
	Environmental	jus0ce	is	not	for	show	or	for	sale!	
Heads	up	about	the	Environmental	Defense	Fund	(EDF)	and	lead	in	water	

4.22.20	-	Earth	Day	

We	write	this	post	at	this	5me	of	sorrow,	distress,	uncertainty,	and	hardship	for	so	many	of	us	in	this	
country	and	around	the	world,	in	the	interest	of	protec5ng	life	and	speaking	out	in	defense	of	humanity.	
It	is	precisely	the	gravity	of	this	moment	that	has	convinced	us	to	bring	to	light	disturbing	developments	
in	our	fight	for	lead-free	water.		

We	all	know	that,	when	it	comes	to	maDers	of	life	and	death,	knowing	whom	to	trust	for	reliable	
informa5on,	help,	and	protec5on	is	of	utmost	importance.	We	also	know	that,	when	it	comes	to	lead	in	
water,	many	of	those	responsible	for	informing	us,	helping	us,	and	protec5ng	us	have	failed	us.	Lead	in	
our	pipes	abounds	and	con5nues	to	be	added	to	our	brand-new	plumbing	fixtures.	The	weak	and	
scien5fically	outdated	federal	Lead	and	Copper	Rule	is	oJen	neither	correctly	implemented	by	our	water	
u5li5es	nor	properly	enforced	by	our	state	regulators.	Widespread	lead-in-water	contamina5on	keeps	
popping	up	from	one	city	to	the	next	and	one	school	district	aJer	another.	And	our	surveillance	
mechanisms	–	for	detec5ng	lead	in	water	and	in	blood	–	are	designed	to	rou5nely	miss	worst-case	
exposures	from	the	tap.	It’s	hard	not	to	recognize	that	the	problem	has	existed	and	persisted	well	over	a	
century	and	that	our	na5onal	response	to	it	is	leaving	future	genera5ons	of	fetuses,	infants,	and	young	
children	largely	unprotected	from	chronic	and	acute	exposures	as	well	as	some5mes	a	life5me	of	
compromised	health.	

In	this	context	of	unnecessary	health	risk	and	irreversible	health	harm,	we	believe	that	there	is	no	place	
for	actors	who	parade	our	streets	holding	the	banner	of	environmental	jus5ce,	while	behind	the	scenes	
working	against	a	science-based	and	jus5ce-centered	federal	policy	that	would	mandate	immediate	
short-term	protec5ons	and	methodical	long-term	solu5ons	for	all,	especially	the	most	marginalized,	
discriminated,	and	neglected	among	us.	There	is	also	no	place	for	actors	who	claim	to	priori5ze	equity	
and	jus5ce,	while	systema5cally	ignoring	and	undermining	the	longstanding	work,	knowledge,	
experiences,	and	demands	of	affected	communi5es.	Sadly,	we	fear	that,	in	this	case,	the	na5onal	
environmental	organiza5on	Environmental	Defense	Fund	(EDF)	might	be	such	an	actor.	

As	a	coali0on	with	an	almost	two-decade-long	history	of	work	on	lead	in	water,	we	post	this	message	
to	alert	you	to	our	concerns	about	developments	that	may	seem	forward-thinking	on	the	surface	but,	
in	our	view,	mislead,	distract,	and	are	likely	to	contribute	to	significant	–	if	not	permanent	–	delays	in	
the	health-protec0ve	interven0ons	we	are	figh0ng	for	and	urgently	need.		

Here’s	what	you	should	know:	

1.	The	way	most	water	u0li0es	are	replacing	lead	service	lines	is	causing	harm		

Last	month,	in	partnership	with	American	University,	EDF	published	an	important	study	5tled	“Lead	
Pipes	and	Environmental	Jus5ce.”	Based	on	data	from	Washington,	DC,	this	study	corroborates	a	
longstanding	concern	of	DC	residents	and	affected	communi5es	across	the	US:	that	water	u5li5es’	
exis5ng	approaches	to	lead	service	line	replacement	rou5nely	place	low-income	residents	and	people	of	
color	at	serious	risk.	

https://www.cnn.com/2016/06/28/us/epa-lead-in-u-s-water-systems/index.html
https://www.nrdc.org/sites/default/files/whats-in-your-water-flint-beyond-report.pdf
https://www.nrdc.org/sites/default/files/whats-in-your-water-flint-beyond-report.pdf
https://www.edf.org/sites/default/files/u4296/LeadPipe_EnvironJustice_AU%2520and%2520EDF%2520Report.pdf
https://www.edf.org/sites/default/files/u4296/LeadPipe_EnvironJustice_AU%2520and%2520EDF%2520Report.pdf


To	be	sure,	lead	service	lines	were	rarely	chosen	by	homeowners	and,	in	the	case	of	many	jurisdic5ons,	
were	mandated	by	law.	Municipal	codes	requiring	their	use	were	commonplace,	star5ng	in	the	
mid-1800s.	In	jurisdic5ons	that	were	forcing	these	lines	on	our	communi5es,	homeowners	could	not	
request	alterna5ve	materials,	even	if	they	were	aware	of	and	concerned	about	lead’s	toxicity	(Rabin	
2008).	Erroneous	understandings	about	the	safety	of	lead	service	lines	were	widespread	not	only	among	
plumbers,	but	also	among	several	groups	of	trusted	professionals,	including	public	officials	and	medical	
experts.	Yet	these	understandings	were	oJen	used	to	“educate”	consumers	and	even	dispel	public	fears	
about	lead	in	plumbing	(Troesken	2008).			

The	water	u5lity	industry	has	vehemently	opposed	spending	ratepayer	funds	for	full	lead	service	line	
replacement.	In	1994,	the	powerful	water	u5lity	trade	group	American	Water	Works	Associa5on	
(AWWA)	went	so	far	as	to	sue	EPA	so	as	not	to	have	to	conduct	such	replacements	under	the	Lead	and	
Copper	Rule.	As	a	result,	in	the	last	two	decades,	standard	water	u5lity	prac5ce	has	been	the	
replacement	of	only	the	por5on	of	a	lead	service	line	in	public	space,	unless	residents	agree	to	pay	for	
private-side	replacement.	This,	of	course,	dispropor5onately	neglects	residents	who	cannot	afford	such	
replacement.	What’s	worse,	par5ally	replaced	lead	service	lines	tend	to	place	people	at	increased	health	
risk	both	in	the	short-	and	long-term.	A	2011	study	by	the	Centers	for	Disease	Control	and	Preven5on	
(CDC)	found	that	children	in	a	home	with	a	par5ally	replaced	lead	service	line	are	twice	as	likely	to	have	
elevated	blood	lead	levels	as	children	in	a	home	with	an	intact	lead	service	line,	and	four	5mes	as	likely	
to	have	elevated	blood	lead	levels	as	children	in	a	home	with	no	lead	service	line	at	all	(the	study	was	
conducted	in	Washington,	DC;	it	controlled	for	confounding	factors	and	found	this	associa5on	to	stand	
even	when	the	water	met	all	regulatory	requirements).		
			
Simply	put,	lead	service	line	replacement	–	as	the	water	u5lity	industry	has	insisted	on	conduc5ng	it	and	
as	EPA	has	allowed	it	–	inflicts	environmental	injus5ce	and	must	stop.		

2.	Over	the	years,	EPA	has	received	numerous	requests	for	a	jus0ce-centered	lead	service	line	
replacement	requirement	(that	it	has	ignored)	

Precisely	because	of	the	health	risks	associated	with	lead	service	lines	–	both	when	they	are	intact	and	
par5ally	replaced	–	grassroots	environmental	jus5ce	groups	(including	our	own	coali5on),	na5onal	
environmental	organiza5ons	who	are	priori5zing	equity	and	jus5ce,	and	lead	corrosion	experts	have	
made	mul5ple	calls	to	EPA	for:	

• A	na5onal	ban	on	par5al	lead	service	line	replacement,	and	
• A	federally	mandated,	water-u5lity-funded,	proac5ve,	enforceable,	full	lead	service	line	

replacement	requirement	that	includes	a	clear	deadline	for	prompt	and	complete	elimina5on	of	
all	lead	service	lines	in	every	community	(e.g.,	grassroots	coali5on	2020,	Natural	Resources	
Defense	Council	2020,	Earthjus5ce	2020,	Safe	Water	Engineering	2020).	

They	(and	we)	have	also	provided	compelling	arguments	making	the	case	that	EPA	can	and	must	
mandate	full	lead	service	line	replacement	because	a	regula5on	without	enforceable	requirements	is	
liDle	more	than	a	sugges5on	(e.g.,	Earthjus5ce	2014,	Parents	for	Nontoxic	Alterna5ves	2015,	Northeast-
Midwest	Ins5tute	2015,	Earthjus5ce-led	na5onal	coali5on	2016).		

Astonishingly,	EPA’s	proposed	revisions	to	the	Lead	and	Copper	Rule,	released	in	November	2019,	sa5sfy	
neither	of	these	demands.			
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https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2509614/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2509614/
https://mitpress.mit.edu/books/great-lead-water-pipe-disaster
https://www.eenews.net/stories/1060039790
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21112052
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/58a8b106e6f2e14f1955ecab/t/5e45dd8c822cbb5295e8c1a5/1581637007294/Grassroots+Community+Coalition+Comment+on+EPA%2527s+Proposed+Revisions+to+Federal+LCR.pdf
https://www.nrdc.org/experts/valerie-baron/lead-contaminated-water-epas-proposal-fails-our-kids
https://www.nrdc.org/experts/valerie-baron/lead-contaminated-water-epas-proposal-fails-our-kids
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OW-2017-0300-1469
https://safewaterengineering.com/news/2020/2/16/epa-lead-and-copper-rule-revision-proposal-will-not-measure-high-risk-of-lead-in-water
https://www.eenews.net/assets/2016/06/30/document_daily_01.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-11/documents/ndwaclcrstatementofdissent.pdf
https://www.nemw.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/NEMWI-LCR-recommendations.pdf
https://www.nemw.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/NEMWI-LCR-recommendations.pdf
https://earthjustice.org/sites/default/files/Comments%2520to%2520EPA%2520and%2520NDWAC%2520Regarding%2520Proposed%2520Revisions%2520to%2520the%2520Lead%2520and%2520Copper%2520Rule%25201-18-16_updated.pdf
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OW-2017-0300-0001


3.	In	contrast	to	its	rhetoric	about	the	importance	of	equitable	and	just	lead	service	line	replacement,	
EDF	has	worked	consistently	in	opposi0on	to	the	above	requests		

Although	the	EDF/American	University	study	is	important,	it	fails	to	disclose	that,	since	its	entrance	into	
the	lead-in-water	problem	six	years	ago,	EDF	has	worked	in	opposi5on	to	the	above	requests.	As	one	of	
the	most	influen5al	members	of	EPA’s	2014-2015	Na5onal	Drinking	Water	Advisory	Council	(NDWAC)	
Lead	and	Copper	Rule	working	group,	EDF	helped	craJ	and	endorsed	NDWAC’s	recommenda5ons	to	
EPA,	which	promoted	the	water	u5lity	industry’s	priori5es	and	included	neither	a	ban	on	par5al	lead	
service	line	replacement	nor	a	mandated,	water-u5lity-funded,	proac5ve,	enforceable,	full	lead	service	
line	replacement	requirement	(judging	from	its	2019	comments	to	EPA,	EDF	has	not	changed	its	
posi5on).		

In	our	view,	one	cannot	overstate	the	centrality	of	EDF’s	role	in	ignoring	or	dismissing	affected	
community	perspec5ves	and	suppor5ng	the	water	u5lity	industry’s	interest	to	keep	regulatory	
requirements	to	a	minimum.	One	also	cannot	overstate	the	centrality	of	EDF’s	role	in	providing	cover	for	
NDWAC’s	scien5fically	unsupported	and	morally	indefensible	recommenda5ons	to	EPA	(see	cri5ques	of	
these	recommenda5ons	by	Parents	for	Nontoxic	Alterna5ves	2015,	Northeast-Midwest	Ins5tute	2015,	
Earthjus5ce-led	na5onal	coali5on	2016).		

Disturbingly,	NDWAC’s	2015	recommenda5ons	have	now	become	the	cornerstone	of	EPA’s	proposed	
revisions	to	the	Lead	and	Copper	Rule,	which	preserve	fundamental	flaws	in	the	regula5on’s	very	
founda5on;	leave	unaddressed	pressing	environmental	jus5ce	ques5ons;	and,	in	some	cases,	
significantly	undermine	an	already	weak	rule.	For	example,	EPA’s	proposed	lead	service	line	replacement	
requirement	includes	a)	a	proac5ve	full	lead	service	line	replacement	program	that	does	not	enforce	full	
lead	service	line	replacement,	and	b)	a	reac5ve	full	lead	service	line	replacement	program	that	raises	
serious	concerns	about	regulatory	backsliding	(see	our	coali5on’s	recent	in-depth	analysis	of	the	
agency’s	proposal).	
		
Against	this	backdrop,	EDF’s	recent	public	cri5cism	of	EPA’s	proposed	revisions	as	amplifying	“the	
financial	burden	on	low-income	communi5es	of	color	by	con5nuing	the	exis5ng	replacement	paradigm,	
where	u5li5es	are	only	responsible	for	paying	for	lead	pipe	replacements	on	public	property”	rings	
hollow.	Moreover,	EDF’s	appropria5on	of	the	environmental	jus5ce	banner,	which	obscures	the	
organiza5on’s	opposi5on	to	a	scien5fically	robust	and	jus5ce-centered	Lead	and	Copper	Rule,	seems	not	
only	self-serving	but	also	immoral.	

4.	Aligned	with	the	water	u0lity	industry,	EDF	is	working	over	and	against	our	communi0es	

AJer	delivering	‘the	goods’	for	the	water	u5lity	industry	through	NDWAC’s	2015	recommenda5ons	to	
EPA,	EDF	took	on	the	task	of	documen5ng	self-ini5ated	and	voluntary	steps	that	individual	water	u5li5es	
are	taking	toward	full	lead	service	line	replacement.	Catalogued	on	EDF’s	website,	these	steps	are	lauded	
as	“commendable”	or	marking	“important	progress.”	The	water	u5li5es	implemen5ng	them	are	
described	as	working	“diligently”	on	lead	service	line	replacement,	even	in	those	cases	when	“they	may	
not	yet	be	ready	or	willing	to	set	a	goal	of	full	replacement.”	

EDF’s	seeming	celebra5on	of	a	wide	patchwork	of	ini5a5ves	that	have	been	rolled	out:	

• Independently	of	regulatory	requirements,	
• In	the	absence	of	assessment,	oversight,	enforcement,	or	accountability	mechanisms,	and	
• With	no	mandated	jus5ce-centered	principles,	
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https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-01/documents/ndwaclcrwgfinalreportaug2015.pdf
http://blogs.edf.org/health/files/2019/12/EDF-LCR-Comments-LSL-Def-Inventory-Notice-12-12-19.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-11/documents/ndwaclcrstatementofdissent.pdf
https://www.nemw.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/NEMWI-LCR-recommendations.pdf
https://earthjustice.org/sites/default/files/Comments%2520to%2520EPA%2520and%2520NDWAC%2520Regarding%2520Proposed%2520Revisions%2520to%2520the%2520Lead%2520and%2520Copper%2520Rule%25201-18-16_updated.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/58a8b106e6f2e14f1955ecab/t/5e45dd8c822cbb5295e8c1a5/1581637007294/Grassroots+Community+Coalition+Comment+on+EPA%2527s+Proposed+Revisions+to+Federal+LCR.pdf
https://grist.org/justice/report-utilities-are-less-likely-to-replace-lead-pipes-in-low-income-communities-of-color/
https://www.edf.org/health/recognizing-community-efforts-replace-lsl


is	based	on	the	organiza5on’s	analysis	of	official	documents.	In	other	words,	it	appears	to	be	divorced	
from	residents’	lived	experiences	of	these	ini5a5ves,	which	can	oJen	expose	deficiencies	even	in	the	
most	ideal-looking	programs.	This	superficial	examina5on,	however,	doesn’t	prevent	EDF	from	making	
authorita5ve	proclama5ons	about	the	success	of	individual	programs.		

For	example,	in	a	March	12	ar5cle	about	the	EDF/American	University	study,	the	environmental	online	
magazine	Grist	presents	Washington	DC’s	approach	to	lead	service	line	replacement	through	the	eyes	of	
EDF,	which	–	while	it	has	an	office	in	the	District	and	in	2001-2004	watched	from	its	supercilious	perch	
the	worst-recorded	lead-in-water	poisoning	in	US	history	–	has	never	once	par5cipated	in	the	16	years	of	
grassroots	ac5vism	concerning	the	city’s	lead	service	line	problem.	Not	surprisingly,	the	piece	is	replete	
with	simplis5c,	inaccurate,	and	misleading	claims.	For	brevity,	we	will	focus	on	just	two:	

Grist	claims	that	DC’s	2018	law	“bans	par5al	lead	service	line	replacements	during	infrastructure	projects	
and	emergency	repairs.”	In	reality,	DC’s	law	bans	par5al	lead	service	line	replacements	during	
infrastructure	projects	and	emergency	repairs	only	as	long	as	the	city	government	annually	appropriates	
funds	for	the	law’s	implementa5on.	Financial	support	is	insecure	(and	contested	at	the	moment)	and	will	
have	to	be	reassessed	every	year	and	balanced	against	other	priori5es,	pressures,	and	needs.	It	will	also	
require	sustained	ac5vism	by	DC	residents,	many	of	whom	are	volunteers	and	might	not	be	around	for	
the	decades	it	will	take	for	the	city	to	remove	all	its	lead	service	lines	at	the	snail’s	pace	set	by	the	law.	

Grist	also	claims	that	DC’s	law	“amends	the	previous	regula5ons	by	providing	financial	support	to	
homeowners	who	didn’t	get	a	chance	to	replace	their	pipes	under	the	old	policy.”	This	statement	
overlooks	real	challenges	on	the	ground.	DC’s	program	gives	most	residents	only	par5al	financial	
assistance,	despite	evidence	of	health	harm	from	the	city’s	es5mated	11,000+	par5al	lead	service	line	
replacements	since	2004	(see	the	2011	CDC	study	men5oned	above).	Moreover,	the	poorer	the	
homeowners	are,	the	harder	it	is	for	them	to	receive	the	maximum	amount	of	assistance	to	which	they	
are	en5tled,	due	to	cumbersome	bureaucra5c	hoops	they	must	jump	through.	Addi5onally,	homeowners	
are	required	to	find	their	own	plumber	for	the	replacement	of	service	lines	in	private	space	and	are	
vulnerable	to	price	gouging,	which	has	already	been	reported	to	the	DC	water	u5lity	as	a	serious	and	
prevalent	problem.	According	to	a	recent	email	from	a	long5me	DC	ac5vist:	

“Some	neighbors	reported	that	they	first	have	to	get	an	es5mate	from	a	plumber—this	is	where	they	got	
s5cker	shock.	There	were	no	plumbers	who	would	do	this	work	and	if	they	did	the	prices	were	high	
because	they	were	taking	advantage	of	people.	[...]	Many	people	give	up	because	it	is	so	complicated.”	

In	the	end,	there	seems	to	be	a	delicious	irony	in	EDF’s	newfound	iden5ty	as	“defender”	of	water	jus5ce:	
that	the	organiza5on’s	uncri5cal	cheerleading	for	water	u5li5es	inflicts	an	injus5ce	because	it	rou5nely	
overlooks	important	complexi5es;	ignores	relevant	histories	of	betrayal	and	harm;	silences	or	dismisses	
the	work,	knowledge,	experiences,	and	demands	of	affected	communi5es;	and	ul5mately,	‘speaks’	on	
behalf	of	people	on	the	ground	without	their	consent	or	the	necessary	depth	of	understanding.			

5.	Through	the	water-u0lity-industry-centered	“Lead	Service	Line	Replacement	Collabora0ve,”	EDF	is	
promo0ng	self-ini0ated	lead	service	line	replacement	programs	under	the	banner	of	public	health	and	
environmental	jus0ce					

EDF’s	alignment	with	the	water	u5lity	industry’s	preference	for	self-ini5ated	lead	service	line	
replacement	programs	that	are	largely	free	of	regulatory	requirements,	oversight,	and	enforcement	lies	
at	the	heart	of	the	water-u5lity-industry-centered	Lead	Service	Line	Replacement	Collabora5ve.	
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https://grist.org/justice/report-utilities-are-less-likely-to-replace-lead-pipes-in-low-income-communities-of-color/?ct=t(RSS_EMAIL_CAMPAIGN)
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19350944
https://www.lslr-collaborative.org/


Astoundingly,	the	Collabora5ve’s	members	include	not	a	single	grassroots	group	that	has	been	pushing	
for	a	scien5fically	sound	and	jus5ce-centered	Lead	and	Copper	Rule,	while	every	single	one	of	its	
steering	commiDee	members	come	straight	out	of	EPA’s	NDWAC	Lead	and	Copper	Rule	working	group.	
They	are:	

• RESOLVE	(specifically,	Ms.	Gail	Bingham	who	was	the	working	group’s	supposedly	neutral	
facilitator)	

• American	Water	Works	Associa5on	(the	group	that	in	1994	sued	EPA	so	as	not	to	have	to	
conduct	full	lead	service	line	replacements	under	the	Lead	and	Copper	Rule)		

• Associa5on	of	Metropolitan	Water	Agencies	(the	organiza5on	represen5ng	the	largest	public	
water	u5li5es	in	the	US)	

• Children’s	Environmental	Health	Network	(a	group	that	endorsed	the	working	group’s	
recommenda5ons	without,	to	this	day,	addressing	cri5cisms	about	their	scien5fic	and	moral	
soundness)		

• Clean	Water	Ac5on	(a	group	that	also	endorsed	the	working	group’s	recommenda5ons	without,	
to	this	day,	addressing	cri5cisms	about	their	scien5fic	and	moral	soundness),	and	

• Environmental	Defense	Fund.		
		
This	type	of	endeavor	seems	to	be	in	keeping	with	prior	cri5cisms	about	EDF’s	neoliberal,	market-based	
approaches	to	environmental	protec5on	(e.g.,	Beder	2001,	Bioci5zen	2014,	Aronoff	2017).	But	it	also	
makes	one	wonder	what	poten5ally	unsuspec5ng	followers	of	the	Collabora5ve	understand	about	the	
Collabora5ve’s	roots	and	broader	agenda.		

On	this	Earth	Day	2020,	we	stand	up	against	EDF	and	all	other	Big	Green	environmental	organiza5ons	
masquerading	as	environmental	jus5ce	warriors	while	undermining	the	work,	goals,	and	visions	of	
frontline	communi5es,	and	we	join	together	to	say:	
		

Environmental	jus0ce	is	not	for	show	or	for	sale!	

We	close	this	post	with	three	messages	for	EDF:	

1. When	community	members	impacted	by	your	work	call	you	and	ask	for	a	mee5ng,	offer	them	
the	mee5ng.	

2. If	you	no	longer	endorse	the	2015	NDWAC	Lead	and	Copper	Rule	working	group	
recommenda5ons,	please	make	a	public	statement	to	let	us	know.	

3. Please	disclose	all	the	grants	(public	and	private)	and	any	other	funding	you	have	received	since	
2014	for	your	work	on	lead	in	water,	even	if	those	grants	are	shared	with	members	of	the	water	
u5lity	industry	or	non-governmental	organiza5ons	like	the	Children’s	Environmental	Health	
Network,	Clean	Water	Ac5on,	RESOLVE,	and/or	the	Na5onal	Center	for	Healthy	Housing.		

Lastly,	three	messages	for	frontline	communi5es	figh5ng	for	lead-free	water:	

1. Following	the	example	of	the	State	of	Michigan,	we	must	ensure	that	federal	regula5on	
mandates	prompt	and	full	lead	service	line	replacement	at	no	cost	to	the	people	lead	service	
lines	have	placed	at	risk	(and	harmed)	for	over	a	century.	

2. Beware	of	EDF.	
3. Beware	of	EDF.	

Stay	safe,	stay	lead-free!	
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https://www.resolve.ngo/
https://www.awwa.org/
https://www.amwa.net/
https://cehn.org/
https://www.cleanwateraction.org/
https://www.edf.org/
https://ro.uow.edu.au/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?referer=https://www.google.com/&httpsredir=1&article=1034&context=artspapers
https://biocitizen.org/why-you-should-not-send-to-the-sierra-club-much-less-edf/
https://jacobinmag.com/2017/05/third-way-environment-third-stage-environmental-defense-fund-neoliberalism
https://www.nrdc.org/experts/cyndi-roper/michigan-moves-eliminate-lead-drinking-water-pipes


In	solidarity,	

Campaign	for	Lead	Free	Water	
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http://campaignforleadfreewater.org/

