Proposed changes to Level 3 Source Water Monitoring Rules

Where we propose a change to the rule type and reporting and compliance periods, we have made the text red to signify the change.

S3 Source Water Common Rules

S3.1 Water suppliers must determine
the class of source water for
each of the source waters that
are used, based on the Source
Water Protozoa Log Credit

Treatment Requirements.

Assurance
CP: 1 Year
RP: 1 Year

S3.CR.1

The source water class of each source of a
drinking water supply must be determined:

(a) based on the source water classes set
out in rule 8 and recorded in writing;
and

(b) by a suitably qualified and experienced
person

Class A, Class A (Interim), Class B and Class B (Interim) Source Water Rules

S3.2 A drinking water supplier
demonstrating Class 1 or
Interim Class 1 groundwater
must document whether or not
the bore meets the
requirements of a sanitary bore

head.

Assurance
CP: 1 Year
RP: 1 Year

S3.AB.1

(a) Each bore must meet the requirements
for a sanitary bore head set out rule 9

(b) A sanitary bore head must be
demonstrated to meet the
requirements by a written assessment
from a suitably qualified and
experienced person every five years.

Assurance
CP: 1 Year
RP: 1 Year

Assurance
CP: 1 year
RP: 1 Year

The existing Level 3 Rules use source water classes
to determine treatment requirements for protozoa,
and to determine source water monitoring for some
determinands and parameters. We propose
expanding the source water class approach to make
explicit the source water monitoring rules and
bacteria and virus treatment rules that apply to each
source water class. See proposed changes to Level 3
source water classes for more information about
the proposed classes.

This rule introduces a new requirement that the
source water class of each source must be
determined by a suitably qualified and experienced
person. This assessment could be undertaken as
part of the supply source water risk management
plan.

This next section covers proposed source water
rules for Class A, Class A (Interim), Class B and Class
B (Interim) ground water.

Later on in this table, we cover separate source
water rules for Class C and Class D source water.

This proposed rule:

e introduces a new requirement that an
assessment to demonstrate a sanitary bore
head must be undertaken by a suitably
qualified and experience person

e requires this assessment be carried out
every five years to ensure it is kept up-to-
date

e requires a written assessment so that the
supplier’s actions are auditable

e requires the supplier to report each year on
whether the sanitary bore head meets
requirements however the assessment only
needs to be completed every five years.

Do you agree that an
assessment to classify a
source water class should
only be undertaken by a
suitably qualified and
experienced person?

Would there be any cost
implications for your
organisation?

Do you agree that an
assessment to demonstrate
a sanitary bore head should
only be undertaken by a
suitably qualified and
experienced person?

Would there be any cost
implications for your
organisation?

Some costs possible
for some for
suppliers though
most suppliers
already use external
providers for this
assessment.

Some costs possible
for some for
suppliers though
most suppliers
already use external
providers for this
assessment.
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$3.3

Table 16

N/A

Where multiple bores access
the same aquifer, one bore can
be sampled to provide results
that are representative of a
number of bores if the water
supplier can demonstrate that
the bore that is sampled is
representative of the bores that
are not sampled. The
representative nature of the
sampled bore must be re-
established every five years or
after significant seismic activity

See above wording.

All source waters must be
monitored for the determinands
and at the frequencies set out in
Table 16 ...

Determinands to be tested at
each abstraction point3334

E. coli and total coliforms
monitored twice a month

N/A

Monitoring = S3.AB.2

CP: N/A
RP: 1 Year

Monitoring
CP: N/A
RP: 1 Year

Sampling
Frequency:
2 per
month

N/A

S3.AB.3

S3.AB.4

Representative sampling may be used to Assurance
demonstrate compliance if— CP: 1 year
(a) the source water is, or is being RP: 1 Year
determined to be Class A, Class A
(Interim), Class B or Class B (Interim);
and
(b) the representative sampling meets the
requirements for representative
sampling set out in rule 7.
Each groundwater source must be Monitoring
monitored at least twice every month for CP: 1
the following: month
(a) E. coli: RP: 1
(b) Total coliforms. Month
Class A and Class A (Interim) groundwater Monitoring
sources must be monitored for evidence of
. L CP: 1 Year
viral contamination at the frequency
determined by the enteric viral indicator RP: 1 Year

monitoring programme prepared for the
supply under rule S3.CR.1 and rule 8.

This proposed change:

e consolidates and simplifies two footnotes
into a new rule to make compliance more
straightforward

e sets out when representative sampling can
be used for Class A, Class A (Interim), Class
B and Class B (Interim) groundwater.

Under the existing Rules, representative sampling is
currently permitted for all groundwater sources
under the Rules but would only be permitted for
Class A, Class A (Interim), Class B and Class B
(Interim) source water under the proposed changes.

Evidence indicates that representative sampling is
not appropriate for groundwater abstracted from
<30 metres. We are aware of some suppliers making
decisions about using representative sampling
without satisfactory evidence, or adequate written
documentation demonstrating that bore water is
representative of water from a different bore, so we
are intending to tighten the representative sampling
criteria.

We also propose to remove the existing limit of six
bores as specific source water characteristics may
allow representative sampling to include more than
six bores.

See rule 7 in Proposed changes to Level 3 source
water classes for the proposed definition of
representative sampling.

The requirements of this rule have not changed.

We also propose changing the compliance period
from N/A to monthly.

We are proposing increasing reporting frequency
from annually to monthly. This responds to
feedback we have received from some suppliers that
reporting more frequently would reduce the burden
of annual reporting by spreading analysis and
reporting throughout the year.

This proposed new rule would require suppliers to
demonstrate that Class A source water is not
contaminated with human pathogenic viruses.
Suppliers can choose which viral indicator to use and
determine the frequency of sampling as outlined in
the Class A requirements.

frequency for testing for a
viral indicator being

Byl efte ety @il Small costs possible

allowing representative for some suppliers

sampling for Class A, Class
A (Interim), Class B and
Class B (Interim) source
water?

Do you agree with the
proposal to remove the six
bore limit for
representative sampling?

Reduction in annual
reporting
requirements.

N/A

There will be costs
for suppliers to meet
the requirements of
the proposed viral
indicator monitoring
programme.
However, there could
also be significant

Do you agree with the

determined by the
supplier’s enteric viral
monitoring programme?



S3.3
Table 16

S3.3

Table 18

Determinands to be tested at
each abstraction point33

34

Iron manganese, colour, nitrate
monitored monthly.

All source waters must be
monitored for the determinands
and at the frequencies set out in
... Table 18.

Determinands to be tested at
each abstraction point333*

Conductivity, pH, turbidity

Monitoring | $S3.AB.5
CP: N/A
RP: 1 Year

Sampling
Frequency:
Monthly

Monitoring = S3.AB.6
CP: N/A
RP: 1 Year

Sampling
Frequency:
Monthly
for 12
months

Every 6
months if
there is no
significant
variation in
the initial
12 months
of samples.

Each groundwater source must be
monitored at least every month for the
following:

(a) iron:
(b) manganese:

(c) nitrate.

Each groundwater source or the water
from a combination of groundwater
sources must be monitored continuously
for the following:

(a) conductivity:
(b) pH:
(c) turbidity.

Monitoring

CP:1
month

RP: 1
Month

Monitoring
CP: 1 day

RP: 1
month

As there isn’t a scientific consensus on the best
indicator of viral contamination, our proposed
approach is preferred rather than specifying a viral
indicator and a sampling frequency.

See Source Water Classes in the discussion
document for more information on the proposed
enteric viral monitoring programme.

We propose removing the requirement for Class A,
Class A (Interim) & Class B, Class B (Interim) source
water to monitor for colour. Colour is very unlikely to
be associated with these groundwater classes.

We also propose changing the compliance period
from N/A to monthly.

We are also proposing increasing reporting
frequency from annually to monthly. This responds
to feedback we have received from some suppliers
that reporting more frequently would reduce the
burden of annual reporting by spreading analysis
and reporting throughout the year.

Currently, all source waters must be sampled
monthly for conductivity, pH and turbidity for an
initial period of twelve months. Sampling can reduce
to every six months if there was no significant
variation in the initial twelve months of samples.

We are proposing changing this rule so that Class A,
Class A (Interim), Class B and Class B (Interim)
groundwater sources must be continuously
monitored for conductivity, pH and turbidity, to
reflect best practice. Continuous monitoring for pH
and turbidity can be post-treatment if the supply
does not have filtration or pH adjustment treatment
processes prior to the proposed sampling location.
Conductivity monitoring would need to be installed
pre-treatment.

This proposed change will only affect suppliers that
have not already installed continuous monitoring
infrastructure for these determinands.

We also propose changing the compliance period
from N/A to monthly.

We are also proposing increasing reporting
frequency from annually to monthly. This responds
to feedback we have received from some suppliers
that reporting more frequently would reduce the
burden of annual reporting by spreading analysis
and reporting throughout the year.

Do you agree with the
removal of the requirement
to monitor for colour for
Class A, Class A (Interim),
Class B and Class B (Interim)
source water?

Do you agree with requiring
continuous monitoring for
conductivity, pH and
turbidity for Class A, Class A
(Interim), Class B and Class
B (Interim) source waters?

Would there be any cost
implications for your
organisation?

costs savings
depending on the
specific
circumstances of a
supply, as suppliers
will not need to
install contact time
or UV disinfection
infrastructure at
their treatment
plants.

Small cost reduction.

Reduction in annual
reporting
requirements.

Costs of installing
continuous
monitoring
infrastructure for
some supplies.

Reduction in annual
reporting
requirements.



S3.3
Table 16

S3.6

Table 16

Footnote
35

S3 Source Water Monitoring
Determinands

Determinands to be tested at
each abstraction point333*

- Alkalinity, antimony,
arsenic, barium,
cadmium, calcium,
chloride, chromium,
copper, lead,
magnesium, mercury,
nickel, sodium, sulphate
monitored annually®

Monitoring of source water
must be undertaken for any

determinand additional to those

set out in Table 16 and 18 if the
determinand has been
identified in the drinking water
supply Source Water Risk
Management Plan as presenting
a potential risk to the drinking
water supply.

Must be sampled monthly if the
determinand exceeds 50% of its
MAV. Sampling may return to
annually after 12 consecutive
samples are less than 50% of
the MAV.

Monitoring = S3.AB.7
CP: N/A
RP: 1 Year

Sampling
Frequency:
Annually

Monitoring = S3.AB.8

CP: N/A
RP: 1 Year

As
determined
by the
Source
Water Risk
Manageme
nt Plan

Each groundwater source must be
monitored at least annually for the
following:

(a) alkalinity:
(b) antimony:
(c) arsenic:
(d) boron

(e) cadmium:
(f) chloride:
(g) chromium:
(h) copper:
(i) fluoride
(j) hardness
(k) lead:

(I) mercury:
(m) nickel:
(n) sodium:

(o) sulphate.

Any determinands identified as presenting
a risk to the supply, or are found to exceed
50% of their MAV in source water samples
(excluding those in S3.AB.3, S3.AB.5 and
S3.AB.6), must be monitored at least every
month until 12 consecutive monthly test
results from source water samples are less
than 50% of the MAV or are at a level
considered not to present a health risk if
they do not have a MAV.

Monitoring
CP:1 Year
RP: 1 Year

Monitoring

CP: 1
month

RP: 1
Month

These proposed rules add the following
determinands to the existing determinands that
must be monitored at least annually in all source U]
water.

do you agree with the
proposed addition of
boron, fluoride and

e Boron occurs naturally in some hardness?

groundwater sources and groundwaters in
geologically volcanic areas can contain o
boron at high concentrations. There is an
existing Maximum Acceptable Value (MAV)

for boron.

do you agree with the
proposed removal of
barium, calcium and
magnesium?

e  Fluoride can occur naturally in source
waters and elevated levels of fluoride can
be present in some groundwater in
geologically volcanic areas. There is an
existing MAV for fluoride.

Hardness to allow management of hardness
levels appropriate for the supply.

We propose removing the following determinands
that must be monitored at least annually.

e Barium as it is not usually a concern in New
Zealand.

e (Calcium and magnesium have no identified
MAVs. While calcium and magnesium are
contributors to hardness, it is proposed that
hardness will be required to be measured
separately.

We also propose changing the compliance period
from N/A to annually.

This proposed change aligns with similar N/A
requirements for supplies following Level 2 Rules.

We also propose increasing reporting frequency
from annually to monthly. This responds to
feedback we have received from some suppliers that
reporting more frequently would reduce the burden
of annual reporting by spreading analysis and
reporting throughout the year.

We also propose changing the compliance period
from N/A to monthly.

For all source water classes:

Neutral

Reduction in annual
reporting
requirements.



S3.4

S3.4
Table 17

Table 17
Footnote
38

All groundwaters must be
monitored for the radiological
determinands set out in Table
17.

S3 Class 1, Class 2 and Class 3
Groundwater Source
Monitoring Determinands

Determinands monitored at
each source3®3’

Radiological — sampled every 10
years

Gross alpha activity

Gross beta activity

Chemical — sampled every ten
years

Potassium3®

When samples are analysed for
alpha and beta emitting
particles a sample for potassium
must also be analysed so that
the potassium 40 contribution
to beta emitting particles can be
determined.

Class C and D Source Water Rules

S3.3
Table 18

Footnote
39

Class 2,3 &4

- Conductivity, pH,
Turbidity monitored
continuously*

If water is abstracted from more
than one source and combined
at the treatment plant, only the
combined water needs to be
analysed and this can be done
at the treatment plant before
any form of treatment.

Monitoring = S3.AB.9
CP: N/A
RP: 1 Year

Sampling
Frequency:
Every ten
years

Monitoring = S3.CD.1
CP: N/A
RP: 1 Year

Each groundwater source must be
monitored at least every 10 years for the
following radiological and chemical
determinands:

(a) gross alpha activity:
(b) gross beta activity:

(c) potassium 40.

Each source water or the combined water
from multiple sources must be monitored
continuously for the following:

(a) conductivity:
(b) pH:
(c) turbidity.

Non-
reporting

CP: N/A
RP: N/A

Monitoring
CP: 1 Day

RP: 1
Month

Currently, all source waters must be monitored for
gross alpha activity, gross beta activity and
potassium 40 every ten years.

We propose limiting this requirement to Class A,
Class A (Interim), Class B and Class B (Interim)
groundwater, as radiological determinands have not
been identified in drinking water sources in New
Zealand and it is considered highly unlikely that they
will in the future.

For this reason, we propose changing this rule from
a monitoring rule to a non-reporting rule. This
means suppliers will not need to report their results.
Suppliers will continue to have a duty under the Act
to notify the Authority of any MAV exceedances.

This proposed change consolidates one rule and a
footnote to make compliance more straightforward.

We also propose changing the compliance period
from N/A to annually.

We also propose increasing reporting frequency
from annually to monthly. This responds to

feedback we have received from some suppliers that

reporting more frequently would reduce the burden
of annual reporting by spreading analysis and
reporting throughout the year.

Do you agree that testing
for radiological
determinands should only
be required for Class A,
Class A (Interim), Class B
and Class B (Interim) source
waters?

N/A

Small reduction in
costs.

Reduction in annual
reporting
requirements.



S3.3 Determinands to be tested at Monitoring | $3.CD.2 Each source water must be monitored at Monitoring = The requirements of this Rule have not changed. N/A Reduction in annual
; im$3334 ; inge i
Table 16 each abstraction point CP: N/A least twice every month for the following: cP:1 We also propose changing the compliance period reportlng t
- E. coli and total RP: 1 Year (a) E. coli: month from N/A to annually. requirements.
fol.lforms mczEltored (b) total coliforms. RP: 1 We propose increasing reporting frequency from
wice amon Month annually to monthly. This responds to feedback we
have received from some suppliers that reporting
more frequently would reduce the burden of annual
reporting by spreading analysis and reporting
throughout the year.
S3.3 Determinands to be tested at Monitoring = S3.CD.3 Each source water must be monitored at Monitoring = The requirements of this Rule have not changed. N/A Reduction in annual
. . 33 . . .
Table 16 sl sl racifion ol CP: N/A ezt wyeinyg aoiwad o dhie Holloein: CP:1 We also propose changing the compliance period :gzz:l?fents
34 . . a
RP: 1 Year (a) iron: month from N/A to annually.
® Iron manganese, colour, (b) manganese: RP: 1 We propose increasing reporting frequency from
nitrate monitored e Month annually to monthly. This responds to feedback we
monthly ’ have received from some suppliers that reporting
(d) colour. more frequently would reduce the burden of annual
reporting by spreading analysis and reporting
throughout the year.
S3.3 S3 Source Water Monitoring Monitoring | $S3.CD.4 Each source water must be monitored at Monitoring | This proposed change mirrors S3.AB.7. N/A Neutral
Table 16 Determinands CP: N/A least annually for the following: CP: 1 year We also propose changing the compliance period
Determmands to be‘tegsstid at RP: 1 Year (a) alkalinity: RP: 1 Year from N/A to annually.
each abstraction point . )
(b) antimony:
- AIkaIn"uty, armmony, (c) arsenic:
arsenic, barium,
cadmium, calcium, (d) boron:
chloride, chromium, (€) cadmium:
copper, lead, _
magnesium, mercury, (f) chloride:

nickel, sodium, sulphate (g) chromium:

monitored annually®
(h) copper:

(i) fluoride:
(j) bhardness:
(k) lead:
(I) mercury:
(m) nickel:
(n) sodium:

(o) sulphate.



S3.6

Footnote

35

$3.7

S3.8

See S3.AB.8 above.

Water sources must be
categorised as either low-risk,
medium-risk or high-risk for the
presence of cyanobacteria.

When a water supply is
categorised as medium or high-
risk under rule S3.7, a
cyanobacteria / cyanotoxin

response plan must be prepared

which includes vigilance levels
for assessing the presence of
cyanobacteria and alert levels
related to the presence of
cyanotoxins, monitoring for
cyanobacteria/cyanotoxins and
the action that will be taken to
protect consumers.

Monitoring = S3.CD.5

CP: N/A
RP: 1 year

(determine
d by
SWRMP)

Assurance
CP: 1 Year
RP: 1 Year

Assurance
CP: 1 Year
RP: 1 Year

$3.CD.6

$3.CD.7

Any determinands identified as presenting
a risk to the supply of found to exceed 50%
of their MAV in source water samples
(excluding those in S3.CD.1, S3.CD.2 and
S3.CD.3) must be monitored at least every
month until 12 consecutive monthly test
results from source water samples are less
than 50% of the MAV or are at a level
considered not to present a health risk if
they do not have a MAV.

(a) Each Class C source water that meets
rule 8(5)(d) and Class D source water
must be assessed to determine—

(i) whether it has a high, medium,
low or no likelihood for the
presence of planktonic and/or
benthic cyanobacteria; and

(i) when cyanobacteria are most likely
to be present.

(b) The assessment must be undertaken
by a suitably qualified and experienced
person, recorded in writing and
renewed every five years.

Source waters that have a medium or high
likelihood of planktonic cyanobacteria
must be either—

(a) monitored for cyanobacteria
biovolume during the period that
cyanobacteria are likely to be present
(including October to May)—

(i) weekly if the source has been
assessed as having high likelihood
in rule S3.CD.6; or

(i) monthly if the source has been
assessed as having medium
likelihood in rule S3.CD.6; or

(b) treated using a cyanotoxin removal
treatment process.

Monitoring

CP: 1
month

RP: 1
Month

Assurance
CP: 1year
RP: 1 Year

Monitoring

CP: 1
month

RP: 1
Month

(Combinati
on of
multiple
rules)

This proposed change aligns with similar
requirements for supplies following Level 2 Rules.

We also propose changing the compliance period
from N/A to annually.

We propose increasing reporting frequency from
annually to monthly. This responds to feedback we
have received from some suppliers that reporting
more frequently would reduce the burden of annual
reporting by spreading analysis and reporting
throughout the year.

Currently, suppliers must categorise all water
sources as either low-risk, medium-risk or high-risk
for the presence of cyanobacteria.

The proposed change would require suppliers to
assess whether cyanobacteria are likely to be
present in Class C and Class D water sources at any
time of the year. This assessment must be
undertaken every five years by a suitably qualified
and experienced person.

This change is proposed because an assessment of
cyanobacteria risk is more extensive and is more
appropriately included in the supply source water
risk management plan.

Currently, a supplier must prepare a cyanobacteria/
cyanotoxin response plan if a water supply is
categorised as medium or high risk for the presence
of cyanobacteria. This involves suppliers carrying out
a visual assessment, followed by cyanobacteria bio-
volume measurement, cyanobacteria identification
and then cyanotoxin identification in source water.
After this, cyanotoxin monitoring in treated water is
required. These requirements are modelled on the
previous Ministry of Health approach.

The proposed rule simplifies these requirements. It
would require a supplier to monitor cyanobacteria
biovolume when source waters have a medium or
high likelihood of planktonic cyanobacteria being
present. If suppliers use a cyanotoxin removal
treatment process as part of their drinking water
treatment, we propose that suppliers will not need
to monitor cyanobacteria biovolume. They will

N/A

Do you agree with the
change to an assessment of
the likelihood of the
presence of cyanobacteria
in source water and moving
the assessment of risk to
the source water risk
management plan?

Do you agree that the
likelihood assessment
should only be undertaken
by a suitably qualified and
experienced person?

Do you agree with the
change from requiring
suppliers to prepare a
cyanobacteria / cyanotoxin
response plan to
prescribing monitoring?

Do you agree with the
requirements to monitor
cyanobacteria biovolume
when source waters have a
medium or high likelihood
of planktonic or benthic
cyanobacteria being
present?

Reduction in annual
reporting
requirements.

Possible increase in
costs for some
suppliers.

Suppliers already
need to

undertake similar
monitoring to give
effect to their
cyanobacteria/cyano
toxin response plans.



S3.9 If a water supplier becomes
aware of the presence of
cyanobacteria in source water,
monitoring to determine the
level of cyanobacteria and/or
cyanotoxin levels must be
considered in accordance with
the cyanobacteria/cyanotoxin
response plan.

S3.8and | See S3.CD.7 above

S3.9

S3.8and  See S3.CD.7 above

S3.9

S3.5 Additional monitoring of Class

2, Class 3 and Class 4 source
waters must be undertaken
either during or immediately
after a severe or extreme
weather event or other events

Assurance
CP: 1 Year
RP: 1 Year
See above @ S3.CD.8
See above S3.CD.9

Monitoring = N/A
CP: N/A

RP:
Annually

Source waters that have a medium or high
likelihood of benthic cyanobacteria must
be—

Monitoring

CP: 1

Month

(a) assessed during the period that
cyanobacteria are likely to be present
(including October to May) for benthic
mat coverage each week; and

RP: 1
Month

(b) if benthic mat coverage exceeds 5% or
floating mats are observed on the
water surface, water must be either—

(i) monitored for the cyanobacteria
biovolume in the source water—

a. weekly if the source has been
assessed as having high
likelihood in rule S3.CD.6; or

b. monthly if the source has been
assessed as having medium
likelihood in rule S3.CD.6; or

(i) treated using a cyanotoxin removal
treatment process.

Source waters that have a cyanobacteria Assurance
. . 3

blov9lume exceeding 0.?5 mm?3/L must be CP: 1 year

monitored for cyanotoxins after treatment.

RP: 1 Year

Removed N/A

however have to monitor for the presence of
cyanotoxins post treatment.

We also propose changing this rule from an
assurance rule to a monitoring rule, as this rule
prescribes monitoring that will be required.

This proposed rule sets out requirements for visual
monitoring for benthic cyanobacteria when source
waters have a medium or high likelihood of benthic
cyanobacteria.

The visual monitoring requirements for benthic
cyanobacteria are slightly different from the
requirements for planktonic cyanobacteria and
therefore need to be covered in a separate rule.

Suppliers will not need to undertake monitoring of

source water for planktonic if they have a cyanotoxin

removal process as part of their treatment.

Currently, suppliers need to test treated water for
cyanotoxins to give effect to their cyanobacteria/
cyanotoxin plan.

This proposed rule would require suppliers to test
treated water for cyanotoxins if source waters have
a cyanobacteria biovolume exceeding 0.25mm?3/L.
This threshold was selected after consultation with
experts in the field of cyanobacteria/cyanotoxin risk
management and consideration of thresholds in
other comparable jurisdictions.

We propose removing this rule and instead provide
guidance related to additional monitoring of source
waters.

Do you agree that suppliers
do not need to undertake
monitoring of source water
for planktonic or benthic
cyanobacteria if they have a
cyanotoxin removal process
as part of their treatment?

N/A — see above.

Do you agree with the
cyanobacteria biovolume
threshold prescribed for
initiating cyanotoxin
monitoring in treated
water?

Do you agree with the
proposed removal of
additional event-based
monitoring of Class Cand D

Suppliers already
need to

undertake similar
monitoring to give
effect to their
cyanobacteria/cyano
toxin response plans.

N/A

Neutral



$3.5

Footnote
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Footnote
32

Table 16

Footnote
33

Table 17

Footnote
36

Table 18

Footnote
40

Table 18

Footnote
41

which could adversely affect (Event
source water quality.3132 based)

Samples of raw water may be
collected at the treatment plant
for this purpose.

Samples should not be collected
if there are health and safety
risks to people collecting
samples that are not
appropriately eliminated or
minimised.

Samples may be collected either = N/A
at the source abstraction point

or at the treatment plant before

any form of treatment, if water

is from a single source. If

multiple sources are used,

samples must be collected from

each source at points

Samples may be collected either = N/A
at the source abstraction point

or at the treatment plant before

any form of treatment, if water

is from a single source. If

multiple sources are used,

samples must be collected from

each source at points before

any mixing of source water

occurs.

If a six monthly sample varies N/A
significantly from previous

samples, sampling should return

to monthly for 12 months.

Where continuous monitoring N/A
analysers fail or require

maintenance, daily grab

samples can be taken until the
continuous monitoring

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Removed

Removed

Removed

Removed

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

We proposed removing this footnote and instead
provide guidance on the collection of samples.

We proposed removing this footnote and instead
provide guidance on the collection of samples.

We propose removing this footnote and instead
provide guidance on sampling.

Consolidated into the G.CM rules.

source waters from the
Rules?

Do you agree with the Neutral
proposal removal of

footnotes on the collection

of samples from the Rules?

N/A — see above. Neutral
N/A Neutral
N/A Neutral



equipment can be brought back
into service.



