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1. Purpose of this memo

This memorandum provides background information pertaining to the process of defining potential
classes, attributes and attribute state tables for Southland groundwater. This memo informs the
development of draft numeric freshwater objectives (Norton and Wilson, 2019?) and contributes to
fulfilling requirements under the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2017
(NPSFM).

2. Values being considered

From the twenty community values identified for freshwater in Wilson et al (2019), three have been
considered for developing groundwater numeric attribute state tables and draft freshwater objectives:

° Human Health for drinking water?;
. Ecosystem Health — of groundwater ecosystems;
. Ecosystem Health — of surface water ecosystems contributed to by groundwater.

Although this memo only explicitly considers these three values, they also link and/or contribute to
other community and tangata whenua values such as mahinga kai, and they contribute to Te Mana o
te Wai.

3. Groundwater classes

3.1 Classes for groundwater human health for drinking (water supply)

Groundwater quality is most usefully assessed on a bore specific basis when considering drinking water
supply. It is the water drawn from bores that must meet the identified human health objectives
regardless of its relationship with the source aquifer.

L Although the draft freshwater objective report (Norton and Wilson, 2019) predates this memo, the analysis contained within
this memo was undertaken in conjunction with the development of Norton and Wilson (2019).
ZIncluded in the value ‘Water Supply’ in Wilson et al, 2019.



For the value of human health for drinking I, in consultation with others, propose three different
classes which bores may be assessed within. These are:

. bores with naturally potable water?;
o bores with naturally unpotable water?; and
. drinking supply bores with associated drinking water protection zones (as identified in the

proposed Southland Water and Land Plan (pSWLP)®).

These classes have not attempted to be mapped at this point in time, excepting one drinking water
protection zone which has be delineated in the pSWLP. The remaining protection zones and areas of
potable and non-potable groundwater have not been mapped due to the complexity and uncertainty
of doing this at a regional scale. It is recommended that mapping or identification of classes is done as
required on a site-specific basis.

The above classes were identified by utilising existing wording within Objective 8 of the pSWLP. This
Objective differentiates between groundwater that are naturally potable and groundwater which is
not.

One way groundwater class may be relatively easily identified is by using water analysis results. To
identify bores associated with naturally non-potable groundwater in this memo, the Drinking Water
Standards for New Zealand (DWSNZ) (MOH, 2018) were used to identify determinands that:

a) have defined maximum acceptable values (MAVs);

b) are naturally occurring in Southland and their variation in groundwater is primarily not
anthropogenically controlled; and

c) are feasibly measured during regular monitoring.

These determinands are manganese, arsenic, and radon. While arsenic and radon could feasibly be
measured as part of regular monitoring, currently they are not. Hence, manganese is used in the first
instance to identify bores that fall into the naturally non-potable class (they have a manganese
concentration > the MAV (0.4 mg/L)). Arsenic and radon data are used where available. All other bores
are classed as naturally potable. This classification is done specific to each assessment.

Drinking water protection zones can be identified using a basic default methodology. This would apply
to any registered drinking water supplies. Standard areas to be classed as within a protection zone can
be established using Error! Reference source not found. and Table 1. This method is adapted from
that used by Environment Canterbury.

3 Drinking Water Standards for New Zealand (DWSNZ) Maximum Acceptable Values (MAVs) are not exceeded for
predominantly non-anthropogenically influenced parameters (specifically manganese, arsenic and radon according to criteria
in the DWSNZ parameter table in Appendix 1).

4 Maximum acceptable values (MAVs) are exceeded for predominantly non-anthropogenically controlled parameters
(specifically manganese, arsenic and radon according to criteria in the DWSNZ parameter table in Appendix 1).

5 Appendix J of the pSWLP (Environment Southland, 2016).
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Figure 1: Method for calculating the area of a provisional Group or Community Drinking-water
Protection Zone. Grey shading indicates area within the protection zone.

The area of the protection zone is determined by selecting from the table below depending on the
screen depth (or well depth if no screen depth is recorded) and aquifer type.

Table 1: Protection distances for varying screen/bore depths and aquifer types.

Screen depth or well depth if Protection distances (metres)
screen depth is not available Aquifer Type* Up-gradient from Down-gradient
(metres) the bore (A) from the bore (B)
<10 All 2,000 200
Unconfined or semi confined 1,000 200
10<30
Confined 100 100
Unconfined or semi confined 500 200
30<70 -
Confined 100 100
20 Unconfined or semi confined 100 100
>
Confined 100 100

*As identified in the pSWLP or through hydrogeological investigation.

Where more site specific delineation of a protection zone is to be undertaken then the dimensions of
the zone are to be determined following the national guidance of Moreau et al. (2014) and using site
specific information including, but not limited to:

e the topography, geography and geology of the site;

e the depth of the well;

e the construction of the well;

e pumping rates;
e the type of aquifer;

e the types of actual or potential contaminants;
e the level of treatment that the abstracted water will receive;
e any potential risk to water quality.




3.2  Classes for ecosystem health (groundwater ecosystems and groundwater - surface
water dependant ecosystems)

Several options were considered for defining classes relating to ecosystem health. These primarily
revolved around delineating groundwater according to variation in contamination risk (i.e. nitrogen
contamination risk). This could potentially be achieved by utilising existing spatial frameworks,
particularly, physiographic classifications (Rissmann et al., 2016, Hughes et al., 2016) and the
groundwater management zones as defined in the pSWLP (Environment Southland, 2016). Ultimately
derivation of multiple classes relating to ecosystem health was not adopted due to factors including:

e Uncertainty in mapping the variation in contamination risk specific to certain contaminants;

e Uncertainty surrounding the relationships between groundwater ecosystem health and
different groundwater/aquifer physical and chemical characteristics and their relationship to
groundwater-dependant ecosystems;

e Insufficient existing data to adequately map and report on multiple classes.

Therefore, it is proposed that the groundwater ecosystem health attribute state tables and associated
freshwater objectives apply to all groundwater in the region.

4. Groundwater attributes

The NPSFM requires “attributes”® to be identified. Attributes describe the characteristics of the water
that needs to be managed to provide for the region’s freshwater values. The NPSFM does not identify
any national compulsory attributes for groundwater. However, the NPSFM national compulsory
attributes for surface water (i.e. those within the National Objectives Framework) have informed the
development of groundwater attributes for the Southland region. The pSWLP (2016 notified version),
attributes used in similar processes in other regions in New Zealand and a review of the latest scientific
material were all also canvassed in order to derive possible attributes for draft groundwater numeric
freshwater objectives.

Several criteria were then used to short list attributes that are proposed to be included as groundwater
numeric freshwater objectives. The criteria was:

e national compulsory attributes from the NPSFM (of which, there are none currently defined
for groundwater);

e attributes have at least some local data to be able to ascertain current state;

e attributes that are practical to monitor;

e attributes for which we have the technical information to justify development of “attribute
state option tables” (i.e. choices of ABCD state similar to the format provided in the NPSFM).
This includes available science literature, national guidelines and/or local project data;

e attributes that best describe the “ends” we are interested in (i.e. the environmental state we
think will support identified values), while keeping attributes that describe “means” to achieve
those ends (e.g. nutrient concentrations and loads) for use as limits in the subsequent third
phase of the Regional Forum process’.

6 NPSFM definition of ‘attribute’: “is @ measurable characteristic of fresh water, including physical, chemical and biological
properties, which supports particular values.”
7where the ‘means’ and ‘ends’ distinction fits the definitions of limits and freshwater objectives in the NPSFM (respectively).



The following section presents all potential attributes identified in this process and provides
justification for their inclusion or exclusion as proposed attributes.

4.1 Human health (water supply) attributes

Several attributes were considered for use in assessing the Human health (water supply) value which
are described below. Consideration was given to attributes that could be used to assess untreated
groundwater supplies that are not subject to the networked (public and private) drinking water supply
standards in the DWSNZ.

4.1.1 Protozoa attributes

Protozoa (e.g., Giardia and Cryptosporidium) are among the most common causes of infection and
disease in humans and other animals. The largest recorded outbreak of water-borne disease in a first-
world country was due to Cryptosporidium. This outbreak occurred in Milwaukee, USA, in 1993, with
an estimated 400,000 people becoming ill. The DWSNZ give a maximum acceptable value (MAV) for
the total concentration of protozoa in treated water of less than 1 organism per 100 litres. Note that
the units for protozoa are for litres of water, not millilitres as for bacteria. Giardia and Cryptosporidium
are the protozoa of primary concern in drinking waters. Giardia and Cryptosporidium exist as
environmentally robust spores outside a host. Both organisms are resistant to water treatment
processes Cryptosporidium is more difficult to remove by filtration because it is smaller. It is also more
resistant to chlorine. (Nokes, 2008). Due to limitations in analysis methods and monitoring resources
it is not proposed that protozoa is used as a groundwater human health attribute.

4.1.2 Viral attributes

The DWSNZ does not include criteria for viruses due to insufficient information?, although it is signalled
that viral criteria is intended to be included in a future standard when they are better understood. A
virus suitable to act as a viral indicator (similar to E. coli for bacteria) is yet to be identified or agreed
upon. Potential candidates have proved unsatisfactory because:

a) they respond differently from viral pathogens to treatment with disinfectants;

b) there is no correlation between their concentration and the concentration of viral pathogens
in the water; and,

c) test methods are unsuitable (the incubation time is too long, too complex or too expensive).

Although there is no MAV for viruses in the DWSNZ, this does not mean they do not present a threat
to health. Water subject to faecal contamination can harbour disease-causing viruses (viral pathogens).
The presence of E. coli in water, although a bacterial indicator, may also signal the potential presence
of viral pathogens. Viruses that cause water-borne disease tend to be enteric (i.e., they infect the
gastrointestinal tract and are excreted by infected humans). Some viruses that infect animals may also
infect humans (Nokes, 2008).

Due to limitations in information, analysis methods and monitoring resources, no viral attributes have
been proposed. Indicators of bacterial contamination provides the best available proxy of viral
contamination and risk.

8 In particular, insufficient information exists regarding the removal or inactivation of viruses through the various processes
used in drinking-water treatment.



4.1.3 Bacterial attributes

The bacterial indicator organism Escherichia coli (E. coli) is used in the DWSNZ to assess the potential
for faecal contamination of water. The bacterial quality of treated water is satisfactory if the E. coli
concentration is less than 1 organism per 100 millilitres. Apart from a few strains, E. coliis not a disease-
causing organism (pathogen) itself. It is found in very high numbers in the gut of all warm-blooded
animals. Fresh faeces almost always contain E. coli, although it may not survive in the environment as
long as some pathogens. In general, the presence of E. coli confirms that water has been in contact
with faeces, meaning that pathogens may also be present. The types of pathogen in water and their
concentration will depend on the nature of the organisms that are infecting the source of the faeces
(animal or human) and the number of animals or humans that are infected. E. coli concentrations are
routinely tested as part of Environment Southland’s groundwater monitoring and a large body of data
already exists. It is proposed that E. coli is used as an attribute for assessment of the Human Health
(water supply) value. It can be used as an indicator of likely faecal contamination and risk to human
health from a variety of waterborne pathogens as described above.

4.1.4 Chemical and radiological attributes

Tables 2.2 (MAVs for inorganic determinands of health significance), 2.3 (MAVs for organic
determinands of health significance) and 2.4 (MAVs for radiological determinands) in the DWSNZ
establishes water quality standards to which all drinking water supplies must comply. It is proposed
the same determinands and standards be used be used as groundwater human health attributes.

In addition, further consideration was given to nitrate-nitrogen because of all the determinants listed
in Tables 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4, nitrate-nitrogen is the one that is most frequently monitored and found to
exceed MAYV in Southland (note this excludes E. coli which is covered Table 2.1 in the DWSNZ and in
the above section). Nitrate and nitrite forms of nitrogen are included in the DWSNZ to protect against
methaemoglobinaemia in bottle-fed infants.

Environment Southland holds an extensive dataset of nitrate-nitrogen from monitored bores in the
region, and nitrate-nitrogen is included as a standard measurement in most monitoring and
investigation programmes. Due to the availability of data, and relatively ease of sampling, it is
proposed that nitrate-nitrogen be included specific attribute. While most determinands within the
DWSNZ are not monitored or reported on regularly they are proposed to be included to retain
consistency with the DWSNZ and to allow assessment where data is available, or as required®.

4.1.5 Short-listed numeric attributes for human health (water supply)
The groundwater human health attributes proposed for use are:
e Escherichia coli (E. coli) (MPN or CFU);
e Nitrate nitrogen (mg/L); and
e All other determinants contained within the DWSNZ which have MAVs defined (MOH, 2018; and
Appendix 1).
4.2 Ecosystem health (groundwater ecosystems) attributes

Groundwater supports a wide range of ecosystems both above ground and beneath the land surface.
Preservation of the health of these ecosystems is important, not only for their intrinsic ecological value

9For example, some of the other attributes (or determinants) from the DWSNZ may apply to discrete (‘hotspot’) areas within
freshwater management units (FMUs), depending on how the numeric attributes are applied within the planning framework.



but also to sustain the services that they provide to the broader environment and human activities.
Groundwater is used for drinking, agriculture and industrial applications. The function of aquifers is
supported by their biological communities and together they provide many critical ecosystem services.
Biological communities act to purify water and decongest aquifer materials. Microbial and
macrofaunal communities are selected and regulated by the chemical and physical characteristics of
groundwater, similarly these communities mediate redox reactions effectively controlling dissolved
concentrations of associated elements such as oxygen, nitrogen, iron, manganese, and sulfur. Thus
they play an important role in biodegradation of anthropogenic contaminants and nutrient cycling.
Through maintaining hydrological function groundwater communities can contribute to buffering the
effects of floods and droughts (Griebler and Avramov, 2014 and references therein).

Key threats to groundwater ecosystems are changes in water level and flow rate (hydrological regime),
dissolved oxygen, organic carbon and contaminant concentrations. Nitrate, ammonium, agrichemicals
and other anthropogenic organic contaminants can all enter groundwater from a range of land use
activities. Nitrate toxicity arguable represents the most significant current risk to groundwater
ecosystems but there is a lack of toxicity data for groundwater species (Fenwick et al., 2018; Hickey,
2019). Alteration or degradation of these ecosystems may result in changes in groundwater chemistry
as well as deterioration or potential loss of critical aquifer functions. Figure 2 below conceptually
describes some of the relationships relevant to a groundwater ecosystem and the potential direct and
indirect effects of human activities.

Groundwater Recharge: irrigation, Enrichment/ Fesfercontaminatits
abstraction MAR, etc. effluent

Soil - L L8 ]
e B R R Pl B et A ————— / /‘——-\\- ——————— i S
groundwater
interface 7 \\
9 0 Wi
D C] &
Water pressure Clogs Stimulates
drives velocity growth T

ores
Kers resistance
to flow
Alters bacteria
Alters rate of compositio% Grazing &
DO replacement Consumes kioturbation
DO

stimulates
by-products: reductions Biofilm food

02 = CO2 Asx Changes activiNor sEgpfauna

Suppresses or
alters
microbes

Subsidy-stress
effect

cascade alters camposition N7
NOS_ NZI NH4 +' NHS Suppresses or
Mn = soluble Mn?* e kills stygofauna |
Fe = soluble Fe?* Influences activity, < ] <::j/

alters composition

50,2 = H,S
QOZ = CH4(methane)/

Figure 2: Potential direct and indirect effects of human activities on groundwater ecosystem
functioning (from Fenwick et al., 2018)

The available information specific to groundwater ecosystems suggests that a precautionary approach
is required for managing activities with the potential to cause adverse effects on groundwater
ecosystems (Fenwick et al., 2018). In keeping with this, it is proposed that nitrate is adopted as a
numeric attribute for the value of ecosystem health. There are multiple toxicants that could be used
as attributes, however, nitrate is proposed as the short-listed attribute for several reasons. These are:

e nitrate has been identified as arguably the most significant current risk to groundwater
ecosystem health;



e there are established nitrate numeric thresholds for surface water for the protection of
ecosystem health that could be used as a basis of developing groundwater numeric thresholds;

e nitrate is routinely measured in groundwater in Southland and there is an extensive nitrate
dataset available for Southland; and

e there are Southland specific data on groundwater ecosystems (Appendix 3).

Therefore, it is proposed that nitrate is adopted as an attribute and a precautionary numeric risk
classification is employed. A numeric attribute state table of nitrate for groundwater ecosystems will
enable objectives to be set and reported against to ensure groundwater quality is maintained or
improved as required by the proposed Southland Water and Land Plan and the NPS-FM (2017).

As there is insufficient information available to establish numeric threshold values specific to
Southland groundwater (stygofaunal) species, it is recommended that the guidelines and standards
derived for the protection of surface water species are adopted in their absence (Hickey, 2019). Most
evidence available suggests that groundwater species are likely to be more sensitive to toxicants
(including nitrate) than their surface water counterparts (see Appendix 2). This would suggest that
applying the surface water numeric thresholds for nitrate nitrogen toxicity is a minimum standard to
adopt. Further information on this is presented in Appendix 2.

4.2.1 Short-listed numeric attributes for groundwater ecosystem health

The groundwater ecosystem health attributes proposed for use are:

e Nitrate nitrogen (mg/L)

5. Groundwater attribute state tables

The following section contains the proposed attribute state tables and describes the rationale and
justification for these.

5.1 Human health (water supply) attribute state tables

The attribute state table for E. coli is presented below (Error! Reference source not found.). It is
proposed the assessment is made on a site by site basis, therefore, each bore falls into a band of either
pass or fail. Analysis would be performed on any data collected over a one-year timeframe. There is
no minimum number of samples required for an assessment to be made. Any detection of E. coli within
that one-year assessment period would result in the bore receiving a fail classification.



Table 2: Attribute state table for E. coli.

Value Water supply
Freshwater Body Type Groundwater
Attribute E.coli

Attribute Unit

MPN/100mL (Most probable number per 100 millilitres)

Attribute band and description

Numeric Attribute State

Annual maximum*

Pass

Will rarely result in waterborne illness to <1

humans through consumption of water.

Proposed minimum acceptable state <1
>1

* Assessed annually (no minimum number of samples per bore).

Why use an annual statistic?

Assessments relating to contamination of water supply for human consumption or domestic
use needs to be representative of recent conditions that are site specific. This is particularly
relevant for microbial attributes (i.e. E. coli), as contamination can be highly spatially and
temporally variable. Attributes more likely to be associated with diffuse contamination are

more suited to longer assessment periods.

Why is there no allowance for any exceedances?

The annual maximum is proposed as this provided the greatest certainty that the bore or well
complies with the DWSNZ. This is also why there is no minimum number of samples required.

The attribute state table for all determinants in the DWSNZ, excluding E. coli (see Table 2) and nitrate-
nitrogen (see Table 4) is presented below (Error! Reference source not found.). It is proposed the
assessment is made on a site by site basis, therefore, each bore falls into a band of either pass or fail.
Analysis would be performed on any data collected over a one-year timeframe. There is no minimum

number of samples required for an assessment to be made.




-10-

Table 3: Attribute state table for all determinants in the DWSNZ with a MAV, excluding E. coli and

nitrate-nitrogen.

Value ‘ Water supply
Freshwater Body Type Groundwater
Attribute Other parameters* in DWSNZ with assigned MAVs

Attribute Unit

Dependent on attribute

Attribute band and description

Numeric Attribute State

Annual mean Annual maximum

Pass

Suitable for human consumption with low risk of
health effects from contaminant concentrations. On

* These include microbiological measures, pesticides, organics, inorganics, heavy metals, and measures of
radiation or radioactive elements (MOH, 2018) and listed in Appendix 1.

Note: special consideration should be given to nitrite nitrogen concentrations. The sum of the ratio of the
concentrations of nitrate and nitrite to each of their respective MAVs must not exceed one (MOH, 2018).

the basis of present knowledge, it is considered not to <75% of MAV £100% of MAV

cause any significant risk to the health of the

consumer over 70 years of consumption of 2 litres per

day of that water (MOH, 2018).

Proposed minimum acceptable state 75% of MAV MAV
>75% of MAV >100% of MAV

Why has 75% of the attribute MAV been proposed as the minimum acceptable state?

Drinking water standards are expressed as maximum allowable concentrations, i.e. peak
concentrations. To ensure consistency, the assessment of groundwater in relation to criteria
should also be made against peak concentrations. As groundwater quality monitoring
programmes in Southland are not continuous, it is likely that peak concentrations will be
missed. Consequently, a statistical approach is required to account for this. To ensure a
consistent approach throughout classification, comparison of monitoring data against a
standard or MAV should be based upon a 95th percentile or equivalent approach (UKTAG,
2008). However, groundwater quality data are often not collected frequently enough over
relevant timeframes to derive statistically robust 95th percentiles. Where there are sufficient
reliable monitoring data for each individual site, then the 95th percentile could be calculated
and used to assess compliance. Where data are insufficient to calculate 95th percentiles for
individual sites, a trigger value can be used so that, if the mean of a dataset is below this trigger
value there is a reasonable expectation that the 95th percentile would not exceed the
maximum admissible concentration, if those 95th percentiles could be calculated. On this
basis, it is proposed that the minimum acceptable state is set at a value of 75% of the relevant



-11-

drinking water standard MAV. This percentage has been selected because it takes into account
the large variability in hydrogeological settings, potential temporal variability in parameter
values and because it introduces what is believed to be an adequate degree of protection such
that the risk of misclassification is acceptable.

Why use both a mean and maximum statistic?

Any exceedance of the MAV indicates that the water is unsuitable for human consumption. To
provide sufficient protection it is suggested that the annual or 5-year (NOs-N only) maximum
value is used in conjunction with the 75% of MAV trigger value to assess state. For E. coli this
means any detection throughout the reporting year will result in a non-compliance.

The proposed attribute state table for nitrate-nitrogen is presented below (Error! Reference source
not found.). It is proposed the assessment is made on a site by site basis, therefore, each bore falls
into a band of either pass or fail. Analysis is to be performed on any data collected over a five-year
timeframe. A site must have a minimum of ten observations for at least 4 of the 5 years to be eligible
for analysis.

Table 4: Attribute state table for nitrate-nitrogen.

Value Water supply ‘
Freshwater Body Type Groundwater
Attribute Nitrate
Attribute Unit mg NOs-N/L (milligrams nitrate-nitrogen per litre)
Attribute band and description Numeric Attribute State
5-year mean* Maximum

Pass
Suitable for human consumption with respect to low <8.5 <113
risk of methaemoglobinaemia in bottle fed infants.
Proposed minimum acceptable state 8.5 11.3

>8.5 >11.3

* 5 year mean with a minimum of 10 samples and data from at least 4 of the 5 years. This is used as it has
particular relevance to the frequency which groundwater samples are usually collected in Southland and the

general temporal variability in groundwater chemistry.

Why has a 5-year time period been used, and not annual like the other attributes for human health
for drinking water (water supply)?

A five year statistical time period is consistent with the criteria for the nitrate-nitrogen
attribute used in ecosystem health (see the following section). The five year maximum is also
used to provide sufficient protection and certainty that the MAV is not exceeded. Additionally,
each site must have a minimum of 10 samples to be eligible for assessment.
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The five-year assessment period reflects the frequency of monitoring (commonly biannually
or quarterly) and the rate of change in groundwater systems. For biannual sampling this results
in 10 observations. While localised nitrogen contamination can and does occur, diffuse sources
are more commonly the cause of widespread groundwater pollution. Characterisation of
widespread diffuse pollution in groundwater systems is more robustly achieved utilising
available data over a longer period of time.

Why must a site have data from four of five years to be eligible for assessment?

This criterion serves to ensure that the state assessment is representative of a timeframe
relevant to diffuse contamination of groundwater. For example, this may exclude a bore that
has been sampled at a high frequency but only over a short timeframe.

5.2 Ecosystem health (groundwater ecosystems) attribute state tables

The attribute state table for nitrate-nitrogen is presented below (Error! Reference source not found.).
Itis proposed the assessment is not made on a site by site basis but instead utilises data from all eligible
bores within an area to generate a representative estimate for the specified assessment zone®®,
Analysis would be performed on any data collected over a five-year timeframe. A site must have a
minimum of ten observations for at least 4 of the 5 years to be eligible for analysis.

10 particular spatial unit that is being assessed. For example, this may be the region, a freshwater management unit or a
groundwater management zone.
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Table 5: Nitrate-nitrite nitrogen attribute options table for groundwater ecosystem health (toxicity).

Value Ecosystem health

Freshwater Body Type Groundwater

Attribute Nitrate

Attribute Unit mg NOs-N/L (milligrams nitrate-nitrogen per litre)
Attribute band and description Numeric Attribute State

5-year mean'

A

High conservation value system. Unlikely to be <1.0
effects even on sensitive stygofauna species.

B
Likely growth effect on some stygofauna >1.0and <2.4

species.

C

Growth effects on a proportion of stygofauna >2.4 and <6.9
species.  Potential effects on groundwater
ecosystem function.

Proposed minimum acceptable state? 6.9

>6.9

15 year mean is determined by first calculating the median values for all sites within an assessment unit where
sites meet the data criteria of having at least 10 data points from a minimum of 4 years; and then calculating the
mean from all site medians.

2 This is based on the national bottom line in the nitrate toxicity NOF table in the NPSFM 2017. Subsequent to
the work contained within this memo, the national bottom line has since been increased to the C/B band (2.4
mg/L).

Why use an assessment unit'! instead of a site-by-site requirement like the other attribute state tables?

It is proposed this assessment is not done on a site by site basis, but instead utilises data from
all eligible bores within an area to generate a representative estimate. This allows for
assessment at a scale that is appropriate to consider the vertical and lateral movement of
stygofauna, the nature of diffuse nitrogen contamination in an aquifer setting and the data
available.

11 particular spatial unit that is being assessed. For example, this may be the region, a freshwater management unit or a
groundwater management zone.
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Why calculate site medians first, then the mean of sites within the unit area?

A measure of central tendency needs to be calculated for each site first to avoid overrepresentation
of data from any one site in the overall assessment.

Why is there a requirement that only sites with at least 10 observations within the five-year period will
be eligible for inclusion in the assessment?

The five-year assessment period reflects the frequency of monitoring (commonly biannually or
quarterly) and the rate of change in groundwater systems. For biannual sampling this results in 10
observations. While localised nitrogen contamination can and does occur, diffuse sources are more
commonly the cause of widespread groundwater pollution. Characterisation of widespread diffuse
pollution in groundwater systems is more robustly achieved utilising available data over a longer
period of time.

Why is there a requirement for a site to be eligible it must have data from at least four of the five years
within the assessment period?

This criterion serves to ensure that the state assessment is representative of a timeframe relevant to
groundwater. For example, this may exclude a bore that has been sampled at a high frequency but
only over a short timeframe.



-15-

References

ANZECC & ARMCANZ. 2000. Australian and New Zealand guidelines for fresh and marine water
quality. Australian and New Zealand Environment and Conservation Council and Agriculture
and Resource Management Council of Australia and New Zealand, Canberra, pp.1-103.

Bosnak, A.D., Morgan, E.L., 1981a. Acute toxicity of cadmium, zinc, and total residual chlorine to
epigean and hypogean isopods (Asellidae). NSS Bull. 43, 12—-18.

Bulog, B. and Mali Bizjak, L. 2014. Olm — cave salamander. In natural heritage of Bela krajina, Slovenia.
Bela krajina Museum. 2014. pp 177-186. Retrived from http://web.bf.uni-lj.si/bi/NATURA
SLOVENIAE/pdf/NatSlo 18 1 8.pdf

Canivet, V., Chambon, P., Gibert, J., 2001. Toxicity and bioaccumulation of arsenic and chromium in
epigean and hypogean freshwater macroinvertebrates. Arch. Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 40 (3),
345-354, https://doi.org/10.1007/s002440010182.

Craig M. and Daly D. 2010. Methodology for establishing groundwater threshold values and the
assessment of chemical and quantitative status of groundwater, including an assessment of
pollution trends and trend reversal. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, IRELAND Version
1 December 2010.

Culver, D. C. and Pipan, T. The Biology of Caves and Other Subterranean Habitats. Publisher, Oxford
University Press. 273 pp 2009. ISBN 0191551449.

Di Lorenzo, T., Di Marzio, W.D., Sdenz, M.E., Baratti, M., Dedonno, A.A., lannucci, A., Cannicci, S.,
Messana, G., Galassi, D.M.P., 2014. Sensitivity of hypogean and epigean freshwater copepods
to agricultural pollutants. Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. 21 (6), 4643-4655.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356—013-2390-6.

Di Lorenzo, T., Di Marzio, W.D., Fiasca, B., Galassi, D.M.P., Korbel, K., lepure, S., Pereira, J.L., Reboleira,
A.S.P., Schmidt, S.I. and Hose, G.C., 2019. Recommendations for ecotoxicity testing with
stygobiotic species in the framework of groundwater environmental risk assessment. Science
of the Total Environment, 681, pp.292-304.Di Marzio et al., 2018).

EMA (European Medicines Agency), 2018. Guideline on assessing the environmental and human health
risks of veterinary medicinal products in groundwater. EMA/
CVMP/ERA/103555/2015.http://www.ema.europa.eu/docs/en GB/document library/
Regulatory_and_procedural_guideline/2018/04/WC500248219.pdf.

Environment Southland. 2016. Proposed Southland Water and Land Plan. June 2016, Invercargill.

Fenwick, G., Greenwood, M., Williams, E., Milne, J., Watene-Rawiri, E. (2018) Groundwater
Ecosystems: Functions, Values, Impacts and Management. NIWA Client Report 2018184CH
prepared for Horizons Regional Council.

Gibert, J., Stanford, J.A., Dole-Olivier, M.-J.,, Ward, J.V., 1994. Basic attributes of groundwater
ecosystem and prospects for research. In: Gibert, J., Danielopol, D.L., Stanford, J.A. (Eds.),
Groundwater Ecology. Academic Press, San Diego, CA, pp. 7-40.

Griebler, C., Avramov, M., 2014. Groundwater ecosystem services: a review. Freshw. Sci. 34 (1), 355—
367. https://doi.org/10.1086/679903.



http://web.bf.uni-lj.si/bi/NATURA%20SLOVENIAE/pdf/NatSlo_18_1_8.pdf
http://web.bf.uni-lj.si/bi/NATURA%20SLOVENIAE/pdf/NatSlo_18_1_8.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002440010182
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356–013–2390–6
http://www.ema.europa.eu/docs/en_GB/document_library/
https://doi.org/10.1086/679903

-16 -

Freeze JA. & Cherry RA. 1979. Groundwater. Englewood Cliff (1979).

Hickey C. 2018. Brief Evidence of Christopher Wayne Hickey, 6 April 2018. Evidence presented in the
matter of of an application for a water conservation order at Te Waikoropupt Springs and
associated water bodies. By NGATI TAMA KI TE WAIPOUNAMU TRUST AND ANDREW YUILL -
Applicant AND TASMAN DISTRICT COUNCIL — Submitter.

Hughes, B., Wilson, K., Rissmann, C., & Rodway, E. 2016. Physiographics of Southland: Development
and application of a classification system for managing land use effects on water quality in
Southland. Environment Southland Technical Report Publication, (2016/11).

Kolar, B. and Finizio A., 2017. Assessment of environmental risks to groundwater ecosystems related
to use of veterinary medicinal products. Regulatory Toxicology and Pharmacology 88: 303-309

Ministry of Health, 2018, Drinking-water Standards for New Zealand 2005 (revised 2018). Wellington:
Ministry of Health.

Ministry for the Environment (MFE), (2017). National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management
2014 — updated 2017.

Ministry for the Environment (MFE), (2014). National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management
2014.

Moreau, M., Nokes, C., Cameron, S., Hadfield, J., Gusyev, M., & Tschritter, C. (2014). Envirolink Tools
Project — Capture Zone Delineation — Technical Report, GNS Science Report 2013/57. 98 p.

Moésslacher, F., 2000. Sensitivity of groundwater and surface water crustaceans to chemical pollutants
and hypoxia: implication for pollution management. Arch. Hydrobiol. 149 (1), 51-66.
https://doi.org/10.1127/archiv—hydrobiol/149/2000/51.

Nokes, C. 2008. A Guide to the Ministry of Health Drinking-water Standards for New Zealand, ESR
report for the Ministry for the Environment, Wellington.

Rissmann, C., Rodway, E., Beyer, M., Hodgetts, J., Snelder, T., Pearson, L., Killick, M., Marapara, T.R.,
Akbaripasand, A., Hodson, R., Dare, J., Millar, R., Ellis, T., Lawton, M., Ward, N., Hughes, B.,
Wilson, K., McMeeking, J., Horton, T., May, D., Kees, L., (2016). Physiographics of Southland
Part 1: Delineation of key drivers of regional hydrochemistry and water quality. Environment
Southland publication number 2016/3, Invercargill. 146p.

Sirisena, K. A. 2014. Molecular characterization of bacterial diversity in New Zealand groundwater.
Victoria University of Wellington.

Sirisena, K. A., C. Daughney, M. Moreau, K. G. Ryan, and G. K. Chambers. 2014. Relationships between
molecular bacterial diversity and chemistry of groundwater in the Wairarapa Valley, New
Zealand. New Zealand Journal of Marine and Freshwater Research 48: 524-539.

Sirisena, K. A., C. J. Daughney, M. Moreau-Fournier, K. G. Ryan, and G. K. Chambers. 2013. National
survey of molecular bacterial diversity of New Zealand groundwater: relationships between
biodiversity.


https://doi.org/10.1127/archiv–hydrobiol/149/2000/51

-17 -

UKTAG (2008) Groundwater Chemical Classification for the purposes of the Water Framework Directive
and the Groundwater Daughter Directive. Paper 11b(i), UK Technical Advisory Group on the
Water Framework Directive, pp 28. Report available on:
http://www.wfduk.org/tag guidance/Article%20 11/POMEnvStds/gw chemical

Yagi, J. M., Neuhauser, E. F., Ripp, J. A., Mauro, D. M. & Madsen, E. L. 2010. Subsurface ecosystem
resilience: long-term attenuation of subsurface contaminants supports a dynamic microbial
community. The ISME Journal, 4, 131-143.

Young, R., Fenwick, A., Fenemore, A., Moreau, M., Thomas, J., McBride, G., Stark, J., Hickey, C., Newton,
M. (2017). Ecosystem Health of Te Waikoropupi. Cawthron Report No. 2949. Prepared to
support decision making by the Takaka Fresh Water and Land Advisory Group (FLAG), Nelson.


http://www.wfduk.org/tag_guidance/Article%20_11/POMEnvStds/gw_chemical

-18 -



-19-

Appendix 1

Tables listing determinands identified within the DWSNZ (MOH, 2018).

Micro-organism Maximum acceptable value'

Escherichia colP Less than one in 100 mL of sample

viruses No values have been set due to lack of reliable evidence

total pathogenic protozoa Less than one infectious (oo)cyst per 100 L of sample®
Notes:

1. These are maximum acceptable values for regulatory purposes. They do not represent a dose/response
relationship that can be used as the basis for determining acceptable concentrations of pathogens in drinking-
water.

2. Indicator organism.

3. The methods available for enumerating pathogenic protozoa are becoming less expensive and more reliable, but
they are not yet suitable for routine monitoring of treated water quality. Although new methods of assessing the
infectiousness of protozoa by using human cell cultures have been developed, they are not yet suitable for routine
monitoring of Cryptosporidium contamination of drinking-water. The referee method cannot identify the species of
Giardia or Cryptosporidium; nor can it determine the viability or infectivity of detected cysts or oocysts (ie,
(oo)cysts). Until the methodology improves, results are to be reported as verified (oo)cysts.
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MName MAV (mg/L) Remarks

antimony 0.02

arsenic 0.01 For excess lifetime skin cancer risk of 6 x 10°*. PMAY, because of
analytical difficulties

barium 0.7

boron! 1.4

bromate 0.01 For excess lifetime cancer risk of 7 x 10°. PMAY

cadmium 0.004

chlorate 0.8 PMAV . Disinfection must never be compromised. DBP (chlorine dioxide)

chloring 5 Free available chiorine expressed in mg/L as Cl.. ATO. Disinfection must
never be compromised

chilorite 0.8 Expressed in mg/L as ClOz. PMAY. Disinfection must never be
compromised. DBP (chlorine dioxide)

chromium 0.05 PMAV. Total. Limited information on health effects

copper 2 ATO

cyanide 0.6 Total cyanides, short-term only

cyanogen chloride 0.4 Expressed in mg/L as CN total. DBP (chloramination)

fluoride? 1.5

lead 0.01

manganese 04 ATO

mercury 0.007 Inorganic mercury

malybdenum 0.07

monochloramine 3 DBP (chlorination)

nickel 0.08

nitrate, short-term? 50 Expressed in mg/L as NO=. The sum of the ratio of the concenirations of
nitrate and nitrite to each of their respective MAVs must not exceed one

nitrite, long-term 0.2 Expressed in mg/L as NOz2. PMAV (long term)

nitrite, short-term? 3 Expressed in mg/L as NOz. The sum of the ratio of the concentrations of
nitrate and nitrite to each of their respective MAYs must not exceed one

selenium 0.01

uranium 0.02 PMAV

Notes:

Section 2.4 explains abbreviations that appear in the table.
1. The WHO guideline value (provisional) is 0.5 mg/L.

2. For oral health reasons, the Ministry of Health recommends that the fluoride content for drinking-water in New
Zealand be in the range of 0.7-1.0 mg/L; this is not a MAY.

3. Now short-term only. The short-term exposure MAVs for nitrate and nitrite have been established to protect
against methaemoglobinaemia in bottle-fed infants.

4. For information about determinands of possible health significance but which do not have a MAV, refer to the
datasheets in the Guidelines.
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Name MAV (mg/L)  Remarks

acrylamide 0.0005 For excess lifetime cancer risk of 103

alachlor 0.02 Pesticide. For excess lifetime cancer risk of 102

aldicarb 0.01 Pesticide

aldrin + dieldrin 0.00004 Pesticide. The sum of, not each

anatoxin-a 0.006 Cyanotoxin. PMAY

anatoxin-a(s) 0.001 Cyanotoxin. PMAY

atrazine 0.002 Pesticide. Cumulative for atrazine and congeners

azinphos methyl 0.004 Pesticide. PMAY

benzene 0.01 For excess lifetime cancer risk of 10-3

benzo(a)pyrene 0.0007 For excess lifetime cancer risk of 10%

bromacil 04 Pesticide. PMAY

bromedichloromethane 0.06 For excess lifetime cancer risk of 10-2. THM

bromeform 0.1 THM

carbofuran 0.008 Pesticide

carbon tetrachloride 0.005

chlordane 0.0002 Pesticide

chloroform 04 THM

chlorotoluron 0.04 Pesticide

chlorpyriphos 0.04 Pesticide

cyanazine 0.0007 Pesticide

cylindrospermopsin 0.001 Cyanotoxin. PMAY

24-D 0.04 Pesticide

2.4-DB 0.1 Pesticide

DDT + isomers 0.001 Pesticide. Sum of all isomers

di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 0.009

1,2-dibromo-3-chloropropane 0.001 Pesticide. For excess lifetime cancer risk of 10°°

dibromoacetonitrile 0.08 DBP (chlorination)

dibromochloromethane 0.15 THM

1.2-dibromoethane 0.0004 Pesticide. PMAY, for excess lifetime cancer risk of 1075

dichloroacetic acid 0.05 PMAYV. DBP (chiorination)

dichloroacetonitrile 0.02 PMAY. DBP (chlorination)

1,2-dichlorobenzene 1.5 ATO

1,4-dichlorobenzene 04 ATO

1,2-dichloroethane 003 For excess lifetime cancer risk of 10°

1,2-dichloroethens 0.06 Total of cis and trans isomers

dichloromethane 0.02

1,2-dichloropropane 0.05 Pesticide. PMAY

1,3-dichloropropene 0.02 Pesticide. Total of cis and trans iscmers. For excess lifetime
cancer risk of 103

dichlorprop 0.1 Pesticide

dimethoate 0.008 Pesticide

1, 4-dioxane 0.05 For excess lifetime cancer risk of 10°
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diuron 0.02 Pesticide. PMAV
EDTA (editic acid) 0.7

endrin 0.001 Pesticide
epichlorohydrin 0.0005 PMAV
ethylbenzene 0.3 ATO

fenoprop 0.01 Pesticide
hexachlorobutadiene 0.0007

hexazinone 04 Pesticide. PMAV
homoanatoxin-a 0.002 Cyanotoxin. PMAV
isoproturon 0.01 Pesticide

lindane 0.002 Pesticide

MCPA 0.002 Pesticide
mecoprop 0.01 Pesticide
metalaxyl 0.1 Pesticide. PMAV
methoxychlor 0.02 Pesticide
metolachlor 0.01 Pesticide
metribuzin 0.07 Pesticide. PMAV
microcystins 0.001 Cyanotoxin. PMAV. Expressed as MC-LR toxicity equivalents
molinate 0.007 Pesticide
monochloroacetic acid 0.02 DBP (chlorination)
nitrilotriacetic acid (NTA) 02

nodularin 0.001 Cyanotoxin. PMAV
oryzalin 04 Pesticide. PMAV
oxadiazon 02 Pesticide. PMAV
pendimethalin 0.02 Pesticide
pentachlorophenol 0.009 Pesticide. PMAV
picloram 02 Pesticide. PMAV
pirimiphos methyl 0.1 Pesticide. PMAV
primisulfuron methyl 09 Pesticide. PMAV
procymidone 07 Pesticide. PMAV
propazine 0.07 Pesticide. PMAY
pyriproxifen 04 Pesticide
saxitoxins 0.003 Cyanotoxin. Expressed as STXeq PMAV
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simazine 0.002 Pesticide

styrene 0.03 ATO

245T 0.01 Pesticide

terbacil 0.04 Pesticide. PMAY

terbuthylazine 0.008 Pesticide

tetrachloroethene 0.05

thiabendazole 04 Pesticide. PMAY

toluene 08 ATO

trichloroacetic acid 02 DBP (chlorination)

trichloroethene 0.02 PMAY

2.4 G-trichlorophenol 0.2 For excess lifetime cancer risk of 109, ATO
triclopyr 0.1 Pesticide. PMAY

trifluralin 0.03 Pesticide. Technical grade may contain carcinogens
trihalomethanes (THMs) The sum of the ratio of the concentration of each THM to its

respective MAV must not exceed one
The individual members of this group are indicated in the table

as THM
vinyl chloride 0.0003 For excess lifetime cancer risk of 10°%
xylenes (total) 06 ATO
1080 0.0035 Pesticide. PMAY

Notes:
1. Section 2.4 explains abbreviations that appear in the table.

2. For information about determinands of possible health significance but which do not have a MAY, refer to the
datasheets in the Guidelines.

Radicactive constituents MAV Unit
total alpha activity 0.10 Ba/L excluding radon
total beta activity 0.50 Bg/L excluding potassium-40

radon 100 Bg/L




-24-
Appendix 2

Further information relating to groundwater ecosystem health.

The lack of toxicity data for stygobiotic taxa means that, to date, there have been no numeric toxicity
threshold values derived specifically for groundwater ecosystems. Many reasons have been given for
the use of a protective assessment factor for groundwater that is based on data for surface water
species. The first is that stygobiotic organisms have a prolonged period of exposure to toxicants relative
to surface water species because the processes of toxicant degradation are slower. The stable
environmental conditions, particularly temperature, the absence of light, oligotrophy and low redox
potential in groundwaters result in decreased biotic and photolytic degradation and hence greater
persistence of chemical substances than in surface waters (Yagi et al., 2010). In most surface water
systems (e.g. rivers), the residence time of water (the amount of time that a molecule of water spends
in a particular system) ranges from a few days to a few weeks. However, in groundwater ecosystems
such as aquifers, the residence time may be decades or even centuries (Freeze and Cherry, 1979).
Consequently, where the baseline quality of the riverine surface water may recover after a relatively
short period of time, the recovery in aquifers may require decades, or disturbances may even be
irreversible (EMA, 2018). Additionally, groundwater ecosystems are characterised by lower levels of
complexity (in terms of a lower number of trophic levels) due to the allotrophy and heterotrophy of
these systems. This lower level of complexity also implies that re-colonisation after perturbation may
be relatively slow, and that the restoration of an affected biotic community is correspondingly slow
(Culver and Pipan, 2009). This results in groundwater ecosystems having a low resilience to
perturbations. Groundwater communities are often characterised by a high level of endemism,
longevity, slow growth and low reproduction rates (Gibert et al., 1994). The biological adaptations of
these species contribute to the low resilience and adaptability of their community when reacting to
repeated or chronic pressure due to chemical stressors. Due to the low resilience to perturbations by
groundwater ecosystems, recovery from the toxic effects of toxicants may not be possible within a
realistic timeframe of a few seasons or even decades (Kolar and Finizio, 2017). Consequently, the
permanent loss of endemic groundwater species is a realistic threat (Bulog and Mali Bizjak, 2014)
(EMA, 2018).

To account for the sensitivity of groundwater ecosystems, the European Medicines Agency (EMA, 2018
& Kolar and Finizio, 2017) propose applying a reduction factor of 10 to equivalent surface water
numeric thresholds. The EMA guidelines consider the sensitivity of stygobiotic taxa one order of
magnitude higher than that of surface water species (EMA, 2018). However, some other studies have
highlighted that stygobiotic species are up to 15 times more sensitive than closely related surface
water species under short-term exposures to metals, ionized ammonium and pesticides (Bosnak and
Morgan, 1981; Mdsslacher, 2000; Canivet et al., 2001; Di Lorenzo et al., 2014; Di Marzio et al., 2018).
If, in addition to the higher sensitivity, other unfavourable factors are considered, such as the
prolonged exposure to pollutants (because of the longer life spans), the long residence time of
xenobiotic substances, the low metabolic rates and the high number of narrow endemic species, a
factor equal to 10 may be insufficient (Di Lorenzo et al., 2019).

In light of this, it is a proposed that in absence of specific nitrate toxicity thresholds for groundwater
ecosystems, the very minimum step to take would be to adopt the New Zealand guidelines and
standards derived for surface water species. This has previously been expressed in a New Zealand
context in relation to management of Te Waikoropupi Springs (Fenwick et al. 2018; Hickey et al. 2018;
Young et al. 2017).

The maximum nitrate concentration for protecting freshwater biodiversity and ecological functioning
has undergone successive reviews since the ANZECC & ARMCANZ (2000) guidelines were established.
A revision of the ANZECC toxicity guideline concentration for nitrate was incorporated into National
Objectives Framework (NOF) of the NPS-FM for nitrate concentrations in rivers (MFE, 2014). The NOF
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establishes a national bottom line of 6.9 mg/L and 9.8 mg/L of nitrate nitrogen as annual median and
annual 95th percentile values, respectively. At these concentrations, which are much lower than the
national drinking water guideline of 11.3 mg/L, growth effects are likely for up to 20% of sensitive
species, such as fish, but acute effects should be absent (MFE, 2014). According to the narrative in the
NOF, annual median and annual 95th percentile values of <1 and <1.5 mg/L are required to avoid any
adverse effects on riverine ecosystem health.

The proposed Southland Water and Land Plan does not currently specify nitrogen thresholds in
groundwater with regards to ecosystem health, but Objective 8 requires aquifers that meet the
Drinking Water Standards and any freshwater objectives (established under the Freshwater
Management Unit process) for connected waterbodies to be maintained. Adopting a numeric
threshold framework will allow assessment and reporting against any established objective states.
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Appendix 3
Existing work relating to groundwater ecosystems in Southland.

ESR have had a groundwater microbiological testing programme in Southland for approximately five
years. The aim of this work is primarily to test collection and analysis methods and ultimately develop
a groundwater health index based around microbiological and stygofaunal data. To date this work has
helped develop effective sampling techniques, and demonstrated some of the diversity present in
Southland groundwater. Figure 3 presents a sample of data. For further information on this work
please contact Dr Louise Weaver (ESR). Additional bacterial diversity analysis of bores from the New
Zealand National Groundwater Monitoring Programme is presented in Sirisena (2014), Sirisena et al.
(2014) and Sirisena et al. (2013).

Eukaryota presence Southland Autumn 2018
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Figure 3: Phylum level assessment shows a dominance of microalgae (incl. diatoms)(Orchrophyta),
protozoa (Cilliophora, Cercozoa, Euglenozoa) and fungi (Ascomycota, Basidiomycota).



