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“Controlled Amounts®. Four consumer-grade filters
were tested: hollow fiber microfiltration, hollow fiber
ultrafiltration, and an activated carbon filter with ion
exchange resin. Reverse osmosis was Initially
iInvestigated but excluded due to excess volume
requirement. Samples were filtered according to
manufacturer instructions. Metal concentrations
before and after filtration were quanitfied using ICP-
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iImpacted by historic mining and metal contamination,

such as in Montana, understanding both microbial and
oo metal contaminant removal is essential for making
| iInformed and effective water treatment choices.
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