
 

 

January 2, 2014    
 
Water Docket 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Mail Code 2822T 
1200 Pennsylvania Ave. NW 
Washington, D.C. 20460 
Attn:  Docket ID no. EPA-HQ-OW-2010-0606 
 
Re: Water Quality Standards Regulatory Clarifications, Proposed Rule 
 Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OW-2010-0606 
 
Dear EPA Office of Water: 
 
The National Tribal Water Council (NTWC) appreciates this opportunity to submit comments on 
the Environmental Protection Agency’s (“EPA”) Water Quality Standards (“WQS”) Regulatory 
Clarifications Rulemaking, 78 Fed. Reg. 54,518 (Sept. 4, 2013) (hereinafter the “proposed rule”).  
The NTWC was initiated by the EPA Office of Water to provide a national forum that would 
facilitate the exchange of water protection expertise among Tribal water professionals and other 
water protection experts.   
 
Under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972, or the Clean Water Act 
(CWA), Congress made a commitment to “restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and 
biological integrity of the Nation’s waters” (33 U.S.C. §1251(a)).   To accomplish that, Congress 
established a national goal to eliminate discharges of pollutants into navigable waters by 1985.  
Congress also set the national goal of achieving levels of water quality necessary to protect all 
human contact uses of the Nation’s waters and quality necessary for the protection of fish, 
shellfish and wildlife by 1983 (33 U.S.C. § 1251(a)(1) and (2)).  Congress extended a national 
policy prohibiting the discharge of toxic pollutants in toxic amounts (33 U.S.C. § 1251(a) (3)).  
  
More than 40 years later, those commitments have not been fully met.  In the National Rivers 
and Streams Assessment (Feb. 2013), EPA reports that greater than 50% of the waters assessed 
exhibited poor conditions, and only 20% were classified as “good.” In EPA’s summary of states’ 
reported water quality data at http://ofmpub.epa.gov/waters10/attains_nation_cy.control, the 
agency reports that not only do states have a poor record of assessment, but of those waters 
assessed, 53% of rivers and streams, 68% of lakes, and 66% of bays/estuaries are failing to meet 
one or more water quality standards.   Discharges of pollutants into our nation’s water clearly 
have not been eliminated.  Our nation still uses its waters as disposal systems for a vast number 
of pollutants, including toxic pollutants in toxic amounts, and while there has been improvement, 
many waters still fail to meet basic requirements for being “fishable and swimmable.” Tribal 
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communities have been disproportionally affected by these degraded water resources, as they 
rely upon them for subsistence and maintaining traditional lifeways.   
 
The proposed rule does take some positive steps towards advancing the promises of the CWA in 
a few areas, but does not comprehensively address current problems with the development and 
implementation of WQS.  Further, there are some components of the proposed rule that are 
contrary to advancement of the goals and requirements of the CWA, and the NTWC 
recommends that EPA reconsider those portions of the proposal to include stricter requirements, 
so that tribal programs will be able to effectively protect their water resources, either through our 
own federally authorized programs or in partnership with states and the EPA. 
 
The CWA defines the process by which states and authorized tribes develop WQS as necessary 
to protect designated uses of each state’s or reservation’s waters.  States and authorized tribes 
must designate uses, which are the uses that existed in 1974 or better if waters have improved, 
and standards which are protective of those uses; EPA must approve those designated uses and 
standards. If a state or authorized tribe fails to develop adequately protective standards, the CWA 
requires EPA to step in and develop the standards.  States and authorized tribes are also required 
to adopt and implement antidegradation protections to ensure that those waters that are meeting 
WQS are not allowed to degrade, and that high quality waters - where existing water quality is 
better than standards - retain their high quality (40 C.F.R. § 131.12).  A state or authorized tribe 
must, not less than once every three years, hold public hearings for the purpose of reviewing 
applicable WQS and, where appropriate and necessary to meeting the requirements of the CWA, 
modify and adopt new standards (33 U.S.C. §1313(c)(1)). Again, EPA is to review and approve 
any new or revised WQS as part of this Triennial Review process.  Where a state or authorized 
tribe fails to modify or adopt standards to stay current with scientific and technical developments 
to ensure protection of their waters, EPA must step in and develop appropriately-protective 
standards for the state (33 U.S.C. § 1313(c) (4)). Through these processes, we accomplish the 
“forward motion” for water quality that is required by the CWA:  establishing WQS that will 
dictate necessary clean-up and restoration, and establishing antidegradation requirements to 
protect what is already clean. 
 
The CWA also defines the process by which permitting serves a critical role in the 
implementation of these requirements. Discharges without a permit are prohibited, and permits 
must include limitations on discharges as necessary to ensure they will not cause or contribute to 
a violation of WQS.  They must conform to effluent limitation guidelines, and they must 
conform to any Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) requirement that sets pollutant limits in 
order to meet WQS (40 C.F.R. § 122.44).  Compliance plans or schedules may be utilized where 
appropriate to ensure that any new technologies necessary to meet the ever more stringent limits 
can be designed, built, and implemented in a timely fashion.   
 
EPA’s oversight role is essential to the complete execution of the CWA, and its importance 
cannot be overstated.  If EPA is not strong in its role, the entire structure of the CWA, and the 
promises that the Act is designed to fulfill, are in jeopardy.  Tribes look to the EPA as not only 
our partner in protecting vital water resources, but also our ‘backstop’ against state WQS that are 
not sufficiently protective of tribal use of these shared resources. 
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Administrator’s determination that a state needs a water quality standard 
 
The CWA provides that the EPA Administrator “shall promptly prepare and publish proposed 
regulations setting forth new or revised water quality standards for a state in any case where the 
Administrator determines that a revised or new standard is necessary to meet the requirements of 
the Clean Water Act” (33 U.S.C. §1313(c)(4)(B)). EPA proposes to very narrowly interpret what 
it means for the Administrator to determine that a new or revised standard is necessary, imposing 
constraints on what constitutes a “determination” for purposes of invoking EPA’s mandatory 
obligation to promulgate adequate standards.  The NTWC is concerned that this provision 
enables EPA to evade its critically-important obligation to act when a state is failing to maintain 
standards adequate to protect water quality under the CWA.  We request that if EPA adopts a 
rule such as that proposed here, it also establish a clear process through which citizens can 
obtain, within a reasonable amount of time, a ruling by the Administrator on whether a change in 
state WQS is necessary. No such provision is now proposed by EPA.  
 
In Region 10, a relevant case is pending (Puget Soundkeeper Alliance et al. v. EPA).  EPA has 
been giving “feedback” to the State of Washington regarding the inadequacy of its fish 
consumption rate calculations and applicable human health criteria for almost a decade.  Earlier, 
EPA issued guidance directed to the states in 2000 that made it clear that Washington’s standard 
was inadequate and would need revision.  Most recently, the Region 10 Administrator wrote to 
Washington following two letters in the previous 18 months from head of the Region 10 WQS 
unit telling the state it was not protecting consumers of fish in the state.  EPA has, as it should do 
under the CWA, communicated to a state that its standards are inadequate, triggering EPA’s 
obligation to act.  Because the state is plainly a barrier to implementation of the CWA, it is now 
EPA’s obligation to act.   
 
Designated Uses: Highest Attainable Use 
 
EPA’s proposed requirement that a state/authorized tribe must protect to the highest attainable 
use, when proposing to weaken protection for a water body based upon a Use Attainability 
Analysis (UAA), is an improvement to the existing UAA framework and the NTWC supports 
this requirement.  However, we have observed far more serious problems with the use of UAAs 
that should also be addressed by EPA during this rulemaking. UAAs should only be allowed in 
very limited circumstances.  The CWA requires that states/authorized tribes designate uses and 
water quality criteria necessary to protect and attain those uses.  States are to strictly regulate 
point source discharges of pollutants for eventual elimination and, at a minimum, ensure that 
WQS are met.  For waters that are cleaner than standards, states/authorized tribes are required to 
implement antidegradation requirements to ensure that the high quality is maintained.  These 
requirements of the CWA are now over 40 years old.  The use of UAAs should at this point be 
almost nonexistent because the original conditions defined in the existing regulations for a state 
using a UAA to weaken water quality protections were known long ago, at the time the state was 
establishing their designating uses.  For example, natural low oxygen conditions should by now 
have long been identified (e.g. in some wetlands or headwater stream reaches.)  Severe 
hydromodifications of water bodies (channelization, dams) have existed since before the CWA.  
If a state claims a water body is now not meeting uses and is “unable” to meet uses, that should 
be a red flag that the state has not been adequately and properly implementing the CWA; it 
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should not be an excuse for the state to now protect lesser water quality.  At this point in time, 
UAAs should be virtually obsolete. 
 
Realizing the purposes, intent, and requirements of the CWA and fact that UAAs have largely 
outlived their utility, EPA should be making the UAA requirements more restrictive. EPA 
regulation provides that a state/authorized tribe may not remove an existing use unless they 
demonstrate one or more of six specific factors.  The third, fifth, and sixth factors are of 
particular concern; they should no longer be allowed as excuses to sacrifice waters to weaker 
protections.  The third factor allows for the sacrifice due to “human-caused conditions or sources 
of pollution” that cannot be remedied.  A state proposing to write off a water body based on this 
factor is essentially admitting that it has allowed human-caused factors to degrade a water body 
since its initial designation shortly after passage of the CWA.  This is unacceptable; it provides 
the wrong incentive to states and polluters. 
 
The fifth factor makes no sense; it suggests that “natural” physical conditions unrelated to water 
quality may preclude attainment of aquatic life uses.  It doesn’t differentiate between what might 
actually be natural conditions and what could be human-caused conditions such as poor substrate 
from erosion (potentially because of inadequate stormwater controls and/or land uses such as 
clear cut logging), lack of adequate riparian cover (could be attributed to uncontrolled 
development or agricultural or logging practices) or inadequate flow or depth (in the west this 
could be due to water policies and development practices).  This factor must be eliminated 
because it will enable further degradation.   
 
The sixth factor also has outlived its usefulness, or at least requires much more detail to avoid 
abuse. This factor provides an excuse for a state to avoid applying controls necessary to meet 
WQS and to weaken protections for the water body, if the controls necessary to achieve WQS 
result in “substantial and widespread economic and social impact.”  After 40 years of CWA 
implementation, states should be employing controls necessary to meet WQS, at a minimum for 
point sources. Without more guidance, the sixth factor becomes a defense of “it costs too much”, 
and the EPA should not continue to allow it. Tightening these loopholes for states will 
substantially reduce the weakening of WQS and protections through the use of UAAs.  UAAs 
are generally inconsistent with the intent and purpose of the CWA and should be limited. 
 
When a UAA is not required 
 
This element of EPA’s proposed rule is a clear step backward and a weakening of CWA 
requirements.  EPA proposes to “clarify” that the UAA requirements do not apply to uses that do 
not fall within CWA 101(a)(2) goals, which establishes the national goal that water quality 
“provides for the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish and wildlife and provides for 
recreation in and on the water” (fishable/swimmable). That would mean, for example, that a state 
choosing to weaken protections for a water body that had been designated a drinking water 
source, does not have to perform a UAA in order to weaken protections for the drinking water 
use, because drinking water is not a 101(a)(2) “fishable/swimmable” use.  Currently, the rules 
maintain that a UAA is required for uses listed in 101(a) (2), but they do not excuse a state from 
doing a UAA for removing other uses.  By explicitly exempting the downgrading of uses other 
than 101(a) (2) from the need for a UAA, EPA is weakening the existing rule.  The NTWC has 
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specific concerns about what protections will also be weakened for other non-101(a) (2) uses) by 
this explicit exemption. Many of the beneficial uses that are most important to tribal subsistence 
and cultural traditions do not fall under 101(a) (2), and for tribes who do not have authorization 
to protect their waters through a federal WQS program, there is a clear threat to sustaining these 
resources if a state decides to weaken protections for a water body either through a UAA, or 
without even having to conduct one. 
 
Triennial Review – States/Authorized Tribes should consider new 304(a) criteria 
 
States/authorized tribes do not currently or consistently review their WQS on a 3-year basis 
despite the requirement of Section 303(c) of the CWA. Often when they do review their 
standards, states will only consider those standards that might be weakened to facilitate allowing 
more pollution from a favored industry. Those tribes with authorized WQS programs have little 
capacity to undertake a comprehensive review every three years, but the NTWC is not aware of 
any instance where an authorized tribe proposed a weakened standard or less protective use 
within their WQS through a triennial review process. EPA should use its authority under 303(c) 
(4) (B) to update the WQS of any state that has substantially failed to perform its duty to update 
standards every three years and assure that all states have protective standards.  
 
It is EPA’s expectation that every three years all of a state’s (or tribe’s) WQS are reviewed and 
EPA is to be informed of the results of that review, regardless of its outcome.  EPA’s Water 
Quality Standards Handbook further provides: 

 
In each three-year period, a state is to review the general provision of the standards for 
adequacy taking into consideration: 

 new Federal or State statutes, regulations, or guidance; 
 legal decisions involving application of standards; or 
 other necessary clarifications or revisions. 

 
Additionally, whenever a state reviews its WQS or adopts new standards, the state shall adopt 
criteria for all toxic pollutants listed pursuant to 33 U.S.C. § 1317(a)(1) for which criteria have 
been published by EPA under 33 U.S.C. § 1314(a), the discharge or presence of which could 
reasonably be expected to interfere with designated uses of the state’s waters.   
 
The CWA clearly provides that the entirety of a state’s WQS is to be open for public review and 
comment, and where appropriate, modification, at a minimum of once every three years.  Under 
the CWA, the public is to be allowed to participate in that comprehensive review and to make 
comments on the entirety of the WQS, including the potential need for changes or new WQS that 
a state may or may not have proposed.   
 
The NTWC supports the proposal to require states/authorized tribes at least to consider changes 
to those standards for which EPA has suggested new criteria pursuant to 304(a) since the state’s 
last review.  For example, as part of their next review states/authorized tribes should consider 
their ammonia criteria in light of the new EPA ammonia criteria.  EPA should not approve WQS 
proposed revision packages for changes that do not contain a record showing that the 
state/authorized tribe properly considered changes to standards for which EPA has proposed 
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new or revised criteria since their last triennial review. Also, where a state has failed to consider 
new EPA criteria, a determination should be made that a new or modified standard is necessary 
for that state.   
 
Finally, EPA should require that states consider changes to standards that are proposed by the 
public during the standards review process or during the state continuing planning process 
required under Section 303(e) of the CWA.  This requirement would enable tribes without 
authorized WQS programs to recommend revisions that would be more protective of critical 
subsistence and traditional water resources. 
 
Antidegradation: Tier 2 “high quality waters”  
 
Tier II or “High Quality” waters have water quality that exceeds or is better than WQS.  The 
CWA has long required states/authorized tribes to ensure that those waters retain that high 
quality without any degradation, unless there is a demonstration that some degradation is 
necessary to accommodate important economic or social development and that the 
state/authorized tribe assures that the highest, best treatment to protect existing uses is applied.  
But the process by which some states identify High Quality waters has been problematic.  
Because some pollutants are pervasive and cause problems meeting WQS across many waters, 
even waters that would otherwise be completely pristine might violate standards for one or more 
parameters (mercury is an example), but exceed standards for all others.  A state should not be 
allowed to apply lesser protections to what might otherwise be a High Quality Water, allowing it 
to degrade for many different pollutants, simply because it exceeds a standard for a single 
pervasive pollutant.  That is completely opposed to the basic principles of the CWA and 
antidegradation regulations.  The water body-by-water body approach to identifying High 
Quality waters results in waters that will become more degraded rather than less.  
 
Under the parameter-by-parameter approach to identifying Tier 2 waters, every water body is 
covered that has better than the bare minimum quality needed to meet the criterion for any 
pollutant and every water body is protected against an unnecessary increase as to any pollutant 
for which it has assimilative capacity. The parameter-by-parameter approach should be adopted 
by the EPA as the only approach compatible with meeting the goals of the CWA. The parameter-
by-parameter approach has been mandated by EPA for waters in the Great Lakes Basin. We 
cannot maintain healthy water resources by allowing unnecessary new pollution, or restore water 
bodies impaired by one pollutant by allowing them to be contaminated by other pollutants. 
 
 
Alternatives Analysis 
 
Although the NTWC supports tightening the requirements for determining that “lowering water 
quality is necessary,” the language proposed by EPA will not accomplish this because it leaves 
room for a state to select an alternative that would lower water quality even when it is clearly not 
necessary.  Instead of requiring the state to choose the least-degrading practicable alternative, it 
allows the state to choose any one of “a range of non-degrading and minimally degrading 
practicable alternatives”:  
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The State will only make a finding that lowering high water quality is 
necessary, pursuant to paragraph (a) (2) of this section, after conducting an 
alternatives analysis that evaluates a range of non-degrading and 
minimally degrading practicable alternatives that have the potential to 
prevent or minimize the degradation associated with the proposed activity. 
If the State can identify any practicable alternatives, the State must choose 
one of those alternatives to implement when authorizing a lowering of 
high water quality.  

This language allows the state to degrade waters even when a non-degrading alternative is 
available.  The language requires a state to evaluate only “non-degrading and minimally 
degrading” alternatives, without defining what is considered “minimally degrading”, and allows 
the state to degrade a receiving water body if there are no alternatives that meet these 
descriptions.  A state could select an alternative that it characterizes as “minimally degrading,” 
yet there could be less degrading alternatives available; the language does not require the state to 
apply the non-degrading or least degrading alternative.   If any alternative is any less degrading, 
then lowering water quality is not “necessary.”   The current proposed language is not consistent 
with the antidegradation requirements and goals of the CWA.  The NTWC asks that EPA revise 
this provision to ensure that states fully evaluate the feasibility of the non-degrading or least 
degrading alternatives before determining that lowering water quality is necessary.   
 
Minimum elements of an antidegradation implementation method 
 
For Tier II reviews, The NTWC believes EPA should include specific language to address the 
socioeconomic review, and assurances that requirements for all new and existing point sources 
and cost-effective and reasonable best management practices have been addressed. Tribes across 
the nation have experienced degradation and loss of critical water resources through decades of 
weak antidegradation implementation by states, and socioeconomic analyses rarely consider the 
disproportionate impact to tribal communities when the studies simply focus on job creation.  
Implementation procedures should also specifically address protection of existing uses and 
identification and protection of Tier III waters. 
 
Variances: Scope and definition 
 
EPA proposed definition of a variance “is a time-limited designated use and criterion for a 
specified pollutant(s), permittees and/or water body or water body segment(s) that reflect the 
highest attainable conditions during the specified time period.” This clarification is an 
improvement over the existing vague variance language in the CWA, but the NTWC suggests 
that variances, like UAAs, should be ‘sunsetting’ after 40 years of CWA implementation. All too 
often we see that variances are not an “aid” to states to meeting water quality standards, but often 
appear to be an excuse to avoid or delay compliance indefinitely. The intent may be for variances 
to be allowed as necessary to “provide states and tribes time to make progress towards attaining a 
designated use and criteria” or to “help improve water quality by allowing states and tribes time 
to work with stakeholders”, or to “provide states and tribes with time to implement adaptive 
management approaches.” But these objectives are more straightforwardly achieved through 
the assessment and listing of impaired waters (§303 (d)), and preparation and implementation 
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of a TMDL plan, with wasteload allocations applied to discharge permits.  
 
Variances should never be an option for new or expanding discharges; that concept is completely 
contrary to the requirements of the CWA and existing EPA regulation. 
 
Variances not obtainable as to TBELs  
 
EPA proposes adding a provision that a variance shall not be issued if the designated use and 
criterion can be achieved by implementing technology-based effluent limits (TBELs). While the 
NTWC agrees in concept, we question the need for this clarification. Clearly a use is attainable if 
it can be attained by imposing technology-based effluent limits as such are practicable, by 
definition.  
 
Variances - Interim Requirements  
 
If a state decides that a WQS cannot be met for a period, it must impose interim limits that will 
allow the water body to meet the highest use attainable (proposed 40 CFR 131.14(c)). The 
NTWC agrees that this is a necessary limitation on variances.  
 
Variances - Expiration Date  
 
This proposed provision allows for a variance to last up to 10 years.  This is not acceptable. Ten 
years is too long to go without reconsidering whether the circumstances that made the variance 
reasonable have changed.  It represents (theoretically) two permit cycles, during which the 
regulated facility should have made demonstrable progress towards compliance with WQS. Five 
years is a more appropriate time limit on variances, and has already been established for waters 
in the Great Lakes Basin under the Great Lakes Initiative.  
 
 Variances - Demonstrating need 
 
EPA proposes in its new section 40 C.F.R. 131.14 to remove the requirement for a discharger to 
demonstrate that compliance with water quality standards is not feasible pursuant to 40 C.F.R. 
131.10(g) if the water quality standard has been promulgated in a section of state rules that does 
not explicitly pertain to CWA 101(a)(2) uses. This element of EPA’s proposal is a very 
significant weakening of CWA requirements that will have serious impacts on fish, aquatic 
plants and wildlife.  Although many states have standards in place to limit chlorides, sulfates, 
hardness, specific conductance or total dissolved salts under their rules pertaining to agriculture 
or industrial use classes, virtually no states have adopted such standards in sections of the rules 
that explicitly pertain to section 101(a) (2) uses. In many states, WQS for non-101(a) (2) 
designated uses may represent the only viable limitation on discharge that impacts fish, aquatic 
plants and wildlife. 
 
EPA research in the coal mining region of Appalachia has demonstrated that concentrations of 
specific conductance and other dissolved constituents can cause severe aquatic life impairments. 
Recent data and water body assessments in the Great Lakes region also suggest that high 
concentrations of these ‘conventional’ pollutants may contribute to aquatic life impairments. If 
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EPA were to remove the 40 C.F.R. 131.10(g) feasibility factors for non-101(a)(2) designated 
uses, that would allow a state to grant a variance even for parameters known to cause toxicity 
and even if compliance with standards (i.e., wastewater treatment) is feasible. 
 
The NTWC is also concerned about the effect of removing the section 40 C.F.R. 131.10(g) 
factors for standards that protect drinking water, which is also not a 101(a) (2) use. States would 
have the discretion to allow discharges exceeding standards which were established to protect 
public health, without even requiring proof that compliance would not be feasible.  EPA should 
only allow states to consider variances for non-101(a)(2) uses without meeting the 40 C.F.R. 
131.10(g) and 40 C.F.R. 131.10(j) requirements if the discharger has clearly demonstrated that 
the release would have no effect on fish, aquatic life, wildlife or human health. 
 
EPA writes that permit compliance schedules cannot be used to “provide time to address 
uncertainty regarding the appropriateness or attainability of the WQS”; states should instead use 
a variance. This policy is consistent with the May 10, 2007 Hanlon Memo, and is appropriate. If 
a state intends to put off meeting WQS to allow WQ studies or perform a UAA, it should have to 
grant a variance, which is reviewable by EPA, instead of a compliance schedule, which is not 
normally reviewable by EPA. Additionally, the NTWC recommends language ensuring that 
either the state or the discharger(s) concerned must properly fund and promptly undertake the 
necessary studies and complete them as quickly as possible.  
 
Implementing variance conditions 
This section states that variance conditions should be made NPDES permit conditions under the 
proposed rule at 131.14(c).  The NTWC agrees.  
 
Variances – Renewals 
 
Proposed 131.14(d) allows for renewals.  The NTWC believes there are few legitimate 
circumstances under which a variance should be renewed.  There are far too many examples in 
certain regions and within certain regulated sectors whereby the permitted facilities receive 
approvals for multiple variance renewals, spanning decades of noncompliance and essentially 
resulting in unpromulgated site-specific WQS that are not protective of water resources. 
 
Variances are WQS in their own right and therefore must be approved by EPA.  Variances must 
also be reviewed every three years in the required triennial review, and the state must report to 
EPA on whether a variance is being retained and must justify its retention.   
 
 
Authorizing Compliance schedules 
 
The NTWC encourages EPA to limit compliance schedule to the length of a permit or 5 years, 
which would be consistent with CWA and regulatory requirements for permits.  A compliance 
schedule may be necessary when a new effluent limit is included in a permit, either because of 
new effluent limit guidelines from EPA associated with new technologies, or where a water 
quality based effluent limit (WQBEL)  requires stricter controls than had previously been 
imposed.  We can understand that a discharger will need some time to design, build, and pilot 
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any new technology or processes that might be necessary to meet stricter permit limits.  
However, five years should be more than adequate for any new technology or process.  If a 
discharger cannot meet the requirements of a TMDL or WQBEL or effluent limit guideline, then 
perhaps the discharge should not be issued a permit.  There is no inherent right to pollute the 
nation’s waters.  EPA should be absolutely clear in this regard and the NTWC urges EPA to 
revise the rule to include a five year limitation on compliance schedules. 
 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to provide you our input. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Mr. Ken Norton, Chair 
National Tribal Water Council  
  


