
 

 

p. 25 Primary Author: Takara.  I really don’t like the logic behind this section. I find it a bit disorganized.  

In no particular order, here are some items: 

 There are several Cryptosporidium species of concern besides parvum, and at least hominis 

should be acknowledged.  

 In the U.S we don’t examine source waters as much as drinking water, for obvious and 

completely understandable reasons.  

 Monitoring source to tap would be enormously expensive and probably unwarranted. Concerns 

about fluctuations in source water turbidity are probably pointless.  

 They mention measures for turbidity, nitrates, coliforms and crypto. There are a lot of other 

methods, and the “Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and Wastewater” has all 

this and much more. They are standard methods. Of these, measuring turbidity is the easiest. 

Nitrate and coliforms are uncomplicated. Crypto is complex.  

 Turbidity can be as high as 5 in slow sand filtration systems, but should be a whole lot less in 

most purification systems. For instance, the Crypto outbreak in Milwaukee came about with a 

turbidity of 1.7.  

 Turbidity is associated with parasitic infections, but has no correlation with bacterial pathogens. 

Here we depend on the coliform test, which is given a skimpy treatment here. For example, the 

report conflates E. coli with the much larger coliform group. We’ve got a hundred years of 

coliform experience; it is not difficult to access it.  

 

 

p.32 Primary Author: Shapiro 

Good as far as it goes. Nice and short. The report’s comments about 95th percentile calculations are 

correct. It should be mentioned that the use of fecal streptococci is replacing E. coli for monitoring ( a 

European idea). Here the percentile calculations are also relevant. 

 

p. 35 Primary Author: Shapiro 

Oddly, Sandra McLellan’s name never comes up in this part.  

This section is short on specifics.  


