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Summary of Written Comments 
PFAS Permanent Rule  

WAC 246-290-315 and WAC 246-290-71006  
 

WAC 246-290-315, State action levels (SALs) and state maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) 

Comment Summary Commenter requests clarification on addition of Hazard Index and asks if all certified 
drinking water laboratories in Washington have been surveyed to confirm they can 
accurately measure all four components (HFPO-DA, PFBS, PFHxS, PFNA) at the 
concentrations needed to calculate the Hazard Index. 

Response Summary  Laboratories have already demonstrated they can accurately measure each of the PFAS 
components in Washington for several years. In order to be certified in Washington, labs 
must meet the minimum detections levels identified in the laboratory rules. This ensures 
they can meet the required concentrations. 

Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule. 
 

Comment Summary Commenter questions if the removal of PFBS as an individual contaminant reflects new 
toxicological data suggesting PFBS is less harmful than previously understood, or if it is 
purely for administrative consistency with EPA's approach? Recommends the Board 
provide transparent documentation of the toxicological basis for removing PFBS as a 
standalone SAL, especially given that it previously warranted individual regulation.  

Response Summary  Scientific data show that PFBS has not posed an issue in Washington State. To ensure 
consistency with federal regulations, we propose adopting the Hazard Index approach. We 
continue to include PFBS in the Hazard Index and test for it at lower concentrations to 
maintain comprehensive monitoring. The Department and the Board will continue to track 
PFBS levels to protect public health. If monitoring data indicates any issues, we will take 
the appropriate action and consider changes as needed. 

Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule. 
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Comment Summary Commenter believes that the accelerated compliance timeline would force them to 

pursue more expensive treatment systems rather than cost-effective replacement wells, 
increasing borrowing costs and financial strain.  

Response Summary  The proposed rule change does not require treatment and does not accelerate or change 
the timeline for treatment. We do understand that this will require public notification for 
water systems that are in between the existing and proposed SALs and plan to work with 
utilities to support public notification and next steps they may take to achieve compliance 
before the federal MCL date.  

Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule.  
 

Comment Summary Commenter expresses strong support for the proposed rules. Believes the Hazard Index is 
a move in the right direction for regulators and is in full support of taking the approach of 
regulating the class of chemicals.  

Response Summary  The department and board appreciate the comment. Adopting the Hazard Index aligns the 
rule with the best available science at this time. Thank you for your review of the rule.  

Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule.  
 
 
WAC 246-290-71006, Public notice for contaminants with a SAL and other unregulated contaminants  

Comment Summary Commenter acknowledges this section requires public notification and recommends the 
Department develop templates that:  

o Clarify what Running Annual Average (RAA) means and why quarterly averaging is 
used  

o Explain the Hazard Index concept for mixture assessments  
o Provide context about how the detected levels compare to health-based standards  
o Direct consumers to reliable information sources (e.g., DOH website, EPA 

resources)  
Response Summary  The department will consider these recommendations as part of implementation. 
Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule. 
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Federal PFAS Regulations 

Comment Summary Multiple commenters expressed concerns about adopting the EPA’s PFAS regulation during 
the ongoing federal litigation. Commenters recommended maintaining current SALs until 
there is certainty in the EPA regulatory determination. Believe adopting the proposed rule 
may: 

• Lead to confusion and reduce consumer confidence. 
• Result in Washington’s SALs diverging from the final federal standards if the EPA 

revises the proposed MCLs. 
• Result in regulatory inconsistencies.  

Response Summary  Washington state has already adopted the current federal MCLs. If the EPA rescinds some 
of the federal MCLs based on new science, the board may review that science and decide 
whether to revise the MCLs or not. Aligning with the current MCLs aligns the rule with the 
best available science at this time. We believe this will provide regulatory certainty for 
utilities in Washington state.    

Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule. 
 
 
Implementation 

Comment Summary Commenter concerned the implementation timeline is limited and recommends the 
department consider a phased approach with:  

o A 6-month grace period for systems to establish baseline RAA calculations  
o Mandatory training sessions for operators on Hazard Index calculations  
o Coordination with certified laboratories to ensure capacity for increased testing 

volume  
Response Summary  The department will consider this recommendation and provide guidance as part of 

implementation. RAA at the reduced concentration will be calculated based on data 
received after the effective date of the rule. 

Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule. 
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Comment Summary Commenter concerned about calculation methodology for systems and asks:  
• How will RAA be calculated during the initial year when systems have fewer than 

four quarters of data? 
• Will a single high-quarter result trigger notification requirements during this period?  

 
Recommends final rule explicitly address the transition period calculation method and 
provide clear guidance for systems with incomplete data sets. 

Response Summary  The RAA calculations are consistent with existing calculations for all other chronic 
chemicals. A confirmed high calculation greater than four times the SAL will trigger 
notification requirements. The department will provide guidance on the transition period to 
water systems and laboratories as part of implementation.  

Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule. 
 

Comment Summary Commenter asks if the department or board has conducted modeling to demonstrate that 
RAA will not delay identification of sudden contamination events that pose immediate 
health risks? Recommends the board consider maintaining "confirmed detection" for 
initial exceedances and transitioning to RAA only after the first year of monitoring, or 
establish a secondary trigger for single-sample results that significantly exceed the SAL.  

Response Summary  Since the values for the concentrations to be confirmed at the RAA lower than the current 
SALs and the RAA calculations automatically require notification, if any concentration is 
greater than four times the proposed SAL public water systems will have to complete 
public notification. Switching the method to determine exceedance of SALs from 
confirmed detection to RAA allows water systems to measure long-term exposure to 
contaminants instead of acute health risks and continue to align with federal standards, 
easing the burden for water systems operators when those standards take effect. The 
department will provide guidance and training for water systems as part of 
implementation.  

Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule.  
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Comment Summary Commenter recommends the department develop standardized spreadsheet tools or 

calculators for water system operators to ensure consistent and accurate Hazard Index 
calculations. Suggests training materials should include worked examples and common 
error scenarios.  

Response Summary  The department will consider these recommendations as part of implementation. 
Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule.  

 
Comment Summary Commenter believes a "unitless" Hazard Index of "1" is not intuitively understandable to 

the general public, unlike concentration-based standards measured in ng/L. Recommends 
public notification templates should include plain-language explanations of what the 
Hazard Index means and why it protects health.  

Response Summary  The department will consider these recommendations as part of implementation. 
Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule.  

 
Comment Summary Commenter questions what resources the department plans to provide to support water 

system operators, particularly those at small systems, in implementing these changes. 
Commenter recommends:  

o Step-by-step guidance for RAA calculations  
o Template spreadsheets for Hazard Index calculations  
o Public notification templates (addressed in Section IV of this document)  
o FAQs addressing common implementation questions  

Response Summary  The department will consider these recommendations as part of implementation. 
Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule.  

 
Comment Summary Commenter recommends the department should develop and implement a statewide 

public education campaign about PFAS in drinking water, including:   
o What PFAS are and where they come from  
o Why testing is being expanded  
o What the new standards mean  
o How to interpret test results and public notifications  
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o What actions individuals can take (or cannot take) to reduce exposure  
Response Summary  The board and department have engaged widely with the public for many years about PFAS 

and will continue to educate the public about what PFAS are, why they are a concern, and 
practical steps to lower exposure. Health educators at the department host and attend 
community listening sessions and provide education. As an example, the department 
launched a PFAS Basics YouTube series. The department will consider these 
recommendations as part of implementation. 

Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule.  
 
 
Environmental Justice Assessment  

Comment Summary Commenter concerned that PFAS contamination often disproportionately affects low-
income communities and communities of color located near industrial sites, military 
bases, and airports where PFAS were heavily used. Recommends board ensure that:  

o Notification requirements account for language barriers and limited internet 
access  

o Cost recovery mechanisms do not disproportionately burden low-income 
ratepayers  

o Technical assistance is prioritized for systems serving environmental justice 
communities  

Response Summary  The board and department agree that PFAS and other environmental hazards often do 
disproportionately affect low-income and other vulnerable populations. This is one reason 
we believe this rule change is so important, because it provides enhanced protections. 
While the rule works toward providing equal access to safe and reliable water, the 
department's infrastructure programs focus on providing funding and direct technical 
support to disadvantaged communities otherwise impacted by contamination like PFAS. 
We will consider these recommendations as part of implementation. 

Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule.  
 

 

https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PL82Z-swK0-4lg_TJzVodUCt3jOBzp3uUc
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Small Business Economic Impact Statement 

Comment Summary Commenter concerned about the limited cost survey response rate. Notes that the cost for 
first-year compliance are based on an extremely small sample size that may not represent 
the full spectrum of system types, sizes, and operational contexts across Washington.  

Response Summary  The cost survey was optional and was intended to serve as a snapshot of potential costs 
and benefits associated with complying with the proposed rule. The cost survey was not 
designed or analyzed with the purpose of producing cost estimates that are representative 
of all water systems in Washington state, nor was it intended to provide inference about 
the costs of any water systems that did not respond to the cost survey. 

Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule.  
 

Comment Summary Commenter questions how confident the board is that the cost estimates accurately 
reflect the financial burden across all affected systems, particularly very small rural 
systems and recommends conducting additional outreach to non-responding systems. 

Response Summary  The cost survey was optional and intended to serve as a snapshot of potential costs and 
benefits associated with complying with the proposed rule. The cost survey was not 
designed or analyzed with the purpose of producing cost estimates that are representative 
of all water systems in Washington state, nor was it intended to provide inference about 
the costs of any water systems that did not respond to the cost survey. 

Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule.  
 

Comment Summary Commenter concerned that the SBEIS does not address the disproportionate per-
customer burden on small systems. Recommends explicitly analyzing per-customer costs. 

Response Summary  The SBEIS is not designed to analyze per-customer costs, it is meant to analyze the costs 
of compliance for businesses required to comply with the proposed rule, as required by 
RCW 19.85.040. The SBEIS determined whether the proposed rule has a disproportionate 
cost impact on small businesses by comparing estimated one-time and annual costs of 
testing and costs of public notification for small businesses as compared to the 10 percent 
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of the largest businesses. The board and department ultimately determined they do not 
anticipate the proposed rule will have a disproportionate impact on small businesses.  

Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule.  
 

Comment Summary Commenter recognizes that treatment costs are outside the scope of this rulemaking but 
recommends the board acknowledge in its final statement that additional costs will be 
incurred when federal compliance is required and encourage systems to begin planning for 
capital improvements now. 

Response Summary  In cases where treatment was mentioned in the survey distributed to Group A water 
systems, the board and department removed responses. Those costs are outside the 
scope of this rulemaking and were not included in the costs calculated, as treatment is not 
required until the federal rule takes effect in 2029. Costs outside the scope of this 
rulemaking were analyzed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and published as 
part of their final PFAS rule adoption. The department recognizes there are additional costs 
and will provide guidance to water systems as part of implementation. 

Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule.  
 
 
Questions 

Comment Summary Has the department estimated how many additional systems will exceed the lowered SALs 
and therefore require ongoing quarterly or annual monitoring? 

Response Summary  The department did consider how many additional systems would be required to do 
additional monitoring. Since the lowered SAL only impacts water systems until the MCL 
takes effect, it limits how significant the cost impacts would be.  

Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule.  
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Comment Summary Has the department assessed the cumulative cost impact on systems that are 
simultaneously addressing lead and copper rule revisions, cross-connection control, and 
other regulatory requirements? 

Response Summary  In order for the department to maintain primacy, our rules must be as stringent as the 
federal requirements. The department is aware of the additional federal requirements and 
will assess the costs associated with each individual rule in future rulemaking.  

Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule.  
 

Comment Summary Will PFAS testing data be publicly accessible through the department's website or other 
platforms? 

Response Summary  Yes, PFAS testing data is currently publicly available on the PFAS Testing Results 
Dashboard | Washington State Department of Health 

Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule.  
 

Comment Summary How will this rulemaking coordinate with efforts by the Department of Ecology and other 
agencies to identify and remediate PFAS sources? 

Response Summary  This rulemaking is not directly about coordinating with Ecology. The rulemaking supports 
timely discovery and notification of PFAS contamination in public water systems. Ecology 
does receive information about the locations across the state that have been impacted 
from the data we collect. The department will continue to coordinate with the Department 
of Ecology to align monitoring, data reporting, and remediation efforts in support of public 
health protection.  

Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule. 
 

Outside Scope of Rulemaking 

Comment Summary Commenter recommends committing to regular review of PFAS SALs and MCLs to 
incorporate new scientific evidence.  

Response Summary  The department agrees and will continue doing this. RCW 43.70.041 requires the 
department to review existing rules every five years. Staff also proactively monitor new 

https://doh.wa.gov/data-and-statistical-reports/washington-tracking-network-wtn/pfas/dashboard
https://doh.wa.gov/data-and-statistical-reports/washington-tracking-network-wtn/pfas/dashboard
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science and research that may impact existing rules to determine potential updates to 
ensure public health and safety.  

Department’s Recommendation No change to proposed rule.  
 


