1. With regards to section IV. Technology Application Review Process, specifically the Step One requirements regarding certification data review, I suggest inserting the following requirement as item 2. a.:
2.a. Certification testing sites must have occurred in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania or in a climate similar or colder than the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.
Rationale: In order to evaluate whether certification testing data (NSF or BNQ) will be representative of expected results in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, it is necessary that the certification data being evaluated was conducted in a climate similar or colder to that of PA.  
This change would require that certification data considered by the PA DEP was performed in a climate similar or colder than that of PA.

2. With regards to section IV. Technology Application Review Process, specifically Section A.2. requirements regarding exceptions to the certification requirement for currently classified pretreatment alternate systems, I suggest the following changes to Section A.2.:
A.2.  An exception to the certification requirement may be granted for currently classified pretreatment alternate systems/components that were on the Alternate Systems Listing prior to September 18, 2017, and for which certification testing has not been performed, to the same performance standard(s) as previously classified. Manufacturers of these alternate systems/components may submit field testing data in lieu of certification data. The field testing data should meet the standards set forth in the field testing verification protocol referenced in this guidance.
Rationale: While consideration should be granted to technologies that have previously been approved by the PA DEP, the proposed changes by the DEP include new performance standards (specifically levels of pretreatment D-1 to D-4 for fecal coliform removal, as well as levels of pretreatment N-1 to N-2 for total nitrogen reduction).  Presumably these new performance standards for fecal coliform and total nitrogen would not have been considered when currently classified pretreatment alternate systems were evaluated, and as such previous approval status should have no bearing on the approval status for these new performance standards.
This change would allow previously classified pretreatment technologies to be exempt from the certification requirement for only the same level of pretreatment they had previously been classified for (e.g. advanced treatment).  Previously classified technologies would not be exempt from the certification requirements for performance standards they had not been previously approved for such as D-2 fecal coliform removal.

3. With regards to section V. Annual Performance Audit, specifically Section A.4. and Section A.6. requirements regarding notice of and requirements for selected field audit systems, I suggest the following changes to Section A.4. and A.6.:
A.4. Once the locations have been determined by DEP, DEP will contact the manufacturer and the approved testing organization, provide it with the locations, and in consultation with the testing organization, determine the dates and times for the audit inspections. Before proceeding with the inspections, DEP will inform the manufacturer, tenthirty (1030) days before the inspection, of the locations and dates of the scheduled samplings. The testing organization will not provide this information to the manufacturer unless requested by DEP.
A.6. The manufacturer and/or a representative of the manufacturer may not contact the owner, visit the location, or provide any maintenance outside of the O/M agreement, to the selected components and/or systems within ten (10) days of the scheduled audit. The manufacturer and/or a representative of the manufacturer may accompany the testing organization to one or more of the audit locations.
Rationale: The proposed annual performance audit is overly onerous.  Certification requirements within the proposed rules are a true test of the pretreatment technology, while in our experience field audits are a test of the individual homeowner’s habits.  In field audits there are many variables that are out of the control of the manufacturer and this should be a consideration during the design of any field audit process.  The manufacturer should be able to review the sites selected and perform maintenance if required prior to sampling.  This will allow manufacturers to confirm with the homeowner for example that no material changes to the system or house have been made since the last servicing, whether or not the system will be in use during the proposed sampling time, how long the system has been in use, that the number of occupants and water usage during the sampling period is representative of the design flow, that any requested actions from previous maintenance visits such as pump outs were performed, that no control panel settings have been changed, that other conditions that would negatively affect treatment performance are not present (e.g. occupant undergoing chemotherapy), etc.  It is worth noting that the BNQ Certification Field Audit allows approximately 30 days notice to the manufacturer and has no restrictions on contact with the homeowner or system maintenance prior to audit sampling.
This proposed change would allow manufacturers to confirm prior to performance audit sampling that the site is in use and is being operated as designed.

4. With regards to section V. Annual Performance Audit, specifically Section A.2 requirements regarding selection of locations to be inspected, I suggest the following changes to Section A.2.:
A.2. Once a calendar year, DEP will refer to the list to randomly select a number of locations of installed components and/or systems to be inspected. Selected locations shall have been in use for at least 9 months.  The number of locations to be inspected shall correspond to 1% of the number of components and/or systems installed over the past ten years, for a minimum of five (5) locations and a maximum of ten (10) locations.
Rationale: The proposed annual performance audit does not consider how long a site has been in use when audit sites are selected.  Pretreatment technologies require a period of time to establish the bacterial populations upon which treatment is dependent.  At peak flow rates every day this start-up period can be 1-2 months (start-up period granted by various certification tests), however in the field where water usage can be much less than design flow every day start-up periods can be much longer, especially for nitrogen removal.
This proposed change would ensure that selected sites have had an adequate time to start-up before performance audit sampling.

[bookmark: _GoBack]General comment:  I hope that during both the Field Testing Verification process as well as during the Annual Performance Audit process that consideration is given to the strength of influent sewage being generated at the sites.  Pretreatment technologies are designed for a certain strength of sewage, and certification testing may have requirements for minimum/maximum raw sewage strength.  Over the past 20 years we have seen a consistent trend across many jurisdictions of increasing sewage strength at individual houses.  This is the result of houses increasingly implementing water conservation measures such as low flow toilets and other fixtures, as well as general increased awareness towards water conservation.  With the same number of people at a house but less water usage the raw sewage is more concentrated.  Where raw sewage concentration is high, percent removal and mass loading levels of performance can remain high, but effluent concentrations can also be high.  This is not a reflection of the technology but the homeowner habits.  I would recommend that samples be taken of septic tank/pretreatment tank effluent (and mass balance calculations be done for sites where recirculation is used) to ensure that the sewage strength is within an acceptable range.  We do not want to discourage water conservation measures since there are other greater environmental benefits of doing so, however we must acknowledge that such measures have negative impacts on the concentrations of treated effluent, regardless of type of system.
