TEACHER PAGES
Should Redmarley Treat for PFAS Now or Wait for the Deadline?
Debate kit · Grade 9 · English Language Arts
A grade 9 debate kit on whether a fictional town builds PFAS treatment now or waits for a grant round and a federal decision on extra time that is still pending.
	Time
	2 sessions, about 90 minutes in all

	Prep
	Low prep

	Materials
	• Printed evidence file for each student
• Timer
• Note cards for rebuttal prep
• Printed rubric for each judge

	Rubric
	At the end of this document

	License
	Public domain (CC0). Copy, edit, and share freely, without attribution.



Objectives
1. Students will construct a case on a contested water policy question using evidence they did not select.
1. Students will answer a specific opposing point with evidence rather than with a general objection.
1. Students will separate documented facts in the evidence file from material written to illustrate the scenario.

Standards
W.9-10.1 (Common Core ELA): Write arguments to support claims in an analysis of substantive topics or texts, using valid reasoning and relevant and sufficient evidence.
How this material addresses it: Students build cases and rebuttals from a two-sided evidence file they did not assemble, and the closing paragraph asks each student to name the evidence that most moved their own judgment and explain why.
Vocabulary
Granular activated carbon: Small black grains of specially treated carbon that grab contaminants as water flows through them. Utilities use big tanks of it to remove PFAS, bad tastes, and odors.
Also: compliance deadline, capital cost, blending, affordability, rebuttal
Teacher overview
This kit runs as a two-team debate with three speakers a side, a moderator, and a panel of judges who score with the rubric below. The resolution asks a fictional town to choose between building treatment immediately and waiting for a grant round while a federal proposal that could give it more time is still pending. The question is genuinely contested, because the federal limit is settled while the date Redmarley must meet it by is not, and every year of delay both saves ratepayers money and leaves the wells untreated. Students argue a side they are assigned rather than one they choose, which is the point of the exercise.
Differentiation
Support
Give these students an evidence file reduced to one sentence per point with the key phrase highlighted, plus a case card with three slots labeled our claim, our strongest point, and why it matters. For the rebuttal round, supply the frame "The other team said ____, but our evidence shows ____."
Extension
Assign one student on each team to prepare a position the resolution does not offer, such as building a smaller system sized only for the Cordray well while applying for the grant, and to argue in the final minute why the resolution forces a false choice. That student must still work only from the evidence file.
ELL supports
Pre-teach compliance deadline, capital cost, blending, and affordability with a short definition and one example each, and provide a simple diagram showing three wells, a blending point, and a carbon vessel. Provide a speaking outline with time markers, and allow prepared speakers to read from a script while the rebuttal speaker uses the sentence frame.
Extensions
After the debate, have each student write one paragraph naming the single point that most moved their own judgment and explaining why. Tally how often students name illustrative material rather than documented facts, then discuss what that tally suggests about which kinds of evidence persuade a listener.
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Resolution & Background
Resolution: The Redmarley town council should begin building PFAS treatment this year rather than waiting for the state grant round.
Background. Redmarley is a fictional town of about 18,000 people. Every figure attributed to it below was written for this debate.
PFAS is a family of manufactured chemicals used for decades in firefighting foam, stain-resistant fabric, and nonstick coatings. They break down very slowly, which is why they turn up in groundwater long after their use has stopped. In April 2024, EPA set national limits for several of them, including PFOA and PFOS. The maximum contaminant level for PFOA and for PFOS is 4.0 parts per trillion each, and water systems must comply by April 2029. In May 2026, EPA proposed letting eligible systems apply for a two-year exemption, to April 2031. It would not be an automatic extension for every system, and the proposal was not yet final as of September 2026. The limit itself would not change. The date for meeting it may, for systems that qualify.
Redmarley draws its water from three wells. In this scenario, the Cordray and Fenn Street wells have tested above 4.0 parts per trillion for PFOA. The third well, at Ashlar Road, has tested below the limit but produces the least water of the three.
The town has two workable plans.
The first plan is to build a granular activated carbon system this year. Carbon vessels remove PFAS as water passes through them, and the carbon has to be replaced and disposed of on a schedule. The town engineer estimates the capital cost at about 6.8 million dollars, with about 400 thousand dollars a year to operate. Paying for it through rates would add roughly 9 dollars a month to the average household bill.
The second plan is to wait about three years. Redmarley would take the Cordray well out of service, blend the other two, and apply to a state grant round that opens in two years. The town would build after the grant decision and after EPA decides whether to finalize the exemption proposal.
National context matters here. Combined water and sewer bills across the country rose about 24 percent from 2019 to 2024 and about 5.1 percent more in 2025. A widely used rule of thumb, built from two EPA benchmarks, treats combined water and sewer costs above roughly 4.5 percent of household income as a high burden, although EPA has no single official cutoff.
Roles. Divide the class into an affirmative team and a negative team of three speakers each. Speakers one and two present prepared points from the evidence file. Speaker three delivers the rebuttal and may use only points the other team actually made. One student moderates and keeps time. Three students judge and score with the rubric. Judges may ask one clarifying question at the end of each side's case.
Evidence File
Each point names its source. Points marked as illustrative were written for this debate and are not documented facts.
Case for building now:
1. The limit is settled even though the date is not. EPA set the maximum contaminant level for PFOA and PFOS at 4.0 parts per trillion each in April 2024, and the May 2026 proposal would not change that limit; it would only let eligible systems apply for up to two more years. Redmarley will have to treat these wells whichever year its deadline lands. (Sources: EPA PFAS National Primary Drinking Water Regulation; EPA proposed extension rule, May 2026.)
1. Waiting does not lower exposure. EPA set the limits because of health concerns identified in its rulemaking, and every year the town serves water above the limit is a year of exposure it could have prevented. (Source: EPA PFAS National Primary Drinking Water Regulation.)
1. Delay has a price of its own. The Redmarley town engineer estimates in this scenario that construction costs would rise by about 1.1 million dollars over three years, which would eat much of any grant the town might win. (Illustrative estimate created for this debate.)
1. Taking a well offline removes the town's margin. A fictional memo from the Redmarley public works director states that with the Cordray well shut, the remaining two wells could not meet a hot August week without restrictions. (Illustrative memo created for this debate.)

Case for waiting:
1. The rule is still in motion. In May 2026, EPA proposed letting eligible systems apply for a two-year exemption that would move their compliance date from April 2029 to April 2031, and the proposal was not yet final as of September 2026. If the proposal is finalized and Redmarley qualifies, the town would have until April 2031. A town that designs and builds while the rule's timing is still being revised risks building the wrong size system at the wrong time. (Sources: EPA PFAS National Primary Drinking Water Regulation; EPA proposed extension rule, May 2026.)
1. Bills are already climbing faster than inflation. Combined water and sewer bills rose about 24 percent from 2019 to 2024 and about 5.1 percent in 2025, and a widely used rule of thumb built from EPA benchmarks treats combined water and sewer costs above roughly 4.5 percent of household income as a high burden. Adding about 9 dollars a month now falls hardest on households already near that line. (Sources: Bluefield Research rate surveys; EPA affordability guidance.)
1. The grant round is real money. A fictional Redmarley finance officer estimates that the state round opening in two years could cover close to a third of the capital cost. Building this year forfeits that chance entirely. (Illustrative estimate created for this debate.)
1. There is a cheaper interim step. A fictional Redmarley operations plan shows that shutting the Cordray well and blending the other two would bring the served water below the limit through the cooler months, at a small fraction of the cost of building now. (Illustrative plan created for this debate.)
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RUBRIC · FOR TEACHERS
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	Criterion
	Emerging
	Developing
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Evidence use
	Asserts a position without using the file
	Cites one point without explaining its relevance
	Cites at least two points and explains how each supports the case
	Cites several points, explains each, and separates documented facts from illustrative material

	Rebuttal quality
	Does not respond to the other team
	Responds in general terms without naming the opposing point
	Names a specific opposing point and answers it with evidence
	Answers the opposing team's strongest point and shows why its own evidence outweighs it

	Reasoning
	Reasons are missing or restate the claim
	Gives one reason with a gap between evidence and claim
	Connects each piece of evidence to the claim explicitly
	Connects evidence to claim and anticipates the objection before it is raised

	Delivery and organization
	Hard to follow, with no visible structure
	Structure is present but transitions are unclear
	Clear claim, ordered evidence, and a conclusion, delivered audibly
	Clear structure, confident delivery, and timing managed within the round
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