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Underground Storage Tanks, Cleanup Trust 
Funds, Private Insurance and Leaky Plumbing
Since 1988, the owners of commercial 
and noncommercial underground storage 
tanks (USTs) have had help from state 
trust funds to clean up petroleum leaks. 
That may be about to change. Substantial 
financial deficits and a major backlog 
of claims against the UST trust funds 
have set the state on a course to phase 
out new subsidies and steer tank own-
ers toward obtaining private insurance. 
A working group—made up of various 
stakeholders—is drafting legislation and 
has reached consensus on the general 
concepts, says Grover Nicholson, chief 
of the UST Section of the NC Division 
of Waste Management. He is hopeful the 
bill will be introduced into the General 
Assembly before lawmakers adjourn the 
2005 session.

The legislation has a three-pronged 
objective: to initiate regulatory reform—
which in part means changing how the 
state measures risk and how it directs 
cleanups; to allocate more money to meet 
its existing obligations to pay for cleanup 
at the sites already reported (“legacy 
sites”); and to transition toward alternate 
means for commercial tank owners to 
demonstrate, as required by federal law, 
that they have the financial means or “fi-
nancial responsibility” through insurance 
or other sources, to clean up any releases. 
Currently the trust fund is an approved 
mechanism to meet that requirement. 

In 2004, the General Assembly 
redirected about $32 million into the 
commercial trust fund, derived from a 
one-year increase in the percentage of 
the gasoline tax that provides the primary 
revenue for the trust funds; that money 
is now exhausted. The additional fund-

ing helped settle the bulk of the exist-
ing claims, reimbursing contractors for 
cleanup jobs they’d performed as much 
as a year earlier. Yet of the 20,000 petro-
leum releases from USTs that have been 
reported in North Carolina, 9,000 (about 
6,800 commercial UST releases and 
2,200 noncommercial releases) remain 
to be assessed and cleaned up; 2,680 of 
those are categorized as high-risk sites, 
some of which pose imminent threats to 
public health. 

A phase-out notwithstanding, the 
commercial trust fund is still the finan-
cial responsibility mechanism to help 
those tank owners who have already 
reported leaks, and the current level of 
dollars going into the trust funds won’t 
satisfy that obligation. The intent of 
the proposed legislation is to bridge the 
funding gap and to continue to phase out 
financial responsibility provided by the 
trust fund while providing commercial 
tank owners relief until they can find a 
new means of demonstrating that they 
can clean up a leak if it happens. Some 

by Carla Burgess, freelance writer

continued on page 3

Connections are common points of leaks from 
piping; Credit: US EPA Office of Underground 
Storage Tanks, http://www.epa.gov/swerust1/
graphics/photos.htm.  
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WRRI Associate Director
The Associate Director of the Water Resources Research Institute 
is expected to assist in the management of a statewide research 
program that is open to all public and private institutions of higher 
learning in North Carolina. State and Federal appropriations pro-
vide WRRI a modest, but reliable financial base that the Associate 
Director is expected to help leverage to obtain additional funds 
for research. The Associate Director is expected to work with 
the Director and with a statewide advisory committee to identify 
research priorities, to seek funding opportunities, to work with 
faculty from various North Carolina universities to develop pro-
posals, and to oversee a technology transfer program. Technology 
transfer activities include but are not limited to organizing an an-
nual statewide water research conference and organizing monthly 
seminars on sponsored research. By agreement of all parties, a 
portion of the Associate Director’s time may be devoted to teach-
ing in an academic department at one of the state universities. 

An applicant should possess an earned doctorate and a record 
of accomplishments in water resources research. Criteria to be 
considered will include scholarly publications, research funding 
record, involvement in professional societies, public service, and 
peer recognition. A candidate should have capability in organi-
zation, funding, coordination of multidisciplinary research, and 
excellent writing skills. He or she should have the ability to work 
with the diverse community of interests in water resources, in-
cluding citizens, federal, state, and local agencies, and the private 
sector.

Interested candidates should submit a C.V. and a letter of 
application (along with salary requirements and the names, ad-
dresses, phone numbers, and e-mail addresses of three references) 
to: Chair, Search Committee, Water Resources Research Institute, 
Box 7912, Jordan Hall, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, 
NC 27695-7912. The application period begins September 1, 2005. 
Review of applicants will begin November 1, 2005, and continue 
until the position is filled. Individuals with disabilities desiring 
accommodation in the application process should contact Jennifer 
Craddock by email at Jennifer_Craddock@ncsu.edu or by phone at 
(919)515-2815.

NCSU is an Equal Opportunity, Affirmative Action Employer with 
a strong commitment to encouraging diversity.  NC State Univer-
sity welcomes all persons without regard to sexual orientation.

Position Announcement
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of their options might include private 
insurance, an industry-managed insur-
ance pool, or self-insurance (i.e., demon-
strating financial responsibility through 
documentation of net worth).

The state got into the commercial 
cleanup business after Congress estab-
lished the federal UST program more 
than 20 years ago. At the time private 
insurance premiums were very expensive 
for UST owners. As a result, the federal 
government allowed states to set up 
publicly managed trust funds to provide 
financial responsibility to commercial 
UST owners and to clean up leaks. Com-
mercial tank owners in North Caro-
lina pay annual fees of $200-$300 per 
tank—this money constitutes about 31 
percent of the revenue for the commercial 
trust fund. Owners are also responsible 
for a deductible (generally $20,000) for 
leak repair and cleanups. (The owners of 
noncommercial tanks, primarily for home 
heating oil, are not required to pay fees 
and benefit from the noncommercial trust 
fund.)

Today, private insurance is cheaper 
and more readily available, and states in-
cluding Texas, Florida and Wisconsin are 
phasing out their reliance on trust funds 
to provide financial responsibility for 
tank owners and operators. Private insur-
ers in North Carolina now offer policies 
to cover the state-mandated deductibles. 
But the demand for broader coverage 
and the market for it in North Carolina 
are limited due to the current dependence 
on the trust funds. National insurance 
companies, including AIG Environmental 
and Zurich Environmental, now view 
North Carolina as a desirable and viable 
market. Their rates for policies depend 
on many factors, including the amount 
of coverage needed and condition of the 
tanks insured. Premiums have decreased 
considerably—as little as $500 per tank 
and a $5,000 deductible. Reduced pre-
miums are available for businesses using 
double-walled tanks and state-of-the-art 
equipment.

North Carolina’s working group 
gleaned ideas from a host of states that 

are reforming their UST programs, but 
Nicholson said North Carolina’s legisla-
tion bears its own stamp. “There was no 
one state we could use for a model for 
North Carolina,” says Nicholson. “There 
is a lot of variability among states due to 
differences in hydrology, size, industry 
and political makeup.”

Regulatory Reform
The state already has several cost-con-
tainment measures in place, including 
risk-based standards for remediation 
that assign priority to sites with a higher 
probability of endangering human health, 
such as through well or groundwater 
contamination.  Sites with no known 
“receptors” are still on cleanup list, albeit 
farther down. The legislation may estab-
lish a pilot program that allows owners 
of leaking tanks to avoid cleanups by 
showing that the releases have not posed 
risks to human health. They would have 
to demonstrate this through hydrological 
and geological modeling presented to the 
state’s UST Section staff.

Another facet of reform is the chang-
ing of the financial structure for support-
ing the entire state regulatory program. 
For example, annual tank fees now go 
into the commercial trust fund, and mon-
ey from both trust funds is used to sup-
port the cleanup of releases and program 
operation costs such as salaries, travel, 
equipment and supplies. The legislation 
proposes a two-part annual operating fee: 
an administrative fee for UST owners 
that would provide partial funding for the 
administration of the UST program and 
an annual financial responsibility fee that 
would function similarly to an insurance 
premium until commercial UST owners 
can be weaned off state funding. There 
are now 11 inspectors to monitor 12,000 
facilities representing more than 30,000 
tanks. At current staffing levels, each 
facility can be inspected only once every 
four to five years. “We need to concen-
trate on prevention rather than cleanup,” 
says Nicholson. “We could save a lot of 
money, time, health and resources if we 
prevent releases.” 

The Transition and the Future
During the transition period, the state has 
a lot of work to finish and will need a lot 
of money to do it. The 2004 legislation 
that appropriated the $32 million addition 
to the trust funds also directed DENR to 
allow site cleanups only if the jobs can be 
reimbursed within 90 days. As a result, 
cleanup at only 153 of the 2,680 high-risk 
sites is under way; 40 of those sites have 
been identified as emergencies. And the 
new caseload will continue to grow. “We 
realize that once the transition process 
starts, we’re going to get an increase 
in the number of reported incidences, 
because the fund really is a good deal for 
tank owners,” says Nicholson. The cost 
of cleanups is highly variable by site, 
type and amount of release, but the aver-
age cost of cleanups already performed 
has been about $125,000, he says. Since 
its inception, the commercial UST fund 
has paid out more than $370 million; the 
noncommercial fund, nearly $80 million. 
Nationally, more than $10 billion has 
been paid out. 

Contrary to what one might think, 
upgraded standards and better technol-
ogy in new tanks haven’t appreciably 
hindered leaks and spills. Two draft 
EPA studies currently under review 
suggest that only 15 percent of releases 
originate from the tank itself; the rest 
come from lines, pumps or plumbing. 
A few years ago, companies began 
manufacturing flexible piping to elimi-
nate the problem of leaking joints, but 
it’s been shown that the material in the 
outer layers of some of this piping may 
degrade upon contact with fuel, says 
Nicholson. Releases from outside the 
pipes may cause these layers to peel, 
potentially causing a worse leak, he 
says.

All plumbing will inevitably leak, 
and secondary containment appears to 
be the best current solution to prevent 
releases to the environment, says Nich-
olson. Such a safeguard would entail 
requirements for double-walled tanks, 

Underground Storage Tanks continued 

continued on page 4
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lines and dispensers, and leak detectors in all interstitial spac-
es in new systems. This would enable spills to be caught and 
repaired within the secondary containment field. Retrofitting 
old systems would also be desirable. The current draft legisla-
tion addresses the issue of secondary containment of new and 
replacement UST systems but does not mandate a schedule for 
retrofitting existing systems, says Nicholson.

A primary source of information of this article was a paper 
prepared by DENR’s Assistant Secretary Robin W. Smith and 
Policy Analyst Steve Wall: “Financial Assurance for Under-
ground Storage Tank Cleanups: Alternatives to the North 
Carolina Underground Storage Tank Trust Funds.” More in-
formation about the history of the state’s UST trust funds can 
be found in the July/August 2004 issue of WRRI News.

More information on USTs:

  NC Division of Waste Management, Underground Storage 
Tanks, http://ust.ehnr.state.nc.us/main.html

  U.S. EPA Office of Underground Storage Tanks, 
http://www.epa.gov/OUST/

Underground Storage Tanks 
continued 

“Great leveraging of funding and partnerships,” and  “a truly 
comprehensive watershed success! ” are how the U.S. EPA 
describes recent polluted runoff work in North Carolina. Case 
studies describing work in the Neuse and Tar-Pam river basins 
have been included in the latest edition of 319 Success Stories 
(http://www.epa.gov/owow/nps/Success319/success/).

Part of the Clean Water Act, Section 319 began in 1987 with 
the goal of addressing polluted runoff. North Carolina’s efforts in 
the Tar-Pamlico river basin are featured in the “partially or fully 
restored water body” section. Here, Division of Water Quality 
(DWQ) staff worked with many partners to address the excess 
nitrogen causing algae blooms and fish kills. Although there is 
still too much chlorophyll-a in the water, a measure of the pres-
ence of algae, an 18 percent reduction of instream nitrogen has 
been made. Rich Gannon, nonpoint supervisor in the planning 
section, helped craft the Tar-Pam basin rules and then worked 
with local partners to implement the plan.  

Details of the Neuse basin work appear in the “progress to-
ward achieving water quality goals” section. In 1998, the Neuse 
estuary was declared a nutrient sensitive water and its nitrogen 
problems placed it on the state’s impaired waters list.  The Neuse 
basin is home to the state’s first mandatory plan to control point 
source and runoff pollution. DWQ Planning staffer Lin Xu, now 
an Ecosystem Enhancement Program employee, headed up the 
Neuse basin work. Lin’s work guided efforts to minimize the fish 
kills, algae blooms and lack of oxygen plaguing the Neuse River. 
Section Chief Alan Clark also served as a resource for both 
planners, contributing to both basin’s plans and their successful 
implementation. 

With work continuing in both river basins, neither story is 
truly ‘over,’ but surely a brief congratulatory intermission is in 
order. Congratulations to Rich, Lin and Alan for having their 
hard work recognized nationally.

Take a Bow
by Chrystal Bartlett, Stormwater Awareness & Outreach Coordi-
nator, NC DENR

The Division of Water Quality is in the process of devel-
oping a new Stormwater BMP Manual. Because of many 
requests for more input opportunities, they have decided not 
to finalize the July 1st edition of the manual but solicit input 
on this version. They ask that people review the July version 
of the document and give comments by September 30, 
2005. DWQ estimates it will take approximately three to six 
months to prepare a final version for implementation. 

DWQ welcomes any comments you might have. To 
download the July version of the document and submit com-
ments please visit http://h2o.enr.state.nc.us/su/bmp_updates.
htm.

Stormwater BMP Manual

The Spring/Summer 2005 issue of Popular Government 
features an article on North Carolina water and sewer rate 
setting policies and challenges.  The article, written by Jeff 
Hughes, director of Environmental Finance Center, UNC 
Chapel Hill, is titled “The Painful Art of Setting Water and 
Sewer Rates.” An electronic  version can be accessed from 
the Popular Government web site, http://www.sog.unc.
edu/popgov/, or from the Environmental Finance Center 
webpage, http://www.efc.unc.edu/. 

Article of Interest

Due to the Governor’s directive restricting state employee 
travel, the Basic Erosion & Sedimentation Control Planning 
and Design Workshop scheduled for September 14-15, 2005, 
in Wilmington has been postponed until December 14-15, 
2005. 

If you would like to register for this workshop please 
visit http://www.ncsu.edu/wrri/erosionseminars.html or call 
WRRI at (919)515-2815.

Wilmington Erosion and 
Sedimentation Control 
Workshop Rescheduled
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At its regular meeting on July 13, 2005, the Water Quality Committee of the 
Environmental Management Committee took the following action:
  Approved a request by the Division of Water Quality to 

release the draft of the New River Basinwide Water Quality 
Plan for public review and comment. A final draft will be pre-
sented for approval at the Committee’s September meeting.

  Approved a motion charging the Committee’s Chairman, 
Charles H. Peterson, to work with the chairman of the NC 
Mining Commission to examine and address concerns by 
the mining industry that the mitigation requirements of the 
Neuse and Tar-Pamlico Riparian Buffer Rules impose un-
necessary financial hardships. Expansion of existing mines 
and new mining operations in the Neuse and Tar-Pamlico 
river basins are impacted by the buffer rules, which aim to 
reduce the amount of harmful nutrients in runoff that enters 
streams. Currently, mining that will disturb streamside buf-
fers is “allowable” if new buffers are established adjacent to 
the channels reconstructed on site or “allowable with mitiga-
tion” if buffers/streams cannot be replicated on site (in which 
case a greater amount of buffer must be established elsewhere 
to offset impacts). Mining companies must seek this ap-
proval beforehand from the Division of Water Quality. In the 
absence of such approval, the current rules provide options 
to seek a “minor variance” from DWQ or a “major variance” 
from the EMC. A letter to the EMC from the Mining Com-
mission dated April 15, 2005 states that mining projects are 
already subject to permitting under the Mining Act, which re-
quires a Sedimentation and Erosion Control Plan; stormwater 
and discharge requirements under the NPDES permitting 
program; and mitigation requirements of the Clean Water Act. 
The letter expressed concern that the imposition of additional 
mitigation requirements on mining activities “will add great 
cost to mined resources while producing few of the benefits 
for which the buffer rules were designed.” The letter states 
that mining activities “do not typically increase nutrients in 
affected surface waters.” Joe Rudek from Environmental De-
fense, addressing the Committee, said that argument doesn’t 
take into account the effect of the delivery of nutrients from 
upstream sources. John Dorney of DWQ presented the staff’s 
recommendation to retain the existing process outlined in the 
buffer rules because few projects have sought variances since 
the rules took effect in 1997. DWQ recommended that if 
requests for site-specific variances increase over the next few 
years, then a “general major variance” from the rules may be 
warranted. Such a variance may involve less paperwork (i.e., 
requires approval only from DWQ, not the EMC) and may 
carry reduced mitigation requirements.

At its regular meeting on July 14, 2005, the EMC took the following 
action:
  Approved appointment of two new members to the Water Pollu-

tion Control Systems Operators Certification Commission: Gale 
D. Howell Jr., Environmental/Safety manager with United Chem-
con Inc. (former Superintendent of Public Utilities for the Town 
of West Jefferson and former Superintendent of the Town of West 
Jefferson’s Wastewater Treatment Facility); and Troy M. Perkins, 
Water Resources Systems Superintendent of the Greenville Utili-
ties Commission.

  Approved State Revolving Loans for the towns of Ayden 
($2,614,025 for collection sewers for failing septic systems) and 
Benson ($1,113,106 to expand its wastewater treatment plant 
from 1.5 MGD to 1.97 MGD with additional reuse application).

  Approved the Implementation Plan for the Coastal Habitat 
Protection Plan (CHPP), a document of conservation recommen-
dations intended to guide decisions affecting coastal fish habitats 
in the state. Of the recommendations, four were identified as 
potentially requiring new EMC rules. These include measures to 
strengthen prohibition of ocean outfalls; development of univer-
sal stormwater management plans for municipalities; incentives 
for upgrading wastewater treatment facilities; and assessment of 
the need for additional nonpoint source pollution controls in the 
Cape Fear and White Oak river basins (i.e., buffer rules such as 
those in the Neuse and Tar-Pamlico river basins). More informa-
tion about the CHPP can be found at http://www.ncfisheries.
net/habitat/index.html.

  Approved a request by the Division of Water Quality to proceed 
to the public hearing stage for the proposed reclassifications of 
the Yadkin River to Class Water Supply-IV Critical Area and the 
Upper Neuse River to Class Water Supply V.

  Adopted the following changes to the by-laws: revised the 
Commission’s meeting schedule so that it will meet every other 
month—January, March, May, July, September and November; 
made the Water Allocation Committee a Standing Committee of 
the Commission; and repealed the procedures for Declaratory 
Rulings in Article XV because procedures are now in the rules.

  Upheld the decision of the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) in 
Wilbur Richards v. NC Department of Environment and Natural 
Resources, Division of Air Quality, 04 EHR 1606, DAQ 2004-
142. The case involved a civil penalty of $1,193 assessed against 
Richards for a violation of the open-burning rule June 5, 2004, in 
Bolivia. Richards’ son Edward Richards spoke on behalf of his 
father, also in attendance, asking the Commission to reverse the 
ALJ’s ruling and not adopt it as the final agency decision. 

More information is available at the EMC web site: 
http://h2o.enr.state.nc.us/admin/emc/

July Action of the Environmental 
Management Commission

July Action of the EMC 
Water Quality Committee

by Carla Burgess, freelance writer by Carla Burgess, freelance writer
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Public health officials first became concerned about harmful 
byproducts of drinking-water disinfection in the 1970s. Chloroform 
and three other compounds known as trihalomethanes (THMs), 
which were identified as potential human carcinogens, were linked 
to chlorine disinfection. In 1979, the EPA set maximum thresholds 
for the four THMs in finished drinking water in systems serving 
more than 10,000 people. The agency has since set limits on five 
other contaminants categorized as haloacetic acids (HAAs) which, 
along with THMs, comprise the highest concentrations of disinfec-
tion byproducts (DBPs) in treated drinking water. 

In 1998, the EPA implemented a 
rule that further decreased the accept-
able maximum contaminant level 
(MCL) of these DBPs and expanded 
the requirements to apply to all commu-
nity water systems. Because the con-
centration of DBPs may be different at 
various locations within the distribution 
system than it is at the point of entry to 
the system, the EPA required quarterly 
DBP data collection at four locations 
(three with average residence times and 
one at a remote location) throughout the 
system. Compliance with the DBP Rule 
is currently based on a systemwide 
running annual average (RAA) of these 
quarterly measurements.

Based on new health studies 
linking acute DBP exposure with 
adverse reproductive and developmen-
tal effects—along with Information 
Collection Rule (ICR) data showing 
high levels of DBPs in systems already 
complying with the MCL require-
ments—the EPA has proposed new 
requirements (referred to as the Stage 2 
DBP Rule). The proposed Stage 2 Rule 
retains the MCLs of 80 µg/L for the four THMs and 60 µg/L for 
the five HAAs. However, the rules would base compliance not on a 
systemwide RAA, but on a locational RAA. This compliance is ex-
pected to produce equity with respect to exposure to DBPs, ensuring 
that customers at remote locations do not have a greater potential for 
health risks than those living closer to the treatment plant. The rule 
would also require systems to conduct an initial distribution system 
evaluation (IDSE) to determine and monitor locations where the 
highest levels of the regulated THMs and HAAs exist. 

Philip C. Singer, Dan Okun Distinguished Professor of Environ-
mental Engineering and the director of the Drinking Water Research 
Center at UNC-Chapel Hill, and Nora J. Han, a graduate research 

assistant in the Department of Environmental Sciences and Engi-
neering, recently completed an assessment of water systems in the 11 
cities that constitute the NC Urban Water Consortium to determine 
whether they would be expected to meet the requirements outlined in 
the proposed Stage 2 Rule. The Water Resources Research Institute 
helped establish and is the support agency for the consortium, which 
provides a program of research and development as well as technol-
ogy transfer for water problems that urban areas share.

In general, the results suggest that of the 11 consortium 
members, the cities of Raleigh, Fayetteville, Greenville and High 

Point would have few or no prob-
lems complying with the impending 
Stage 2 Rule if implemented today. 
Wilmington and Charlotte might have 
difficulty complying, depending on 
the maximum residence time (age) 
of water in their distribution systems. 
The remaining utilities—Durham, 
Burlington, Greensboro, Orange Water 
and Sewer Authority (OWASA) and 
Winston-Salem—may have difficulty 
complying unless modifications are 
made in their treatment practices. 
Several trends were examined to make 
these predictions. In some cases, a 
utility exhibited concentrations that 
exceeded the regulated levels at some 
locations and during certain times dur-
ing the study period (2001-2004). 

To assess the utilities’ ability to 
comply with the Stage 2 Rule, the 
study looked at historical data sup-
plied by the municipalities to estimate 
THMs and HAAs in remote parts of 
their distribution system, locations at 
which water has long residence times. 
Because contaminants may continue to 

form or decay in the distribution system, their concentration in “older 
water,” such as that found in storage tanks, may differ significantly 
from the condition of the water when it entered the system. Other 
factors besides residence time influence the formation or decay of 
THMs and HAAs—including water temperature and pH; physical 
characteristics of the distribution system; and the type of disinfectant 
used and its residual concentration. Disinfection of drinking water 
by “free chlorine” versus chloramination or “combined chlorine” 
(chlorine plus ammonia) is a key factor affecting DBPs in the dis-
tribution system because the formation of THMs and HAA ceases 
when combined chlorine is used. The latter type of residual disinfec-

Study Evaluates the Readiness of 11 NC Water Utilities for 
Complying with Impending Disinfection Byproduct Rule
by Carla Burgess, freelance writer

continued on page 7
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tant contributes to relatively uniform THM and HAA concentrations 
throughout the system. 

The study relied on the EPA’s Water Treatment Model and avail-
able quarterly DBP data to estimate monthly maximum DPB levels 
under different sets of conditions at the most remote locations in the 
distribution system. The data included quarterly concentrations of 
THMs and HAAs at each of the compliance monitoring stations in each 
utility’s distribution system during the three-year study period; cor-
responding water temperatures; average monthly water temperatures; 
mean residence time; and type of residual disinfectant used (free or 
combined chlorine). 

Four of the six utilities using combined chlorine—Raleigh, 
Fayetteville, Greenville and High Point—were consistently and com-
fortably below the MCLs. The other two—Durham and OWASA—
came close to exceeding the thresholds for THMs and HAAs on two 
occasions. While switching from free chlorine to combined chlorine 
as a residual disinfectant may help utilities to reduce THM and HAA 
levels, it could create new problems. An emerging contaminant associ-
ated with chloramination, N-nitrosodimethylamine, has been classified 
as a probable human carcinogen and may be regulated in the future. 
Chloramination has also been connected with such adverse water qual-
ity issues as nitrification and has recently been linked to elevated lead 
levels in tap water in selected distribution systems. Even alternative 
disinfectants to chlorine, such as ozone and chlorine dioxide, create dis-
infection byproducts that may compromise human health. Alternative 
approaches to manage DBPs might include granular activated carbon 
adsorption, membrane filtration and anion exchange. 

Based on the results, the authors made several recommenda-
tions to drinking water utilities:
 Develop a more intensive monitoring program for THMs and 

HAAs.
 Evaluate the spatial and temporal variations of THM and HAA 

concentrations in their distribution systems.
 Measure water quality parameters (i.e., residual chlorine concen-

trations, temperature, pH) at the same time and locations at which 
DBP samples are collected, which will improve understanding of 
the contributing spatial and temporal variations and their influ-
ence.

 Measure all nine species of HAAs because the other nonregulated 
species will likely be regulated in the future.

 Develop and use models to better define and understand the behav-
ior of water in their systems.

 In preparation for the Stage 2 Rule, perform site-specific analyses, 
including a review of source water quality and treatment practices, 
identification of potential problem areas and evaluation of poten-
tial solutions (including treatment plant modifications) for reduc-
ing DBP formation before water enters the distribution system.

Editor’s Note: This study is currently under peer review and will not 
be available until 2006.

WRRI Call for Proposals
Proposals are solicited from faculty members of senior 
colleges and universities in North Carolina for grants 
under the Water Resources Research Institute’s Fiscal Year 
2006-2007 Program. The deadline for submitting propos-
als is September 30, 2005 (proposals must be post-marked 
by September 30, 2005). No exceptions will be made to 
this deadline. 

Total available funds are approximately $360,000. 
This includes $92,000 in Federal funds from the U.S. Geo-
logical Survey. Additional funding that may be available 
through the Water Quality Workgroup to researchers in the 
University of North Carolina system requires collaboration 
with an agency of the NC Department of Environment and 
Natural Resources. 

A complete application/instruction package for the 
WRRI grant program is available at the WRRI web site: 
http://www.ncsu.edu/wrri/cfp/. Please follow instructions 
closely. The maximum award is $50,000. The anticipated 
starting date for projects is no earlier than March 1, 2006. 
Projects funded through WRRI must be completed within 
a 12-month period, but investigators may apply for a 
12-month renewal next year. For previous-year projects 
to be considered for second-year funding, investigators 
must submit proposals in the same manner as new project 
proposals.

Proposals for the WRRI program should be addressed 
to: 
WRRI-CFP-FY 2006-2007
Water Resources Research Institute
NC State University
Box 7912, 1131 Jordan Hall 
Raleigh, NC 27695-7912 

Hard copies of the application/instructions packages 
may be obtained by calling WRRI at (919) 515-2815 or 
emailing water_resources@ncsu.edu. Applications may 
also be delivered to the WRRI office at 1131 Jordan Hall, 
NC State University campus prior to 5:00 pm of Friday, 
September 30, 2005.

Water Utilities continued

Call for Abstracts for the 
WRRI 2006 Annual Conference, 

April 4-5, 2006, 
will open October 31, 2005.

Details will be posted at 
http://www.ncsu.edu/wrri/.
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September 18-22, 2005 
Sheraton Capital Center Hotel, 
Raleigh, NC
13th National Nonpoint Source Moni-
toring Workshop, “From Projects to 
Programs: Enhancing States’ NPS Man-
agement Programs through Lessons 
Learned from NPS Monitoring Projects”
http://www.ncsu.edu/waterquality/
nmp_conf/

September 28, 2005, 3:00 pm
1132 Jordan Hall, NC State University
WRRI Seminar Series: Dr. Phil Singer, 
UNC-Chapel Hill, “Estimated Compli-
ance with the Proposed Stage 2 Dis-
infection By-Products Rule for Eleven 
Water Utilities in North Carolina”

October 2-6, 2005 
Wyndham Peachtree Conference 
Center, Peachtree City, GA
Clean Water, Healthy Streams, 
Strong Communities: Joint South-
eastern Stormwater Management 
& Erosion and Sediment Control 
Conference
http://www.ieca.org/applications/cal-
endar.asp?eventID=107&filter=Chapter 

Upcoming Events 
October 18, 2005 
SECREF, Raleigh, NC
Sediment and Erosion Control: Latest 
Information with Hands-on Demon-
strations
http://www.soil.ncsu.edu/swetc/sedi-
ment2/main2.htm

October 18, 2005, 3:00 pm
1132 Jordan Hall, NC State University
Dr. Francis de los Reyes, NC State 
University, “Improving Dewatering of 
Wastewater Biosolids Using Innovative 
Approaches”

October 26-27, 2005 
Holiday Inn Select, Hickory, NC
Basic Erosion and Sedimentation Con-
trol Planning and Design Workshop 
http://www.ncsu.edu/wrri/erosion-
seminars.html

November 15, 2005, 3:00 pm
1132 Jordan Hall, NC State University
WRRI Seminar Series: Dr. Sanjay Shah, 
NC State University, “Pollutant Leach-
ing Potential from Turkey Litter Stock-
piled on Bare Soil”

November 29, 2005, 3:00 pm
1132 Jordan Hall, NC State University
WRRI Seminar Series: Dr. Craig Allan, 
UNC-Charlotte, “Hydrological and 
Biogeochemical Investigations of 
Riparian Buffers in the Piedmont 
and Blue Ridge Regions of North 
Carolina”

December 5, 2005, 11:30 am
McKimmon Center, NC State
University, Raleigh, NC
J. Scott Lane, The Louis Berger 
Group, Inc., and Danielle Pender, 
NC Wildlife Resources Commission 
“If You Build It, Will They Come? 
Evaluating Cumulative and Sec-
ondary Environmental Impacts and 
Local Growth Options”

December 14-15, 2005 
(rescheduled)
Hilton Wilmington Riverside 
Wilmington, NC
Basic Erosion and Sedimentation 
Control Planning and Design Workshop 
http://www.ncsu.edu/wrri/erosion-
seminars.html


