QWD and LGAQ Response to draft QPWC (17/7/07)
The following feedback on the draft Queensland Plumbing and Wastewater Code (QPWC) is provided on behalf of the local government water industry by the Queensland Water Directorate (qldwater) and the Local Government Association of Queensland (LGAQ).
Information on the draft QPWC was sent to all local government water industry contacts and has been raised and discussed at numerous forums including qldwater’s Technical Reference Group, IPWEAQ conferences and workshops with water industry workers over the period of two months. The feedback provided here summarises the generic comments raised and is intended to complement any specific feedback provided directly by individual Councils. 

In general the draft Code is a vast improvement in terms of clarity and ease of use compared with past versions. The following comments are primarily for the purpose of further clarification.
Specifc Comments
1. Typo

Spelling mistake in Part 2- Greywater Use Facilities, Acceptable Solution A2(b): delete ‘be’

2. Above ground irrigation of grey water

Table T1 -Lawn and garden spay irrigation is included in the second category of end uses. A number of comments have suggested that above ground irrigation of gardens and lawns is an end use with a high level for potential human contact. In fact contact with the possibility of ingestion (particularly for children) could be more likely in this circumstance than in some of those listed in the higher category in Table T1 (e.g. vehicle washing and path and wall washdown).  
Moreover, it was agreed at the last meeting of the Consultative Group that above ground irrigation of greywater would be classed as an end use with high potential for human contact.

3. Above ground irrigation of grey water - implementation
Notwithstanding the perennial argument around above ground irrigation of greywater (see point 2 above), it is not clear how the effect of this part of the Code is to be implemented and managed by the regulator or Councils. 
Under the definitions, a greywater use facility is equivalent to a greywater diversion device (which includes a greywater application area). Acceptable solutions under Part 2 of the draft Code specify that a greywater use facility either meets AS/NZS Standards or complies with the performance criteria listed in Table T1. This in effect means that a use facility that has a treatment plant is subject to the national standards whereas the diversion device and its associated application area must meet the requirements in Table T1.

The required values for Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) and Total Suspended Solids (TSS) in Table T1 are quite restrictive. At the levels of high and medium human contact, the requirements for BOD (10 -20 mg/L) and TSS (10-30 mg/L) are less than the average value for untreated greywater. For example the values for BOD in greywater from a range of Brisbane and international studies is 35 to around 300 while TSS ranges from 20 to around 300
. This implies that some form of treatment is required for the majority of greywater. In fact, some form of treatment would be required because of the TSS requirement, even for end uses with a low level of human contact in Table T1.
The need for treatment for greywater distributed from a diversion device is counter to the initial argument for inclusion of such systems at the last amendment to the Plumbing and Drainage Act. Treatment would also preclude manual bucketing which is included as an example in Table T1 under the low contact uses (though its inclusion is confusing given that Table T1 currently applies only to greywater use facilities).

Even assuming that some greywater will be clean and will meet some or all of the required values for the parameters listed in Table T1, the question remains as to how this should be assessed or policed. Presumably for the higher contact end uses, other Codes, guidelines or regulations will be in place with respect to water treatment.

However, there is no method for regulating the quality of greywater that will be diverted using a diversion device. Its quality will vary markedly from day to day and even from minute to minute (e.g. different wash cycles of a washing machine, different uses of a bathroom). It would be difficult or impossible for a regulator or local government to assess a diversion device with respect whether greywater it diverted to a greywater application area would achieve the targets specified in Table T1. 
This would not be a problem if it is the user who is responsible for managing the effluent quality and concomitant risks. However, is it not likely that the regulator and local government will also share potential liability for negative outcomes arising from risks associated with any accidental exposure to irrigated greywater from a diversion device? If so, the Code provides a very difficult task for State and Local government to manage greywater diversion devices with respect to risks from substandard water quality.
3. Typo
The column headings in Table T5 are not complete.

4. Typo

Table T6 title should read “Setback distances for irrigation from a greywater diversion device”
5. Typo

Table T8 size units should have ‘2’ as superscript

6. Typo?

The concentration of various parameters described in Appendix 1 are given as less than or equal to a given value. In Table T1, the similar descriptions are specified as less than a given value. Are these descriptions meant to be equivalent such that Appendix 1 provides additional information to the summary in Table T1 or are they merely similar?
7. Query

In Table T1, why is the Total Suspended Solids value for end uses with low level of human contact more stringent than that for medium level of human contact. That is, the progression is <10 then < 30 then < 20 for high, medium and low contact respectively.
General Questions and Clarification
1. The Code is well designed to be complement existing legislation, policies and codes and is careful to provide cross references but not to repeat provisions in other documents. This approach provides simplicity for future updates and reduces the chance of inconsistency with other instruments. However, it does not ensure that interpretation is simple for users. A specific example is the prohibition in the PDAct on reuse of grey water from a kitchen. This is not referred to in the Code and nor does it need to be. However, this and other similar situations may lead to confused interpretation by readers. Will a set of guidelines be produced for Councils, plumbers and other professionals seeking to undertake activities that are regulated by the raft of codes, standards and legislation?
2. In a similar vein to the query above, the provisions for a greywater treatment plant includes storage – is there any specific prohibition for storage of greywater when using a diversion device?

� Model Guidelines for Domestic Greywater Reuse for Australia. Urban Water Research Association Research Report No 107 March 1996 and  Domestic Greywater Reuse: Overseas Practice and its Applicability to Australia. Urban Water Research Association Research Report No 73 March 1994.





