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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Safe Drinking Water Act and State Drinking Water Programs  

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) was passed in 1974 and subsequently amended in 1986 and 1996 to 

ensure that drinking water system s across the United States deliver safe water to their customers and  

ultimately ensure an ever -increasing level of public health protection. F orty -nine states (excluding 

Wyoming) and five territories  plus the Navajo Nation , for a total of 55 programs , have enforcement 

authority for the SDWA and have 

established drinking water programs to 

provide oversight of the approximately 

146,000 drinking water system s currently 

operating. Drinking water programs are 

responsible for ensuring that drinking 

water systems maintain compliance with 

the regulations. The core of statesõ work 

is upholding the principles  of the SDWA, 

which includes important preventive 

work to protect public health. This 

preventive  work ensures that drinking 

water systems comply with the  

regulations and are delivering safe 

drinking water to customers . The 

prevent ive measures for maintaining 

compliance include ensuring the systems 

have the appropriate technical, 

financial, and management skills and 

knowledge for the long -term, as well as b eing prepared for, and recovering from, emergencies.  

Past and Present Resource Needs Analyses  

The Association of State Drinking Water Administrators (ASDWA) has conducted state resource needs 

analyses in the past in partnership with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Past analyses 

conducted in 1989, 1993, 1999, 2001, and 2011 have demonstrated that state drinking water programs are 

chronically underfunded. ASDWA conducted an additional analysis in 2018 ( Beyond Tight Budgets) that  

sought to capture the extent of additional resource demands on state drinking water programs related to 

quasi-regulatory  activities (or emerging issues), such as post-Flint Lead and Copper Rule oversight, per - and 

polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), algal toxins, and Legionella. This analysis showed the growing demand for 

state drinking water programs and highlighted the need for additional funding or reallocation of resources.  

ASDWA sought to conduct a new resource needs analysis in 2019 that built off of the 2011 resource needs 

analysis and the 2018 Beyond Tight Budgets analysis. ASDWA determined that this new analysis was needed 

for several reasons. 

¶ Since the 2011 analysis, the EPA has promulgated new regulations, and new or revised regulations 

are either underway or are being considered.  

¶ State workload has changed from the  workload analysis conducted in 2011. Workload associated with 

some existing regulations (e.g., the Lead and Copper Rule  [LCR]) that was thought  to be relatively 

low and static in the 2011 analysis has since increased due to increased post-Flint analysis and 

oversight of LCR implementation .  

https://www.asdwa.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/Beyond-Tight-Budgets-2018.pdf
https://www.asdwa.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/SRNAP-Analysis.pdf
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¶ State drinking water programs vary widely, in terms of budget, size, structure, and how they 

implement the SDWA, among other aspects. They face different challenges and have unique 

approaches in addressing these challenges. States may implement unique practices in order to 

support drinking water system s in achieving and maintaining compliance with the SDWA. The 2011 

resource needs analyses did not capture this state specificity.  

¶ Finally, emerging issues (e.g., PFAS) have been redirecting state resources away from work directly 

related to the SDWA. States have been forced to take action (without federal regulations and little 

guidance from the EPA) on these quasi-regulatory  issues in order to protect public health in their 

states. These issues can be unpredictable and difficult to anticipate, as the country has seen with 

the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic. 

This new analysis includes an expanded scope to go beyond the federal mandat es and to incorporate state  

specific ity  and emerging issues into an updated analysis to accurately reflect the resources needed by states 

to implement drinking water regulations and protect public health . 

In order to capture the different activities contri buting to state drinking water program workload in this 

analysis, ASDWA developed broad categories to explain these activities. These categories include required 

primacy activities, primacy support activities, additional primacy activities, and additional public health 

protection activities. Required primacy activities and primacy support activities are considered federal 

activities, or activities that are directly related to SDWA requirements. Additional primacy activities can be 

federal or state -specific,  as they are related to federal requirements . But these activities reflect the 

different ways in which states may implement federal requirements. Additional public health protection 

activities are solely state -specific activities. They are often related to  issues that have not yet been 

regulated by the EPA, forcing states to take action on their own in order to protect public health within 

their states . 

Estimating Resource Needs and Available Resources  

The purpose of the 2019 analysis was two-fold: 1) estimate realistic drinking water program workload for 55 

state and territorial drinking water programs and 2) determine the severity of the gap in drinking water 

program resources. Unlike previous analyses, this effort was led by ASDWA and not conducted in partnership 

with EPA. ASDWA organized a panel of state representatives who provided input and guidance throughout 

the process. The primary task of the panel was to review and revise drinking water program workload 

estimates. These estimates serve as inputs for the workload model (model) , which  was built to calculate 

annual staffing needs for 55 state and territor ial  drinking water programs  across a 10 year period (2020-

2029). This model was originally developed  in 2011 to estimate resource needs associated wit h program 

activities specifically mandated by the SDWA (i.e., required primacy activities) or an associated the EPA 

primacy requirement (i.e., primacy support activities). Additional primacy activities were included in the 

2019 update to the model.  

The panel was also tasked with collecting current drinking water program staffing and financial data. This 

was done by distributing a financial survey to state drinking water administrators in 2019. States were asked 

to provide staffing and budget/ funding numbers that represented the entirety of their drinking water 

program. The data collected via the financial survey and the outputs from the workload model are central 

to the state resource needs analysis. The financial survey data represent what funding and staf fing levels 

states currently have available to them, and the workload model outputs represent the actual funding and 

staffing needed for state and territorial drinking water programs to effectively implement their programs 

and ensure safe drinking water is  delivered to the public. Available resources are compared to the needed 

resources to determine the gap in resources.  
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Taking the approach outlined above, ASDWA estimates that 55 state and territorial drinking water programs 

currently have approximately 4,1 21 full -time employees ( FTEs) and $574 million from all funding sources 

available to implement their programs. In contrast, ASDWA estimates that 55 state and territorial drinking 

water programs need 7,518 FTEs and $949 million in 2020 to effectively implement their programs.  In other 

words, drinking water programs need approxi mately 82 percent more FTEs and 65 percent more funding 

than they currently have to effectively implement their programs and ensure safe drinking water for the 

public in 2020. The resources needed is the highest in 2029 when states and territories are proj ected to 

need 8,268 FTEs and $1.04 billion.  The table s below summarize statesõ funding and staffing gap in fiscal 

year ( FY) 2020 and FY 2029 .  

 
Year 

Available Staffing  

(from all sources)  

Needed Staffing  

(from all sources)  
Gap 

FY 2020 4,121 FTEs 7,518 FTEs 3,397 FTEs 

 FY 2029 4,121 FTEs 8,268 FTEs 4,147 FTEs 

 

 

 

Year 
Available Funding  

(from all sources)  

Needed Funding  

(from all sources)  
Gap 

FY 2020 $574 million  $949 million  $375 million  

 FY 2029 $574 million  $1.043 billion  $469 million  
 

In the financial survey, s tates were also asked to identify barriers to accessing needed resources. Barriers 

were identified in the 2011 analysis, and the same issues continue to present challenges  in 2019. The states 

identified their chief concerns as limits on FTEs, unreliability of funding sources, resistance to fee programs, 

limitations on use of funds , and competing priorities with limited resources. Many drinking water programs 

struggle with making a case for thei r program to receive more resources as they are competing with other 

issues within state governmentsõ budgets. Flat federal funding f rom 2004 to 2019 compounded the funding 

problems.  

In ASDWAõs 2018 Beyond Tight Budgets report, ASDWA found that increased workload from the emerging 

issues ranged from 1.1 to 12.5 percent  across the states, with an average workload increase of 4.3 percent. 

However, workload fo r emerging issues and other additional public health protection activities was not 

incorporated into the 2019 model itself, so it is likely that state workload is still underestimated by the 2019 

workload model. The dynamic nature of emerging issues makes it difficult to incorporate the statesõ 

workload into the model directly. Emerging issues can vary greatly among states, and they can also be 

unpredictable in nature and difficult to anticipate. The panel incorporated a more qualitative analysis about 

additional public health protection activiti es in the 2019 analysis. ASDWA staff collected information 

regarding emerging issues in the financial survey and also collected narratives from states regarding PFAS, 

lead in schools, and risk communication, which were considered to be relevant emerging is sues among many 

states. ASDWA staff  also collected information on the COVID-19 response, which demonstrates the 

unpredictability and variability of emerging issues , since this issue was unknown at the time of the 2019 

financial survey . State drinking water  programs have been redirecting resources to support state response 

initiatives.  

The Growing Deficit and Need for Additional Resources  

The results of the 2019 resource needs analysis echo the past needs analyses in that significant investment is 

needed to enable state drinking water programs to fulfill their role in implementing SDWA and protecting 

https://www.asdwa.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/Beyond-Tight-Budgets-2018.pdf
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public health. State workload continues to evolve and grow without adequate resources to address the 

growth, and state workload continues to reach far beyond the requirements of the SDWA. States are 

continually asked to be proactive and manage an increasing amount of both new regulatory and quasi-

regulatory  activities, spreading their already dwindling resources even thinner. Furthermore, states are put 

in a di fficult situation to take action on contaminants and issues that have not yet been regulated by the 

EPA or with little guidance from the EPA on the appropriate actions to protect public health. Without 

additional resources, states are forced to take effort s away from existing regulatory programs to manage 

the quasi-regulatory  tasks that are being added to their workload.  

State drinking water programs continue to adapt to stagnant resources and increasing demands by 

prioritizing threats to public health and  implementing efficiency measures, but their ability to meet all 

demands and requirements is greatly compromised. If states are compromised in their ability to carry out 

their work, then safe drinking water and public health are also compromised. More atte ntion must be paid 

to state drinking water programs, their dynamic and ever -growing workload, and the importance of the core 

preventive  work. Moreover, additional funding or a reallocation of resources is required so that state 

drinking water programs c an continue to carry out this preventive work to ensure safe drinking water, 

protect public health, and avoid public health crises.  

  



5 
 

INTRODUCTION 

What  Authorities Do State Drinking Water Program Have?  

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) requires the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to establish and enforce 

standards that public drinking water system s must follow. The 

EPA then delegates the primary enforcement responsibility to 

state or territor ial governments. This primary enforcement 

responsibility is also known as primacy. States and territories 

establish programs that meet the standards set by the EPA, 

along with other programs that support drinking water system s, 

to ensure th at drinking water system s consistently provide a 

safe and adequate supply of water to consumers. Currently, all 

states except Wyoming have applied for and obtained primacy 

for the SDWA from the EPA. The Navajo Nation and five U.S. 

territories (i.e., Puerto Rico, the U.S. Virgin Islands, American 

Samoa, Guam, and the Commonwealth of Northern Mariana 

Islands) also have obtained enforcement authority for the SDWA. 

These 55 entities, collectively referred to as òstatesó in this 

report, have the responsibility to i mplement and enforce 

drinking water requirements that are at least as stringent as the 

federal requirements.  

Why are State Drinking Water Programs Important?  

State drinking water programs serve a vital role  in ensuring that consumers served by public wate r systems 

receive drinking water that meets or exceeds the health standards put in place by state and federal 

regulations. States are challenged to effectively protect public health  ñ through monitoring, treatment, 

training, technical assistance , and infra structure investment. State staff must be diligent and skilled to 

provide the necessary oversight to drinking water system  staff. These efforts are time - and resource-

intensive undertakings for state drinking water programs, but in the absence  of state oversight , drinking 

water systems may experience preventable operational or managerial failures , which pose potentially 

severe public health consequences for consumers and even greater workloads for state staff in response.   

State drinking water programs are responsible for : 

¶ Ensuring that drinking water system s comply 

with all state and federal regulations,  

¶ Informing and educating drinking water system s 

about regulations,  

¶ Providing critical hands -on technical assistance 

to drinking water system s,  

¶ Managing and interpreting vast quantities of 

compliance data,  

¶ Ensuring that laboratories and drinking water 

system operators are properly certified,  

¶ Responding to natural disasters and other 

emergencies that threaten the safety of 

drinking water systems,  

¶ Conducting inspections and other site visits,  

¶ Taking enforcement action when needed, and  

¶ Reviewing/approving construction plans and 

permits.  

¶ Ensuring the technical, financial, and 

managerial skills of water system staff.  

¶ Managing source water protection programs.  

¶ Managing cross-connection control programs. 

 

 

What is primacy? 

˨sĖíÿÀÎĴ˩ íĚ ġëÙ ēĖíÿÀĖĴ ÙĀæĆĖÎÙÿÙĀġ

ĖÙĚēĆĀĚíÌíúíġĴ ġĆ íÿēúÙÿÙĀġ z2µ ˫Ě sĥÌúíÎ

Water System Supervision (PWSS) Program. 

The EPA delegates primacy for public water 

systems to states, territories, and Indian 

Tribes if they meet special requirements. All 

states (except for Wyoming) have primacy, 

as well as the Navajo Nation, Puerto Rico, 

the U.S. Virgin Islands, American Samoa, 

Guam, and the Commonwealth of Northern 

Mariana Islands. States, territories, Indian 

Tribes, are  referred to as primacy agencies.  
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The core of state drinking water program work and of the SDWA is preventive: protecting public health and 

attempting to avert public health crises. As a result, state drinking water programs are necessary to support 

drinking water system s, ensure SDWA requirements are met, and ultimately protect public health.  

Past Resource Needs Analyses  

The Association of State Drinking Water Administrators ( ASDWA), in collaboration with the EPA, has 

conducted several national analyses of state drinking water program resource needs in recent decades. 

Analyses were conducted in 1989, 1993, 1999, 2001, and 2011. Taken together, the analyses demonstrate 

that state workload has increased substantially over the years with the promulgation o f each new drinking 

water regulation and statutory requirement, even as state drinking water program resources remained 

stagnant. Understanding the resources needed to run a state drinking water program and what resources are 

currently available is importa nt as states work to address a variety of issues.  

In 2018, ASDWA published a report (Beyond Tight Budgets) that  presented how state drinking water 

programs are chronically underfunded, which constrains the ability for state drinking water programs to 

protect public health. 1 The report found that , i n addition to federal funding remain ing flat for the past 

decade and inflation increas ing costs by 20 percent,  state drinking water programs are facing new and 

increasing resource demands, such as: post-Flint , Michigan additional  oversight of the  Lead and Copper Rule, 

harmful algal blooms (e.g., cyanobacteria), per - and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), Legionella , and 

supporting the Safe Drinking Water Information System (SDWIS) application. ASDWA found that these 

emerging issues increased state workload ranging from 1.1 to 12.5 percent, with an average workload 

increase of 4.3 percent.  

Why is a New Re source Needs Analysis Necessary?  

The resource needs analysis in 2011 was based on a model that estimated state workload to implement the 

federal activities of the Public Water System Supervision (PWSS) program.2 State drinking water programs 

vary widely, in terms of budget, size, structure, and how they implement the SDWA, among other aspects. 

They face different challenges and have unique approaches in addressing these challenges. States may 

implement unique practices that help state drinking water programs develop and implement regulations and 

programs that work best for their state structure.  

 

 
1 ASDWA. 2018. Beyond Tight Budgets: 2018 Resource Demands Analysis for State Drinking Water Programs. 

https://www.asdwa.org/wp -content/uploads/2018/12/Beyond -Tight-Budgets-2018.pdf.  

2 ASDWA. 2013. Insufficient Resources for State Drinking Water Programs Threaten Public Health: An Analysis of Sta te 
Drinking Water Programsõ Resources and Needs. https://www.asdwa.org/wp -content/uploads/2017/03/SRNAP -
Analysis.pdf. 

https://www.asdwa.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/Beyond-Tight-Budgets-2018.pdf
https://www.asdwa.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/Beyond-Tight-Budgets-2018.pdf
https://www.asdwa.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/SRNAP-Analysis.pdf
https://www.asdwa.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/SRNAP-Analysis.pdf
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These practices may support drinking 

water systems in achieving and 

maintaining compliance with the SDWA, 

but they may not be specifically 

prescribed in federal regulations  or 

required for primacy . The 2011 analysis 

focused on the workload associated with 

federal requirements and did not address 

this state specificity.  

Since the 2011 analysis, one significant  

regulation ha s been promulgated by the 

EPA, and the EPA is in the process of 

developing a small number of future  

regulations. In addition to new 

regulations, new  and quasi-regulatory 

issues have arisen, such as PFAS, and 

states have redirected their resources to 

address these issues to protect public 

health . States are forced to act on their own due to slow or no response from the EPA. Because of these 

factors, ASDWAõs leadership recognized, in 2019,  the need to go beyond the federal mandates and to 

incorporate state specific ity  and emerging issues into an updated analysis to accurately reflect the resources 

needed by states to implement drinking water regulations and protect public health. The 2019 analysis 

sought to include both federal ly-mandated activities an d differences in state implementation  of SDWA in 

order to show a more accurate picture of the funding and staffing needs for state drinking water programs.  

In order to capture the different activities contributing to state drinking water program workload in this 

analysis, ASDWA developed broad categories to explain these activities. These categories include:  

¶ Required primacy activities,  

¶ Primacy support activities,  

¶ Additional primacy activities, and  

¶ Additional public health protection activities.  

Figure 1 defines each type of activity category. In short, required primacy activities  and primacy support 

activities  are considered federal activities, or activities that a re directly related to SDWA requirements. 

Additional p rimacy activities  can be federal or state -specific: they are related to federal requirements, but 

these activities reflect the different ways in which states may implement federal requirements. Additional 

public health protection activities  are solely state -specific activi ties. They may be dictated by state -

specific regulations, but these are often related to issues that have not been regulated by the EPA, forcing 

states to take action on their own  in order to protect public health within their states . 
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Figure 1: Drinking Water Program Workload Components. Includes the four types of activities that comprise 
state drinking water program workloads. These four types of activities cover fe deral or state -specific activities 
and were included in variety of ways in this analysis.  

 

The purpose of the 2019 analysis, which was guided by ASDWA and a panel of states, is two-fold:  

1) Estimate the realistic drinking water program workload for 55 state and territorial drinking water 

programs and  

2) Determine the severity of the gap in drinking water program resources.  

The approach for this analysis was to collect current financial and staffing data from state drinking water 

programs via a financial survey and compare that to actual workload projected by the workload model . The 

workload model  was built to calculate annual staffing needs for 55 state and territor ial  drinking water 

programs across a 10 year period . The workload model was developed in 2011 and updated for the 2019 

analysis.  

The 2019 analysis is different from past analyses in that it attempts  to capture state specificity in drinking 

water p rogram implementation and emerging issues in order to reflect a more realistic picture of state 

workload. New estimates for a dditional primacy activities were added to the workload model and are 

intended to capture state  specificity in the projected workload estimates. Additional public health 
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Activities necessary to comply with the SDWA, achieve and maintain primacy, and meet 

eligibility criteria for federal funding. They are federally required and explicitly described 

in the regulations or in the SDWA. An example is tracking drinking water system 

compliance with SDWA regulations and implementation of the Drinking Water State 

Revolving Fund (DWSRF) program.  

vÙĕĥíĖÙÓ

sĖíÿÀÎĴ

ÎġíıíġíÙĚ 

Unique activities, regulations, and practices that state drinking water programs 

implement to meet federal requirements. These activities are not defined in the federal 

regulations, but state drinking water programs have implemented them successfully to 

allow states to meet their primacy requirements or otherwise ensure public health 

protections. An example is developing consumer confidence reports (CCRs) for water 

systems rather than having the water systems develop their own.  

ÓÓíġíĆĀÀú

sĖíÿÀÎĴ

ÎġíıíġíÙĚ 

Activities and practices that are not federally required, but they are critical to uphold 

public health protection in each state. They may be required by and defined in state-

specific regulations. These activities are commonly related to emerging contaminants 

and issues (e.g., PFAS, lead in schools, Legionella) that have not yet been regulated by 

the EPA, and therefore states are forced to take action to prevent compromising the 

ability of their water systems to deliver safe drinking water. 

ÓÓíġíĆĀÀú

sĥÌúíÎ KÙÀúġë

sĖĆġÙÎġíĆĀ

ÎġíıíġíÙĚ 

Activities necessary to ensure that state drinking water programs are able to meet 

primacy requirements but these activities are not specifically defined in the SDWA. An 

example includes managing the data system that contains drinking water system 

compliance information.  

sĖíÿÀÎĴ

zĥēēĆĖġ

ÎġíıíġíÙĚ 
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protection activities, which include emerging issues, are not directly included in the projected workload 

estimates but are included as a qualitative part of this analysis  via state narratives .  

As in past analyses, the comparison of current financial  and staffing data and projected workload estimates 

shows the severity of the deficit in drinking water program resources. The results of the 2019 resource 

needs analysis echo the past needs analyses in that significant investment is needed to enable state drinking 

water programs to fulfill their role in implementing SDWA and protecting public health . 

 

  

Report Organization 

Methods and Approach 

Discusses the approach taken to address the expanded scope of the 2019 workload model 

and needs analysis, including requesting updated financial information from states, 

working with the State Resource Needs Advisory Panel to update workload model inputs, 

and requesting state narratives about emergi ng issues. 

vÙĚĥúġĚ ˜˨¢ëÙ _ĆĀÙĴ˩ˋ ˨¢ëÙ zġÀææ˩ˋ ˨¢ëÙ +ÀĖĖíÙĖĚ˩ˋ ÀĀÓ ˨¢ëÙ vÙÀúíġĴ˩˝ 

Presents results from the updated 2019 analysis and includes state narratives regarding 

emerging issues.  

¶ ˨¢ëÙ _ĆĀÙĴ˩ˋ ˨¢ëÙ zġÀææ˩ˋ ÀĀÓ ˨¢ëÙ +ÀĖĖíÙĖĚ˩ íĀÎúĥÓÙ ÓÀġÀ ÎĆúúÙÎġÙÓ ærom states and 

reflect current funding, staffing, and barriers to resources.  

¶ ˨¢ëÙ vÙÀúíġĴ Ćæ zġÀġÙ µĆĖ÷úĆÀÓ˩ ēĖÙĚÙĀġĚ ġëÙ ĖÙĚĥúġĚ æĖĆÿ ġëÙ ʶʴʵʽ ĲĆĖ÷úĆÀÓ ÿĆÓÙúˋ

which projects the estimated workload required for state drinking water programs.  

¶ ˨¢ëÙ vÙÀúíġĴĆæ 8ÿÙĖçíĀç MĚĚĥÙĚ˩ ēĖÙĚÙĀġĚ ĚġÀġÙ ĀÀĖĖÀġíıÙĚ ĖÙçÀĖÓíĀç ēĖĆÿíĀÙĀġ

emerging issues, including PFAS, lead in schools, the COVID- 19 pandemic, and risk 

communication. 

-ĆĀÎúĥĚíĆĀ ˜˨¢ëÙ GÀē˩˝ 

Discusses findings from the 2019 workload model and needs analysis and presents the gap 

between the current state drinking water program resources available and the resources 

states and territories need to adequately implement drinking water programs.  
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METHODS AND APPROACH 

The 2019 resource needs analysis effort was led by ASDWA, but, unlike previous analyses, it  was not 

conducted in partnership with  the EPA. ASDWA organized a panel of state representatives, the State 

Resource Needs Advisory Panel, that provided input and guidance throughout the process. The State 

Resource Needs Advisory Panel included ASDWA staff and nine states: Colorado, Connecticut, I daho, 

Montana, New York, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, and Texas. Cadmus and GEC facilitated panel 

discussions and incorporated all agreed upon panel recommendations into the analysis. The panel first met 

in early 2019 and continued to meet through out the course of 2019. The panel guided the effort to carry out 

the primary purpose of the resource needs analysis, which is two -fold : 1) estimate realistic drinking water 

program workload for 55 state and territorial drinking water programs and 2) determ ine the severity of the 

gap in drinking water program resources.  

State Resource Needs Advisory Panel  Charge   

The primary task of the panel was to review and revise drinking 

water program workload estimates. These estimates serve as 

inputs for the workload model (model) , which  was built to 

calculate annual staffing needs for 55 state and territor ial  drinking 

water  programs across a 10 year period . This model was developed 

in 2011, and the panel updated the model in 2019 with revised 

inputs to reflect unit burden that is more representative of todayõs 

drinking water program workload.  The workload model is discussed 

in more detail below  (see 2019 Workload Model). 

Another  primary task of the panel was to collect current drinking 

water program financial data. Informat ion was collected via a survey that was distributed to state drinking 

water administrators  in 2019 (see 2019 Financial Survey for more information  on the survey and how the 

data was used in this analysis). States were asked to provide staffing and budget/ funding numbers that 

represented the entirety of their drinking  water programs, including resources used to implement  required 

primacy activities, primacy support activities, additional primacy activities , and additional public health 

protection activities  (refer to Figure 1 for definitions of these activities ). 

The financial data collected via the financial survey and the outputs from the workload model are central to 

the state resource needs analysis. The financial survey data repr esent what funding and staffing states 

currently  have available to them, and the workload model outputs represent the actual funding and staffing 

needed for state drinking water programs to effectively implement their programs and ensure safe drinking 

water is delivered to the public. The data representing the current situation in state programs are compared 

to the workload model outputs to determine if drinking water programs are equipped with sufficient 

resources to ensure that water systems deliver safe drinking water and protect public health. For optimal 

public health protection , the available staffing and funding resources reported in the financial survey would 

be adequate to meet the workload needs projected in the model. However, this is not the case, and the 

comparison shows the severity of the deficit in drinking water program  resources (see òThe Reality of State 

Workloadó and òThe Gapó for more information on the current  deficit) .  

In an effort to address all aspects of a stateõs drinking water program workload, the panel incorporated a 

more qualitative analysis about additional public health protection activities (or emerg ing issues). Workload 

for emerging issues was not incorporated into the model itself  due to the diversity in issues and approaches 

among states. However, the panel collected information regarding emerging issues in the financial survey. In 

addition, ASDWA staff collected narratives from states regarding PFAS, lead in schools, and risk 

communication, which were relevant emerging issues among many states. These state narratives, along with 

Purpose of Analysis  

 Estimate realistic drinking 

water program workload  

 Determine severity of gap 

in drinking water program 

resources  



11 
 

information on the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on state drinking w ater programs are presented in 

òThe Reality of Emerging Issuesó.  Figure 2 summarizes the approach for both the main analysis and the 

emerging issues analysis, which both comprise the 2019 resource needs analysis.  

Figure 2: Summary of Approach for Resource Needs Analysis.  Includes the approach for the main analysis  (top 
row) , which compares current drinking water program financial and staffing data to projected financial and 
staffing needs, and the approach for an additional analysis on emerging issues (bottom row) , which discusses 
additional drinking water program workload related to various emerging issues presented in òThe Reality of 
Emerging Issuesó. 

 

Departure from 2011 Analysis  

The 2019 analysis departs from the approach used in 2011 in several important aspects . The 2011 model was 

built to estimate workload and resource needs for òminimum baseó requirements, which include d program 

activities specifically mandated by the SDWA (i.e., required primacy activities) or an associated EPA primacy 

requirement  (i.e., primacy support activities) . In 2011, a second estimate was also produced for a 

òcomprehensiveó drinking water program, which includes minimum base activities plus some additional 

activities undertaken by drinking water programs to achieve the public health protection vision and goals 

established by the SDWA. The estimate for comprehensive drinking w ater program needs was calculated 

outside of the 2011 model by applying a n adjustment factor to the minimum base estimate. This is discussed 

in more detail in  Adjustments to Workload Model Projections. 
































































































