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PEO! iI*npact on Pennichucky
PERRICAUCK IS the franchisesholder in thm;

WHENETPrivate wells contaminated: by PFOA were identified
ed'ineach

A Potenifl) r&r‘\rr ISiblerParty  (PRP)IWas i
r‘omm_er £

SEVICE TO € ach community differed

— | ]l‘(“f}]‘jé s £

g»‘ jater is purchased from a municipal utility.
2% Plrchased water has “trace” levels of PFOA

~

- .; =—* —Publlc willing to accept water quality but objected to paying for water,

= A; “pressure and terms of service
= — Amherst
'r,_, ~ = e All water from Pennichuck
® Pennichuck water has “trace” to Non Detect levels of PFOA

e Public willing to accept water quality but objects to paying for water and
concerned over high pressure
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— Bgejfo)ge
sUA|water is purchased firom) aimunicipal. utili
SR IV OROIFSIXAWE! ISHFOmMrtISTmURCIpal Uity Were contaminated With PEOA
over 70 ppt.
Prior to) contaminated  municipal wells being shut down the PFOA levels were
JJ‘JJ; dl 50 ppt
J r\rr- o unIC|paI wells shut down PFOA levels are around 20 ppt
gw"n ‘did not want water from existing municipal provider.

B8 PRP only willing to pay for connection to existing municipal utility. The
= -f-—: = publlc Is demanding connection to different municipal provider with *0”

3 == PFOA. Cost to connect to municipality is 2.7 million greater than connection
torexisting municipal utility.

~ ® Pennichuck’s existing Bedford customers (382), who are currently receiving
' water from existing municipal provider, are also demanding that PWW

S - switch suppliers. Cost of PWW an additional 1.7 million to 3.7 million..

@ PENNICHUCK




SRPIDIICTS demandinglinvestment by PenﬂﬂMVide
fllejrier uality water than ed by regulations.
— Sliggary s OpE - -

9 .Or her known contalnants eX|st at low levels in water below
ag| bllshed Safe Drinking Water Standards

~— Disinfection Byproducts, Arsenic, Uranium

o Ify ater meets standards is there a justification to invest to meet
1:3*5 blic’s demand for “07?

) e ss:-of PUb|IC Confidence

-———Hlnt has fueled lack of trust in Utilities and Regulators.
’37"—".- i' .:, o Tnitial lack of standard by Regulators

~ — Public information on Health effects varies
— EPA and States have established varying standards
— Public wants "0”. No acceptable level of risk.

— Threatened class action law suits
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IEbrewing  public crisis,created by Emerging) Contaminants
— Waje Wels IS Ear S G DGO G Etectabler  Better lablequipment s

uslmr Ub|IC concern,

Erlef _) g Contaminants are not regulated and generally health effects
zlfel nlo) m_vell understood.

WJJ' ahge oft data on emerging contaminants, some backed by science
:}" disome by fake news.

= tllltles are expected to provide water that meets regulatory standard
e ../:-whlch IS often different than the public’'s demands for water with “0”
== ‘Ievels of contamination
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~ = Contrary:-to public opinion the cost of treating all water to a Maximum
= - Contaminant Level Goal Of Zero is more than the public can afford.

— The “vocal” public believes no risk is acceptable.
— The public believes the cost of treatment should be borne by the Utility.
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Thank you.
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