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Hi [
Just following up on the draft condition responses- sent through to you yesterday.

Water Quality Australia has just released ANZ freshwater default guidelines for PFOS as of today (please see
attached PFOS technical brief)! Wish this had come out earlier in the week.

These new guidelines are based on the latest ecological toxicity data and therefore should supersede the
PFAS NEMP 3.0 freshwater guideline value for PFOS (noting that for the other PFAS compound PFOA, the
NEMP still stands because ANZ don’t have a PFOA guideline).

The NEMP 99% protection value is 0.00023 ug/L as per Table 8

Table 8 Ecological water quality guideline values

Exposure PFOS PFOA
scenario Guideline value ,*uglL pg/L

Freshwater* 99% species protection - high l 0.00023 )19

conservation value systems *

95% species protection - slightly to 0.13 220
moderately disturbed systems

90% species protection - highly 2 632
disturbed systems

80% species protection - highly 3 1824
disturbed systems

Interim marine® 99% species protection - high 0.00023 19
conservation value systems

95% species protection - slightly to 0.13 220
moderately disturbed systems

90% species protection - highly 2 632
disturbed systems

80% species protection - highly 3 1824
disturbed systems

Data sowrce: Australian and New Zealand Guidelin.
default guigeline values for PFOS and PFOA (AN

2 The interim guidelines do not account for effects which result from the bicaccumuiation and
D\:f’.:gﬁ Hcation of toxicants in air-oreatheng animals or in animals which prey on aquatic

les protection level for PFO

10 the commercially avatlable ultra-trace level
n. Agencies may wish to apply an 'uitra-trace detect’ threshoid i such circumstances
rather than a quantfied measuwrement

he WQG advise that the 99% level of protection be used for signtly to moderately disturbed
systems. This approach is generally adopted for che s that broaccumuiate and biomagndy
in wildiife. Environmental regulators may specify, or environment legisiation may prescride, the
level of species protection required, rather than allowing for case-by-case assessments.

d Freshwater values are to be used on an interim basis until final marine guideline values can be set
using the nationally agreed process under the WQG. The WQG adwvise that in the case of estuaries
the mo: ent of freshwater and marine criteria apply, taking account of any avadable salinity
corn 1. Marine guidetne values developed by CRC CARE are under consideration through the
nationally agreed water quality guidelne development process

The latest ANZ 99% protection value just released as of today is 0.02 ug/L which is significantly higher but is
not protective of bioaccumulation.



Table 2 Default guideline values, PFOS anion in freshwater, very high reliability

Level of species protection (%) _.____-I:‘l_ﬁ_\u' for PFOS anion in freshwater (ug/L) =
99 ( 002 )
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a Default guideline values were derived using the shinyssdtools [V 0.4.0) software, and have been rounded according to the

details provided in Appendix E.
b The DGVs may not adequately protect higher order biota from effects due te bioaccumulation of PFOS. Refer to Section

4.3.2 for further details and guidance.

The ANZ guidelines therefore recommend that the biota screening value of 0.0005 ug/L would therefore be
the level for ensuring protection against bioaccumulation in aquatic species:

While this value of 0.0005 ug/L is not that much different to the NEMP 99% value of 0.00023 ug/L which we
have referred to in the recommended consent conditions, there is much better evidence and science that has
gone in to deriving this value.

| have therefore made some recommended changes to the condition table that- sent through yesterday
(highlighted in yellow) that specifies the ANZ biota screening threshold for PFOS for consideration depending
on the panel’s decision whether to include this guideline or retain the NEMP guideline for PFOS.

Regards
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This email message and any attached files may contain confidential information, and may be subject to
legal professional privilege. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately and
destroy the original message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender and
may not necessarily reflect the views of Waikato Regional Council. Waikato Regional Council makes
reasonable efforts to ensure that its email has been scanned and is free of viruses, however can make no

warranty that this email or any attachments to it are free from viruses.
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