issued a guidance document that would 1884 

have required states to address cybersecurity as part of the 1885 

-- what -- they are called sanitary surveys, and that was 1886 

challenged by the industry. 1887 

 We think we need a national solution to the 1888 

cybersecurity issue.  We have seen repeated cyber attacks 1889 

already on water utilities, some of them having to shut down 1890 

their billing systems and, as I mentioned in my testimony, 1891 

examples of remote attacks on those water systems to actually 1892 

affect their SCADA systems -- 1893 

 *Mr. Carter of Louisiana.  Thank you. 1894 
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 Ms. Murley, you were asked a moment ago questions about 1895 

your role as inspector general.  Can you in just 10 seconds 1896 

tell me, what is your job as inspector general? 1897 

 *Ms. Murley.  My job is to oversee the agency's programs 1898 

and operations to make sure they are operating efficiently 1899 

and effectively, and to prevent and detect waste, fraud, and 1900 

abuse. 1901 

 *Mr. Carter of Louisiana.  Okay.  So when you identify 1902 

that, do you feel that you are empowered to call out this 1903 

Administration if in fact you identify waste, fraud, and 1904 

abuse as some practices that are not correct? 1905 

 *Ms. Murley.  I do. 1906 

 *Mr. Carter of Louisiana.  You feel like you have that 1907 

full power? 1908 

 *Ms. Murley.  I do. 1909 

 *Mr. Carter of Louisiana.  Yet when my colleague asked 1910 

you questions, you seemed to waffle. 1911 

 *Ms. Murley.  I answered the question based on our role.  1912 

In the inspector general -- the IG statute, we are not a 1913 

policy-making body.  We don't make -- 1914 

 *Mr. Carter of Louisiana.  I don't think his question 1915 

was relative to a policy.  It was relative to an action.  So 1916 

a part of us in oversight, asking you questions, particularly 1917 

given the title that you enjoy, is a title to ensure that you 1918 

are rooting out waste, fraud, abuse, that you are not looking 1919 
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through the prism of a Republican or a Democrat, not 1920 

answering to any particular president or even EPA 1921 

administrator, but just to the facts. 1922 

 My time is far exposed (sic).  I will send more to you 1923 

in writing. 1924 

 [The information follows:] 1925 

 1926 

**********COMMITTEE INSERT********** 1927 

1928 
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 *Mr. Carter of Louisiana.  I yield. 1929 

 *Ms. Murley.  Thank you. 1930 

 *Mr. Palmer.  The chair now recognizes the gentlelady 1931 

from North Dakota, Mrs. Fedorchak, for five minutes for her 1932 

questions. 1933 

 *Mrs. Fedorchak.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you 1934 

to all the witnesses for sharing your expertise and your 1935 

passion for these issues with all of us today.  It is super 1936 

important legislation we are talking about today and the 1937 

regulatory structure for safe drinking water, something that 1938 

every American cares about.  Every elected leader, regardless 1939 

of your party, cares a lot about safe drinking water and 1940 

making sure we have the correct processes in place to protect 1941 

and provide that to Americans. 1942 

 Mr. Hill, I wanted to start with you.  You testified 1943 

that 91 percent of community water systems serve 10,000 or 1944 

fewer people, yet they face the same Federal mandates as the 1945 

largest utilities.  I represent the entire State of North 1946 

Dakota.  Lots of communities.  Most of our communities are 1947 

under 10,000, so we can definitely relate to this.  From your 1948 

perspective as a small system operator, how should Congress 1949 

adjust State Revolving Fund implementation or regulatory 1950 

timelines to better account for limited staffing and 1951 

administrative capacity without compromising public health? 1952 

 *Mr. Hill.  I think the process needs to be expedited, 1953 
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and that starts at the application process.  So we have got 1954 

to get that money in the hands of those utilities, because I 1955 

have got a $1 million claim water and a $1 million drinking 1956 

water project.  And by the time it gets to me, those 1957 

contractors are walking right by me going to a 10 or $20 1958 

million project.  So I see it when I go to a bid opening and 1959 

there is 1 to 2 people that 10 years ago we had 10 1960 

contractors.  So that lag time has caused prices to increase. 1961 

 One of our neighboring systems just received 845,000.  1962 

They had one contractor to bid, and that project was 1.4 1963 

million.  You know, that puts a burden on the system, 1964 

actually, when -- because it has taken four years to go from 1965 

application to you receiving those funds, and that is -- we 1966 

have got to expedite that process and get that -- those out.  1967 

And whatever we can do to get those funds out to those small 1968 

utilities, we need to address those concerns. 1969 

 *Mrs. Fedorchak.  Great.  Thank you for that.  And you 1970 

outlined specific barriers that small systems face accessing 1971 

the IIJA and SRF funds, particularly BABA, Davis-Bacon, and 1972 

application complexity.  If Congress were to prioritize just 1973 

one or two targeted reforms to ensure that rural communities 1974 

can fully use these funds, what would it be? 1975 

 *Mr. Hill.  The Davis-Bacon, it takes a lot of time to 1976 

go on site.  You have to categorize those employees for the 1977 

job they do.  There is a lot of paperwork to that.  And when 1978 
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you drag that process out even longer, instead of a week or 1979 

two week process, it takes two or three months, that is an 1980 

issue. 1981 

 I support BABA 100 percent, especially on cybersecurity.  1982 

But sometimes you got pumps or motors and things you can't 1983 

get.  The way that plant was designed 30 years ago, you need 1984 

to order something and drop it right back in place.  1985 

Sometimes you have to go outside of that and get something 1986 

that doesn't fall under BABA.  But the cybersecurity, I 1987 

agree, is -- 100 percent should be BABA-compliant. 1988 

 *Mrs. Fedorchak.  Okay, very good.  Thank you for that. 1989 

 Ms. Murley, the Safe Drinking Water Act requires EPA to 1990 

consider a cost benefit analysis when regulating 1991 

contaminants.  Based on your office's oversight work, how 1992 

effectively is EPA balancing health protections with 1993 

affordability, particularly for small communities like those 1994 

I represent in North Dakota? 1995 

 *Ms. Murley.  Thank you.  We have not conducted work in 1996 

this area, though we are aware of at times the prohibitive 1997 

cost to recalibrate systems to address different 1998 

contaminants, and we would be happy to meet with your staff 1999 

and talk about concerns that you have and any work that we 2000 

may do in that area. 2001 

 *Mrs. Fedorchak.  Okay.  Is it something that you can do 2002 

more of, or why have you not pursued that work in the past? 2003 
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 *Ms. Murley.  I would have to take that back. 2004 

 *Mrs. Fedorchak.  Okay, thank you.  I have one more 2005 

minute. 2006 

 Ms. Rechtin, your testimony cites EPA's estimate of $625 2007 

billion in drinking water investments needs over 20 years.  2008 

Some others have testified to it being almost $1 trillion or 2009 

more.  In your view, is the current SRF WIFIA structure 2010 

sufficient to close that gap, or does Congress need to 2011 

rethink the Federal financing model? 2012 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  Thank you for your question.  I would say 2013 

that the Northern Kentucky Water District has enjoyed several 2014 

drinking water SRFs over the past 20 years.  We have been 2015 

able to benefit from 17 of those, totaling $110 million.  So 2016 

our historical access to those funds has been instrumental in 2017 

how we have been able to invest in our system.  And I would 2018 

say, moving forward, it is equally as critical for the 2019 

stability and predictability of how we can plan our projects. 2020 

 *Mrs. Fedorchak.  Okay.  Thank you, ma'am. 2021 

 I yield back. 2022 

 *Mr. Palmer.  The gentlelady yields.  The chair now 2023 

recognizes the gentleman from New Jersey, Mr. Menendez, for 2024 

five minutes for his questions. 2025 

 *Mr. Menendez.  Thank you, Chairman.  Here is something 2026 

I know we all agree on:  no American should be poisoned by 2027 

the water they drink or pay for lead contamination. 2028 
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 There is no safe level of lead exposure.  In New Jersey 2029 

alone at least 115,000 lead pipes and millions across our 2030 

country still need to be replaced to prevent developmental 2031 

delays, brain damage, nerve disorders, and other potentially 2032 

lifelong health consequences.  Our state and nation have made 2033 

meaningful progress toward eliminating lead pipes, but there 2034 

is still significant work left to do.  That is why lead pipe 2035 

replacement must remain a priority as we consider updates to 2036 

the Safe Drinking Water Act. 2037 

 The City of Newark, which I am proud to represent 2038 

alongside my colleague, Congresswoman LaMonica McIver, has 2039 

set a powerful example of efficient, comprehensive lead pipe 2040 

replacement.  After elevated levels of lead in drinking water 2041 

affected an estimated 200,000 Newark residents, the city 2042 

replaced its 23,000 lead service lines in under 3 years, 2043 

protecting the health of the children and families who call 2044 

Newark home. 2045 

 Mr. Olson, how has Newark's lead pipe replacement 2046 

program served as a model for other communities in New Jersey 2047 

and around the country? 2048 

 *Mr. Olson.  Well, thank you for that question. 2049 

 Newark is -- has turned out to be a real model.  We have 2050 

been deeply engaged in Newark, and the city has replaced, as 2051 

you mentioned, over 20,000 lead service lines in about 2-1/2 2052 

years. 2053 
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 Among the other things that they did, they adopted a 2054 

very important ordinance that we have recommended many other 2055 

cities adopt that makes it easier for them to implement this.  2056 

They have gone in and they have paid for 100 percent of the 2057 

lead service lines' replacement.  What we have seen in other 2058 

cities, including here in Washington, D.C. for a while, when 2059 

the water utility doesn't pay for 100 percent of the lead 2060 

service lines, a lot of people, especially low-income people, 2061 

say they can't afford it, and therefore the lead service line 2062 

doesn't get replaced.  So 100 percent payment is also key -- 2063 

 *Mr. Menendez.  And -- 2064 

 *Mr. Olson.  -- very important -- well -- 2065 

 *Mr. Menendez.  Thank you, I appreciate that.  And I 2066 

believe their work demonstrates that every household at every 2067 

income can and should have access to affordable, safe 2068 

drinking water. 2069 

 But we must provide communities with the resources they 2070 

need to make this principle a reality.  In 2024 New Jersey 2071 

received $123 million for lead pipe replacement under the 2072 

Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act.  Part of the law is a 2073 

$15 billion total investment in reducing lead in drinking 2074 

water. 2075 

 I will start with you, Mr. Olson, then we are going to 2076 

go down this way.  Just yes or no, would you agree that 2077 

communities and utilities still need additional Federal 2078 
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resources to continue this important work?  Yes or no. 2079 

 *Mr. Olson.  Absolutely, yes. 2080 

 *Mr. Hill.  Absolutely yes, as well. 2081 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  Absolutely, yes. 2082 

 *Mr. Menendez.  And would you agree that we must 2083 

maintain a dedicated funding source for lead service line 2084 

replacement? 2085 

 *Mr. Olson.  Yes. 2086 

 *Mr. Hill.  Yes. 2087 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  Yes. 2088 

 *Mr. Menendez.  Thank you.  And as we consider where and 2089 

how these resources are directed, we must remember that 2090 

children are often exposed to lead while at school or child 2091 

care.  While the EPA has made important progress in 2092 

protecting students, lead contamination remains a challenge 2093 

in many districts and a concern for many parents. 2094 

 Mr. Olson, briefly, how can Congress continue to support 2095 

schools and child care centers seeking to protect students 2096 

and reduce lead exposure? 2097 

 *Mr. Olson.  We would strongly support some tweaks in 2098 

the current program to address schools and child care centers 2099 

for lead to install filters that will address the problem. 2100 

 *Mr. Menendez.  I appreciate that. 2101 

 And to fully protect the health of children and families 2102 

and effectively direct Federal resources, we also need to 2103 
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know how many lead pipes need replacement and achieve an 2104 

accurate national lead pipe inventory.  Last year the Trump 2105 

Administration's EPA revised its estimate of the number of 2106 

lead pipes nationwide, lowering it from nine million to four 2107 

million, a reduction with significant implications for the 2108 

appropriation and allocation of funds to address lead in 2109 

drinking water. 2110 

 Mr. Olsen, do you have concerns that the Trump 2111 

Administration under-estimated the number of lead service 2112 

lines in our country?  Yes or no. 2113 

 *Mr. Olson.  Yes, we have published an analysis that 2114 

answers the questions -- 2115 

 *Mr. Menendez.  And just briefly, what are the potential 2116 

health -- public health consequences of under-counting that 2117 

figure? 2118 

 *Mr. Olson.  Well, we are concerned that less funding 2119 

will be made available to locations that really need it as a 2120 

result of the reduced estimate. 2121 

 *Mr. Menendez.  Thank you so much. 2122 

 And just quickly, Acting Inspector General Murley, 2123 

responding to questions for the record from the last hearing 2124 

he appeared at before Trump illegally fired him, your 2125 

predecessor said that longstanding budget and staffing 2126 

shortfalls "significantly constrained our independence and 2127 

equated to less oversight of EPA.''  Yes or no, do you share 2128 
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your predecessor's view that staff losses such as those OIG 2129 

experienced last year erode your office's independence and 2130 

its ability to conduct oversight of the EPA? 2131 

 *Ms. Murley.  I -- 2132 

 *Mr. Menendez.  That is just a yes-or-no question. 2133 

 *Ms. Murley.  No, but we are excited to be hiring. 2134 

 *Mr. Menendez.  But if you need to hire, then you need 2135 

to increase your capacity, which means that you currently 2136 

have an issue and you are not able to do the full job the way 2137 

it was anticipated and envisioned. 2138 

 *Ms. Murley.  We can always do more oversight. 2139 

 *Mr. Menendez.  I would agree with that.  Well, thank 2140 

you all so much for being here. 2141 

 I yield back. 2142 

 *Mr. Palmer.  The gentleman yields.  The chair now 2143 

recognizes the gentleman from Georgia, Mr. Carter, for five 2144 

minutes for his questions. 2145 

 *Mr. Carter of Georgia.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and 2146 

thank all of you for being here.  This is a fascinating 2147 

hearing to me. 2148 

 I am a former mayor.  I was a mayor in another life.  2149 

And I tell people all the time when I was in pharmacy school 2150 

I never imagined I would know as much about water and sewer 2151 

as I know after having been a mayor.  But you have to know. 2152 

 And I will tell you, most people, they go to the 2153 
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restroom and they turn on the water and it flows and they 2154 

flush it and it goes away, and that is all they know.  But 2155 

when you are mayor and you are on city council, you got to 2156 

know where it is coming from and where it is going and how it 2157 

is being treated.  So I appreciate what you do, all of you. 2158 

 We all know that a big concern is cybersecurity.  We all 2159 

know that a big concern is making sure that we don't have 2160 

anything go wrong with our water systems.  And it will be 2161 

used as a tool in future conflicts.  We all know that.  In 2162 

2002 Congress mandated that community water systems conduct 2163 

vulnerability assessments and prepare response plans for 2164 

their facilities to guard against terrorist attacks or other 2165 

intentional acts.  Congress authorized technical assistance 2166 

and grants to assist community water systems in 2018.  These 2167 

actions are essential.  They are essential for national 2168 

security.  We all understand that. 2169 

 As Ms. Rechtin said in her testimony, from April of 2024 2170 

through March of 2025, roughly 14 percent of water utilities 2171 

reported experiencing at least one cybersecurity incident.  2172 

That is an increase, an increase of about 11.5 percent during 2173 

the same period the year before.  So we often -- we know that 2174 

this is going to be a concern. 2175 

 Mr. Hill, I want to ask you, utilities are increasingly 2176 

asked to strengthen cybersecurity while also managing aging 2177 

infrastructure, workforce shortages, and rising compliance 2178 
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costs.  How are small systems prioritizing cyber investments 2179 

relative to physical infrastructure needs, and what are some 2180 

of the trade-offs, if there are any? 2181 

 *Mr. Hill.  Thank you, Mr. Congressman. 2182 

 Our first project that we really focused on with SRF was 2183 

to address cybersecurity.  We implemented the SCADA system, 2184 

and that was probably the best thing we did at the time, 2185 

since -- some things have evolved since then, but that was 2186 

top priority for us. 2187 

 *Mr. Carter of Georgia.  Did you -- and how are you 2188 

dealing with aging infrastructure as a result of that? 2189 

 *Mr. Hill.  So aging infrastructure is a huge issue.  We 2190 

are chasing SRF loans, trying to get as much money as we can 2191 

to replace that infrastructure.  But the SCADA and the 2192 

cybersecurity does protect that infrastructure, but we are 2193 

pursuing and trying to get all the money possible for our 2194 

rural community. 2195 

 *Mr. Carter of Georgia.  Ms. Rechtin, tell me more about 2196 

the security risks that you are seeing with water utilities 2197 

and how Congress can help utilities improve cyber resilience. 2198 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  Thank you for your question. 2199 

 So I would agree with you that cyber threats are real.  2200 

They are growing.  As water systems increasingly rely on 2201 

internet-connected operational technologies, it brings us 2202 

efficiencies but also new vulnerabilities.  And I would say 2203 
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Congress can just continue to support programs that improve 2204 

information sharing, provide funding for cybersecurity 2205 

upgrades, and help utilities adopt best practices that are 2206 

scalable and also tailored to the size of their system. 2207 

 *Mr. Carter of Georgia.  Okay, thank you.  I want to 2208 

just touch briefly on EPA's involvement in water 2209 

cybersecurity because they do have an involvement here.  They 2210 

also have an extremely important job to ensure that our 2211 

drinking water is safe. 2212 

 Ms. Murley, from an oversight perspective, where do you 2213 

see gaps in EPA's current approach to drinking water 2214 

cybersecurity, and what limitations affect the agency's 2215 

ability to identify or mitigate cyber risk across water 2216 

systems? 2217 

 *Ms. Murley.  Thank you for the question. 2218 

 I think that the EPA is the sector-specific agency 2219 

charged with ensuring that water sector is prepared for any 2220 

hazard, including cyber risk.  But -- and the agency does not 2221 

set mandatory Federal cybersecurity requirements.  It does 2222 

provide technical assistance, guidance, outreach, and 2223 

education to water systems.  And I would turn you to our 2024 2224 

Management Implication Report on cyber concerns, where we 2225 

identified vulnerabilities across systems serving millions of 2226 

Americans. 2227 

 We are encouraged by the steps the agency has taken to 2228 
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elevate this issue, including the creation of a new office 2229 

and the announcement of grants. 2230 

 From an oversight perspective, we just announced a 2231 

project to look at the IIJA funds for Drinking Water SRF 2232 

projects designed to strengthen the water sector systems 2233 

against physical and cyber threats and hazards.  One 2234 

difficulty we encountered during this work doing this project 2235 

is that you cannot identify unless a state has included the 2236 

relevant information in its intended use plan.  So I would 2237 

say that is an area for improvement. 2238 

 *Mr. Carter of Georgia.  Okay.  Just out of curiosity, 2239 

real quick, have any of you experienced any cybersecurity 2240 

threats in any of your systems or heard of any? 2241 

 Ms. Rechtin? 2242 

 *Ms. Rechtin.  I would say we experience threats daily, 2243 

but I can't speak to any other systems.  So, yes, we have a 2244 

very strong cyber defense. 2245 

 *Mr. Carter of Georgia.  Okay.  Anyone else? 2246 

 *Mr. Hill.  I know we are involved with CISA, and then 2247 

you have WaterISAC, and that is a community that -- they 2248 

share a lot of that information back and forth, and that is a 2249 

tool that a lot of water systems are using now across America 2250 

to share that information and get ahead and make everyone 2251 

knowledgeable of what is going on. 2252 

 *Mr. Carter of Georgia.  Okay. 2253 
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 *Mr. Pfluger.  [Presiding.] The gentleman's time -- 2254 

 *Mr. Carter of Georgia.  I am out of time, and I yield 2255 

back. 2256 

 Thank you all. 2257 

 *Mr. Pfluger.  The gentleman's time has expired.  The 2258 

chair recognizes the gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Landsman. 2259 

 *Mr. Landsman.  Thank you, Mr. Chair, and thank you all 2260 

for being here and the work that you all do -- in general, 2261 

but in particular around keeping water safe.  And I want to 2262 

talk first about the EPA's Office of Research and 2263 

Development. 2264 

 So I am from Cincinnati.  We have a big, you know, EPA 2265 

office.  We have a big office of research and development, 2266 

and this is key for safe drinking water in the sense that 2267 

people, municipalities from all over the country send 2268 

information our way.  Our folks test it, determine, you know, 2269 

what is in the water, how did it get there, what are the 2270 

interventions, so on and so forth.  And it makes a huge 2271 

difference in helping, you know, municipalities, folks all 2272 

over the country clean up their water if there is an issue. 2273 

 And so there has been some issues with the Office of 2274 

Research and Development, some attacks on those jobs, maybe 2275 

moving them into the Secretary's office so that they would be 2276 

more political, all kinds of things are spinning around.  And 2277 

I just would like to know first, Mr. Olson, so that, you 2278 
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know, those who aren't familiar with the Office of Research 2279 

and Development, can you talk a little bit about their role 2280 

in keeping water safe? 2281 

 *Mr. Olson.  Well, Office of Research and Development 2282 

has been critical to studying some of the health effects of 2283 

some of these contaminants, including PFAS.  The Cincinnati 2284 

lab has been crucial to studying, for example, how lead 2285 

corrodes pipes and how to address that problem.  They have 2286 

also developed a lot of the test methods that are used for 2287 

PFAS for other contaminants.  So they have been absolutely 2288 

central to protecting our health. 2289 

 And unfortunately, by eliminating the Office of Research 2290 

and Development and shifting resources and putting some of 2291 

those people out of work, we are very concerned about the 2292 

impacts of some of the changes at ORD. 2293 

 *Mr. Landsman.  Yes, I mean, they are incredible 2294 

professionals.  And, you know, if we reduce the number or get 2295 

rid of ORD, these municipalities aren't going to have this 2296 

entity that helps them clean up water. 2297 

 So Ms. Murley, do you want to talk a little bit about 2298 

the EPA's plan here or anything that you might be looking 2299 

into to ensure the independent -- the ongoing work of ORD and 2300 

its independence? 2301 

 *Ms. Murley.  Thank you for the question. 2302 

 We, as an office, are always concerned about scientific 2303 
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integrity, and have raised this issue for years.  It has been 2304 

in our past management challenges.  We are currently staying 2305 

updated on changes with the agency not just within scientific 2306 

integrity, but all changes with the agency.  But we have not 2307 

done work related to this specific change, and we have no 2308 

concerns to share currently, but we -- the OIG, we have a 2309 

critical role in protecting the agency's adherence to 2310 

scientific integrity. 2311 

 And as an independent office, we receive complaints of 2312 

mismanagement, misconduct, and abuse or -- and censorship, 2313 

including those related to scientific misconduct or research 2314 

misconduct.  I could point you to past work.  We have records 2315 

-- reports of investigation regarding allegations of 2316 

scientific interference and work -- last summer we issued a 2317 

report highlighting issues stemming from inadequate oversight 2318 

in ORD.  I can provide that. 2319 

 And this year we -- one of our top management challenges 2320 

is -- for the agency, that we have identified for the agency 2321 

-- is maintaining mission efficiency and effectiveness during 2322 

organizational change.  And included in that would be changes 2323 

to the scientific integrity process. 2324 

 *Mr. Landsman.  It sounds like you are -- I am sorry, 2325 

maybe I misunderstood what you just said, but it sounds like 2326 

you are less interested in protecting ORD and the research 2327 

they do to protect clean water, and suggesting that there is 2328 
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mismanagement, and issues, and thus sort of justifying or 2329 

creating a context for firing people. 2330 

 *Ms. Murley.  So the records of -- or the reports of 2331 

investigation were actually protecting scientific integrity 2332 

at the agency.  That is where those complaints came from.  So 2333 

those reports involved potential interference in -- 2334 

 *Mr. Landsman.  Do you believe ORD is important? 2335 

 *Ms. Murley.  Yes. 2336 

 *Mr. Landsman.  Do you believe it should -- those jobs 2337 

should be protected? 2338 

 *Ms. Murley.  I mean, we meet regularly with the 2339 

agency's scientific integrity program staff, and we receive 2340 

information from them on a monthly basis. 2341 

 *Mr. Landsman.  Do you believe those jobs are important? 2342 

 *Ms. Murley.  I believe in scientific integrity at the 2343 

agency. 2344 

 *Mr. Landsman.  So do you believe that these jobs in ORD 2345 

should remain independent? 2346 

 *Ms. Murley.  The staffing decisions at the agency is 2347 

not a question for the Office of Inspector General. 2348 

 *Mr. Landsman.  Yes, but the idea of independence is. 2349 

 *Ms. Murley.  We take independence very seriously. 2350 

 *Mr. Landsman.  Good.  Thank you. 2351 

 I yield back. 2352 

 *Mr. Pfluger.  The gentleman's time has expired.  The 2353 
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chair now recognizes myself for questioning. 2354 

 This is such an important issue.  Coming from a district 2355 

in west Texas, where water is both scarce and also hampered 2356 

by over-regulated nature of bureaucracy at times -- and that 2357 

is really what I want to talk about, because access to safe 2358 

drinking water is obviously non-negotiable, and every 2359 

community deserves that.  But the way we regulate it, the way 2360 

we fund it, the way we transmit it to our communities is 2361 

critical, as well. 2362 

 And I would argue that most water systems in our country 2363 

are small, and they don't have the compliance departments or 2364 

the in-house counsel that some of the big operators do.  But 2365 

when Washington adds new mandates, whether it is monitoring 2366 

requirements, reporting layers, labor rules, or procurement 2367 

standards, these requirements land on rural communities in an 2368 

outsized and negative way.  And that is my community that we 2369 

are talking about here.  And we have got to understand what 2370 

this means for ratepayers, because in those small communities 2371 

it also impacts the price that people are paying for water. 2372 

 Mr. Hill, what do you think is the most important 2373 

element of operating a safe public drinking water supply? 2374 

 *Mr. Hill.  The water operator.  That is 100 percent the 2375 

most important part. 2376 

 *Mr. Pfluger.  Can you kind of walk us through?  I think 2377 

you have 26 employees that are managing both water and 2378 



 
 

  101 

wastewater.  How do you prioritize when new requirements come 2379 

online? 2380 

 *Mr. Hill.  We look at the new requirements.  And of 2381 

course, I chair the regulatory committee for national, so I 2382 

get a little bit of insight there on -- but it is hard to 2383 

prepare.  We do all we can, preparing for these to meet the 2384 

requirements for regulatory.  But it is tough for a small 2385 

system.  The finances are not there for these new rules. 2386 

 *Mr. Pfluger.  So it sounds good, some of the ideas that 2387 

are -- that come out of Washington on paper, you know, it is 2388 

like, oh, great, we can support that, and that is going to 2389 

keep it safer and cleaner.  But is that really the case 2390 

sometimes?  What do we misunderstand up here? 2391 

 *Mr. Hill.  You know, right now we are looking at 2392 

perchlorate.  UCMR 1 was 2000-2005, and we tested for 2393 

perchlorate.  We had no detects, and we will be coming this 2394 

week for -- they are looking at applying that rule.  And that 2395 

is not EPA, that is a court decision. 2396 

 But we have already done this round of testing 20 years 2397 

ago, and here we are again going down the same path.  It is a 2398 

burden to put back on our water system again to do something 2399 

we have already addressed once in the past. 2400 

 *Mr. Pfluger.  Ms. Murley, thank you for being here. 2401 

 Are small and rural water systems are facing unique 2402 

challenges in accessing Federal infrastructure funds? 2403 



 
 

  102 

 And if so, can you kind of go into detail about that? 2404 

 *Ms. Murley.  I -- yes, I would point you to a series of 2405 

works that we have done on state capacity to handle the 2406 

influx of IIJA, both drinking water and clean water.  We have 2407 

looked at the State of New Mexico, we looked at South 2408 

Carolina, and we looked at the U.S. Virgin Islands.  I would 2409 

say that each state has different demographics and different 2410 

challenges, either human capacity, technical capacity, or 2411 

organizational challenges to receive those funds.  And we 2412 

have done work and made recommendations to the agency for 2413 

improving those areas. 2414 

 *Mr. Pfluger.  I have 10, 15, maybe even 20 communities 2415 

that are searching for those funds right now that are 2416 

looking, you know, to see how they can help because of the 2417 

issues we just described and Mr. Hill talked about.  Where 2418 

should I point them?  Is it that report that you mentioned, 2419 

or are there other areas that we can highlight to them? 2420 

 *Ms. Murley.  I would point them to the agency.  I think 2421 

one of my colleagues testified today about an application for 2422 

technical assistance, and I would -- the best area to go. 2423 

 *Mr. Pfluger.  Thank you for that.  The scarcity issue 2424 

in west Texas, a drought-prone area that does not receive a 2425 

lot of rain is a real issue.  And we rely heavily on 2426 

groundwater and, you know, the population growth is also tied 2427 

to that scarcity issue, as well. 2428 
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 But Mr. Hill, in drought-prone areas like the one that I 2429 

serve, what does the long-term water reliability planning 2430 

look like for a small system? 2431 

 *Mr. Hill.  So we have to have a water conservation plan 2432 

with the Office of Water Resource in Alabama and a primacy 2433 

agency.  So we ran into droughts in the 1990s.  We laid a 10-2434 

inch HTP line on top of the ground.  We put a pump station in 2435 

to a larger source, and we got ahead of that problem and we 2436 

ended up putting a pump station on a reservoir which is 2437 

larger than our primary reservoir.  We ran 6 miles of 24-inch 2438 

ductile iron pipe.  And Russellville -- as of today, I am 2439 

here to proudly say we should not be in another drought 2440 

condition because our board had the insight and understanding 2441 

of how important that water was for industry and the 2442 

communities to thrive. 2443 

 *Mr. Pfluger.  Is it easy for you in those long-term 2444 

planning sessions to also comply with Federal regulations?  2445 

Are more regulations better for you? 2446 

 *Mr. Hill.  It is very tough to comply with the 2447 

regulations because when you get one behind you, there is 2448 

another one coming. 2449 

 *Mr. Pfluger.  Well, thank you.  My time is expired.  I 2450 

would like to thank our witnesses for being here today.  2451 

Members may have additional questions in writing for you, and 2452 

I will remind members that they have 10 days to submit those 2453 
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additional questions for the record.  And I ask that the 2454 

witnesses do your best to submit responses within 10 business 2455 

days of receipt of those questions. 2456 

 I would like to ask unanimous consent to insert in the 2457 

record the documents included on the staff hearing documents 2458 

list. 2459 

 Without objection, so ordered. 2460 

 [The information follows:] 2461 

 2462 

**********COMMITTEE INSERT********** 2463 

2464 
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 *Mr. Pfluger.  And without objection, the subcommittee 2465 

is adjourned. 2466 

 [Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the subcommittee was 2467 

adjourned.] 2468 


