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Comments to the Interagency PFAS Task Force 

Re: Draft PFAS Action Plan 

By Citizens Campaign for the Environment 

October 15, 2019 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft PFAS Action Plan. PFAS is a 

harmful emerging contaminant that has been detected in ground and surface water resources in 

Connecticut and across our nation. To date, there are no federally enforceable drinking water 

standards for PFAS chemicals, and many legacy and potential future sources of PFAS have yet 

to be identified.  

 

PFAS in drinking water puts public health at risk as communities in Connecticut and the nation 

detect these emerging contaminants with alarming frequency. As we learn more about the 

potential dangers related to toxic PFAS chemicals, it is critical for Connecticut to take proactive 

measures to identify and regulate sources of PFAS contamination in our environment, set health-

protective standards for PFAS in drinking water supplies, establish measures to treat existing 

PFAS contamination in our water, and prevent future contamination issues from occurring.  

 

We applaud Governor Lamont and the Interagency PFAS Task Force (hereafter, “the task 

force”) for taking action to identify and address sources of PFAS contamination and prevent 

future releases of toxic PFAS into the environment.CCE supports a number of recommendations 

included in the Draft PFAS Action Plan, and also has recommendations to strengthen the draft 

plan to further protect public health and our environment.  

 

GENERAL COMMENTS AND BACKGROUND  

 

PFAS: The “Forever Chemicals” 

Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) is a term used to describe more than 4,700 manmade 

chemicals used in manufacturing and industry. They are used in producing a wide range of 

consumer products, including firefighting foams, food service packaging, textiles, and many 

other water-resistant, stain-proof, and nonstick products. PFAS are often referred to as “forever 

chemicals” due to their persistence in the environment and the human body. PFAS chemicals in 

drinking water demonstrate a serious threat to public health, as they are associated with a host of 

significant human health impacts, including kidney and thyroid problems, developmental 

disorders, and even cancer. 

 

PFAS in Food Service Packaging 

PFAS are widely used in food packaging for their stain and grease repellent properties. They 

easily transfer from food and beverage packaging and accumulate in the body. Scientific studies 

show that food packaging is one of the most common ways humans are exposed to PFAS 
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chemicals. The Center for Environmental Health found PFAS in 100% of microwave popcorn 

bags and molded food service-ware tested
1
. A study by the Silent Spring Institute found PFAS 

chemicals present in one-third of fast food packaging
2
. Currently, there are no state or federal 

regulations on the use of PFAS in food packaging, and there is no way for consumers to know if 

food is packaged using PFAS. The only way to ensure PFAS are not contaminating our foods 

and beverages is to ban them from use in food service packaging. 

 

Perfluorinated Chemicals in Aqueous Firefighting Foam 

PFAS Chemicals were used for many years in manufacturing aqueous firefighting foams 

(AFFFs), because they create a vapor-barrier which is especially effective at fighting jet fuel 

fires. Due to their toxicity, persistence in the environment and potential for long-range transport, 

manufacturers began phasing long-chain PFAS chemicals out of firefighting foam formulations 

over a decade ago. Unfortunately, older PFAS containing foams can still be found in use at 

airports and firefighting training facilities all over the country. In fact, Federal law still requires 

their use at military installations and other Dept. of Defense facilities to this day.  

 

Health Impacts Associated with PFAS Exposure 

PFAS chemicals are associated with a range of serious health effects, such as cancer, hormone 

disruption, liver and kidney damage, developmental and reproductive harm, changes in serum 

lipid levels, and immune system toxicity—some of which occur at extremely low levels of 

exposure. Numerous epidemiological and toxicological studies have found associations between 

exposure to certain PFAS and increased cancer risk, particularly kidney and testicular cancer. 

EPA has found that PFOA and PFOS demonstrate “suggestive” carcinogenic potential.
3
 

However, it is critical to understand that many per- and polyfluorinated compounds used in 

manufacturing have a strikingly similar molecular structure as PFOS and PFOA, and therefore 

are expected to have many of the same properties and carry similar environmental and human 

health impacts. 

 

The Centers for Disease Control’s (CDC) national biomonitoring studies and the National Health 

and Nutrition Examination Survey (“NHANES”) reveal that approximately 98% of Americans 

have PFOS, PFOA, PFHxS and PFNA present in the blood stream, including young children.
4
 

Fetuses and infants are likely exposed to PFAS at higher levels than adults, and are also more 

sensitive to these contaminants, due to their small, rapidly growing bodies and developing 

immune systems. Almost all fetuses and infants will have some degree of exposure, including as 

fetuses in-utero. Since infants and children consume more water per body weight than adults, 

their exposures may be higher than adults in communities with PFAS contamination is present. 

  

Potential Additive or Synergistic Health Effects 

Since PFAS chemicals are so ubiquitous in our bodies, and because PFAS are chemically related 

to one another, there may be additive or synergistic effects on target biological systems within 

our bodies. Therefore, the task force should propose a combined standard for PFAS chemicals 

                                                             
1 Center for Environmental Health, “Toxic Chemicals Found in Microwave Popcorn,” (March, 2018). Available 

online at https://www.ceh.org/get-involved/take-action/content/toxic-chemicals-found-microwave-popcorn/ 
2 Environmental Health Perspectives, Vol. 127, No. 10, “Dietary Habits Related to Food Packaging and Population 

Exposure to PFASs” (October 2019). Available online at https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/full/10.1289/EHP4092 
3 Drinking Water Health Advisory for PFOA, supra note 6, at 24; Drinking Water Health Advisory for PFOS, supra 

note 6, at 24-25.   
4 Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, “Fourth National Report 

on Human Exposure to Environmental Chemicals”: Updated Tables (March 2018), available at 

https://www.cdc.gov/exposurereport/pdf/FourthReport_UpdatedTables_Volume1_Mar2018.pdf  

https://www.ceh.org/get-involved/take-action/content/toxic-chemicals-found-microwave-popcorn/
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/full/10.1289/EHP4092
https://www.cdc.gov/exposurereport/pdf/FourthReport_UpdatedTables_Volume1_Mar2018.pdf
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as a class, rather than setting a standard for each of these related chemicals individually. This 

will help to address potential additive/synergistic effects and avoid creating loopholes for newer 

chemicals with a similar molecular structure to conventional PFAS, but that may not have been 

adequately tested for potential health and environmental risks.  

 

Environmental and Public Health Threats of Short-Chain PFAS 

Connecticut’s efforts to regulate the suite of the five most common PFAS chemicals found in 

groundwater is a prudent undertaking, and CCE recommends continued action on addressing 

toxic PFAS chemicals as a class. Despite industry efforts to differentiate between long and 

short-chain PFAS compounds, many in the science and public health community have called into 

question the safety of such compounds. According to the Green Science Policy Institute, short-

chain fluorinated alternatives are equally as persistent in the environment and can also build up 

in the human body.
5
 While scientists are still working to understand the risks associated with 

these newer chemical “alternatives,” there is evidence that these chemicals may present an even 

greater risk to human health. The EPA draft toxicity assessment for GenX (one of the most 

common “short-chain” PFAS alternative) indicated that the chemical may be more difficult to 

remove from groundwater and may carry even greater potential health risks than PFOA, at 

comparable concentrations.
6
  

 

PFAS Contamination of Drinking Water Resources around the Nation: Learning from 

what Others are Doing 

PFAS contamination of groundwater and surface water resources is an issue of growing concern 

in CT and across the U.S., including in our neighboring states of New York, Massachusetts, and 

Rhode Island. Several states have proposed legislation and/or taken administrative actions to 

regulate these chemicals and address related water contamination issues. States that have taken 

action include Alaska, California, Michigan, Minnesota, North Carolina, New Hampshire, New 

York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont and Massachusetts. Connecticut is in good company 

on this issue, and the task force is encouraged to apply lessons learned in these states in creating 

a comprehensive process for addressing PFAS in our environment. 

 

 Regulatory Actions in New York 

The NYS Department of Health (DOH) proposed a drinking water Maximum 

Contaminant Level (MCL) of 10 ppt for PFOA and 10 ppt for PFOS, as recommended by 

the New York State Drinking Water Quality Council (DWQC).  The DWQC was 

established by legislation passed in 2017 to address the issue of emerging contaminants 

in New York.  New York State has experienced some high-profile cases of PFAS 

contamination in public drinking water supplies, including Newburgh, Suffolk County, 

and Hoosick Falls, NY.
7
 All together, ten public water systems across NY, serving 1.5 

million residents tested positive for PFOA/PFOS during the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency’s third Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule (UCMR-3).  

 

Notably, the EPA does not require testing of small water systems (systems serving 

10,000 people or less) through the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA).  To fill this gap, 

                                                             
5 Green Science Policy Institute, “Short Chain Fluorinated Replacements: Myths versus Facts” (June 2018). 

Available online at file:///C:/Users/lburc/Documents/Emerging%20Contaminants/PFAS%20Myths-vs.-Facts-June-
2018.pdf  
6 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, “GenX and PFBS Draft Toxicity Assessments” (December, 2018). 

Available online at https://www.epa.gov/pfas/genx-and-pfbs-draft-toxicity-assessments 
7 NYS Dept. of Health, Proposed MCLs. Available online at https://regs.health.ny.gov/sites/default/files/proposed-

regulations/Maximum%20Contaminant%20Levels%20%28MCLs%29.pdf  

file:///C:/Users/lburc/Documents/Emerging%20Contaminants/PFAS%20Myths-vs.-Facts-June-2018.pdf
file:///C:/Users/lburc/Documents/Emerging%20Contaminants/PFAS%20Myths-vs.-Facts-June-2018.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/pfas/genx-and-pfbs-draft-toxicity-assessments
https://regs.health.ny.gov/sites/default/files/proposed-regulations/Maximum%20Contaminant%20Levels%20%28MCLs%29.pdf
https://regs.health.ny.gov/sites/default/files/proposed-regulations/Maximum%20Contaminant%20Levels%20%28MCLs%29.pdf
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New York State passed legislation to require small public water systems (serving less 

than 10,000 people) to require testing for unregulated contaminants, including PFOA, 

PFOS, and 1,4-dioxane. While testing of small systems has not been implemented in NY, 

as more expansive water testing occurs for water systems across the state, the number of 

water systems that would require treatment for PFOA and PFOS in New York is expected 

to increase.  

 

According to a recent report by the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), even 

extremely low levels of exposure to PFOA and PFOS may cause health effects, such as 

immune suppression and serious adverse developmental effects.
8
  To provide adequate 

public health protections PFAS should therefore be reduced as much as technologically 

achievable. Therefore, CCE has urged the NYS DOH to adopt a combined Maximum 

Contaminant Level (MCL) of 2ppt for the sum of PFOA and PFOS in New York State. 

CCE recommends that the CT task force take similar action with a recommendation 

for a combined MCL of 2ppt for PFOA and PFOS in CT. 

 

 Regulatory Action in Massachusetts 

Under the UCMR-3 testing program, 158 large public water systems in Massachusetts 

were tested for PFAS chemicals. Additionally, the State submitted test results for 13 

smaller public water systems. In total, nine drinking water sources were identified with 

measurable quantities of PFAS above EPA's specified reporting limits.  

 

In June 2018, MassDEP established an Office of Research and Standards Guideline 

(ORSG) level for drinking water that extended the EPA advisory to three additional 

PFAS chemicals: PFNA, PFHxS, and PFHpA, due to their similar chemical structures 

and available data indicating these chemicals are likely to exhibit similar toxic properties 

as PFOA and PFOS. The ORSG advisory level is 70 parts per trillion (ppt), and applies to 

the total summed level of all five PFAS compounds.
9
 

 

In early 2019, MassDEP proposed a new reportable concentration level of 20ppt for the 

sum of PFDA, PFHpA, PFHxS, PFNA, PFOS & PFOA. This is a significant 

improvement over EPA’s minimum reporting levels (MRLs), which apply to each 

chemical listed on the UCMR individually (10ppt for PFHpA, 20ppt for PFOA and 40ppt 

for PFOS). Additionally, MassDEP has proposed a groundwater standard of 20ppt for the 

sum of PFDA, PFHpA, PFHxS, PFNA, PFOS & PFOA
10

.  

 

The Massachusetts approach is more stringent and protective of public health than the 

EPA reporting guidance and lifetime health advisory for PFAS, and Connecticut should 

adopt complimentary measures that are at least as protective of public health. The task 

force should recommend a stricter reporting limit for PFAS than what is currently 

required under the Safe Drinking Water Act, as well as a more comprehensive drinking 

water standard, inclusive of at least the five most common and pervasive PFAS 

chemicals. 

                                                             
8 “PFAS in Drinking Water 2019: Scientific and Policy Assessment for Addressing PFAS in Drinking Water” 

NRDC (April 2019). https://www.nrdc.org/sites/default/files/media-uploads/nrdc_pfas_report.pdf  
9 Massachusetts Dept. of Environmental Protection, Per and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS). Available online at 

https://www.mass.gov/info-details/per-and-polyfluoroalkyl-substances-pfas#pfas-detected-in-drinking-water-

supplies-in-massachusetts- 
10 Massachusetts Dept. of Environmental Protection, Development of a PFAS Drinking Water Standard 

https://www.mass.gov/lists/development-of-a-pfas-drinking-water-standard-mcl 

https://www.nrdc.org/sites/default/files/media-uploads/nrdc_pfas_report.pdf
https://www.mass.gov/info-details/per-and-polyfluoroalkyl-substances-pfas#pfas-detected-in-drinking-water-supplies-in-massachusetts-
https://www.mass.gov/info-details/per-and-polyfluoroalkyl-substances-pfas#pfas-detected-in-drinking-water-supplies-in-massachusetts-
https://www.mass.gov/lists/development-of-a-pfas-drinking-water-standard-mcl
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PFAS Contamination in CT Groundwater 

Under UCMR-3, EPA required 40 public water systems in Connecticut to test for PFAS 

chemicals. While the detections were all below federal reporting limits, many of our neighboring 

states are moving forward with drinking water standards for PFAS well below those detection 

limits.  

Emerging science that shows PFAS exposure is dangerous, even at very low levels.  A more 

stringent reporting level is needed, including at private drinking wells around the state, which 

have been found to have elevated levels of PFAS contamination (namely in Greenwich and 

Willimantic). As stricter reporting standards are applied, the number of public water systems 

identified as having significant levels of PFAS contamination is expected to grow.  

The CT Department of Public Health has established a drinking water action level of 70 parts per 

trillion (ppt) for the sum of five PFAS chemicals—perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA), 

perfluorooctane sulfonate (PFOS), perfluorononanoic acid (PFNA), perfluorohexane sulfonate 

(PFHxS), and perfluoroheptanoic acid (PFHpA). This standard builds upon the EPA lifetime 

health advisory level of 70 ppt for the sum of PFOA and PFOS, and it demonstrates a broader 

understanding of the potential health risks associated with exposure to toxic PFAS chemicals, 

beyond the two most common chemicals for which EPA health advisory levels have been 

established.  However, the task force should go further. 

 

CCE COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC DRAFT ACTION PLAN ECOMMENDATIONS 

 

The Draft PFAS Action Plan is a good starting point, and it offers several common sense 

recommendations that the legislative and executive branches can follow to address these 

emerging contaminants in our state. On behalf of over 9,000 contributing members in 

Connecticut, CCE applauds the Interagency PFAS Task Force for their swift action on this 

important initiative, and respectfully urge the task force to move forward with strong 

recommendations that are science-based and protective of public health. 

 

Strategic Focus 1- Minimizing Environmental Exposures to PFAS 

1. CCE strongly supports testing and monitoring drinking water sources for the presence of 

toxic PFAS compounds, including but not limited to, public drinking water supplies, 

private wells and bottled water.   

2. CCE recommends adopting a more stringent reporting level for PFAS chemicals  of no 

more than 2ppt for PFOS, PFOA, PFNA, PFHxS, and PFHpA. 

3. CCE supports the establishment of a Safe Drinking Water Advisory Council to provide 

ongoing science and monitoring on emerging contaminants, but recommends that the task 

force not wait to provide recommendations for MCLs. Recent scientific studies, along 

with ample precedents from other states, provide guidance for the task force to 

recommend strong MCL’s without further delay. In the PFAS Action Plan, the task 

force should recommend a drinking water MCL of no more than 2ppt for the sum of 

PFOS and PFOA. Furthermore, the task force should adopt a combined MCL for 
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PFDA, PFHpA, PFHxS, PFNA, PFOS & PFOA that is at least as protective as 

Massachusetts’ combined MCL of 20 ppt.  

4. CCE supports providing a dedicated funding source to provide financial assistance to 

public water systems to conduct monitoring, treatment and/or connection to alternative 

water sources in the case of a drinking water emergency. 

Strategic Focus 2- Minimizing Future Releases of PFAS to the Environment 

1. CCE supports measures to identify processes that would likely contribute to PFAS 

contamination, including, but not limited to consumer products, spills, firefighting 

training facilities, landfills, land applied biosolids and biosolid incineration. 

2. CCE supports implementing legislative initiatives to prevent future releases of PFAS into 

the environment, and we urge the task force to recommend specific actions to restrict 

PFAS chemicals in consumer products, including phasing them out of food 

packaging and restricting the use of AFFF foams containing PFAS chemicals 

wherever possible. A wide variety of fluorine-free foams are currently available and 

already in use on airports in London, Copenhagen, Dubai and others.
11

 

3. CCE supports the procurement of PFAS-free products by State agencies and other State-

owned property. 

4. CCE supports establishment of standards and discharge limits for PFAS in air and water. 

5. CCE supports implementing baseline sampling at wastewater treatment facilities 

throughout the state. 

6. CCE supports evaluating PFAS level in compost derived from food waste and 

compostable containers and other PFAS-treated paper products.  

Strategic Focus 3- Identifying, Assessing and Cleaning Up Historical Releases of PFAS to 

the Environment 

1. CCE supports development of a GIS database to identify and categorize the universe of 

potential sources of PFAS contamination and vulnerable waterways/populations. 

2. CCE supports continuing the use of statutory authority to require the ongoing 

investigation and cleanup of PFAS releases to the environment. 

3. CCE supports collaboration with regional agencies, including NEWMOA, EPA Region 

1, NEIWPCC and the ITRC, as well as academics and environmental professionals, to 

stay abreast of developments and emerging technologies related to PFAS remediation; 

however, the task force should also be engaging directly with agencies from other 

States on the establishment of drinking water standards, MCLs and reporting 

limits. There is an abundance of data available on states’ efforts to address PFAS 

contamination in public water supplies and the State of Connecticut should not feel the 

need to “reinvent the wheel” in this respect. 

Strategic Focus 4- Cross Cutting Actions (Public Education & Outreach) 

                                                             
11 https://www.michiganradio.org/post/pfas-firefighting-foams-are-still-use-across-michigan 

https://www.michiganradio.org/post/pfas-firefighting-foams-are-still-use-across-michigan
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CCE strongly supports the development of a public outreach and education plan to inform 

Connecticut residents about the dangers of PFAS in our water; however, state agencies like 

DEEP and DPH are ill-equipped with the resources and expertise needed to create an effective 

outreach and education program. CCE strongly recommends partnering with non-profit 

organizations, such as CCE and the Coalition for a Safe and Healthy CT, which have a 

proven track record of success on advancing critical public education initiatives. 

In conclusion, CCE is generally supportive of the Interagency Draft PFAS Action Plan, and the 

recommendations made therein. PFAS is a likely human carcinogen, with the potential to create 

lasting groundwater contamination problems and lead to ongoing human health concerns. CCE 

appreciates the expediency with which this task force has taken action throughout this process, 

and we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on this important undertaking. 

Thank you for consideration of our comments and we look forward to working with you on this 

important issue moving forward. 


