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Dana began the meeting and everyone in the room introduced themselves. 
 
Cindy Moore provided and overview of the Toxicity rules revision 

- A commercial lab asked about the deadline to submit comments – we would like them by April 
30, but will accept them through June 

 
Dana began the NC WW/GW LC Rules Revision presentation 

- Gary said that we would welcome any suggestions for better wording of the “up to 4 PTs per 
year” section since this has caused some confusion 

- Gary pointed out that we are trying to be more prescriptive with the rule revision to get away 
from having to use the “pertinent information” rule reference so often 

- A commercial lab asked if the PQL check would be an undigested standard or if it has to go 
through the entire sample preparation procedure 

o He stated that NELAC requires an LOQ standard that goes through the sample prep 
procedure, but this does not have to be analyzed daily. He was not sure of the 
frequency. 

o This is not clear in the proposed rules and should be clarified 
- A commercial lab asked if the 2nd source standard and PQL are required every 10 samples 

o No, this is only required for the CCV and CCB 
o This is laid out poorly on the PowerPoint presentation 

- A field commercial lab asked if the new QC requirements (PQL, CCV, etc) applies to field labs for 
parameters such as pH 

o No, these requirements are for non-field labs 
- A commercial lab suggested adding language to the non-compliant sample section clarifying that 

this is not required if the sample is not for reporting purposes (i.e., process control) 
o Gary pointed out that it would not apply anyway because these samples do not fall 

under the scope of our rules, but it wouldn’t be a bad idea to clarify this 
- A field commercial lab pointed out that South Carolina requires annual training and the 

employees sign a sheet to document that it was completed With regards to our requirement of 
a documented training program) 

- A voluntarily certified Other lab questioned the use of a PT as part of the training requirement. 
They often have students that only work for 1-2 semesters and have high turnover. This would 
cause them to have to perform many PTs. 

o Gary pointed out that it did not have to be a true (newly ordered) PT. They could save 
old PTs for this purpose or the supervisor could make a standard that the value of which 
is unknown to the analyst. 

o A commercial lab representative pointed out that some methods now require this 
- A field commercial lab asked if data would still be required to be maintained for five years 

o Yes 
- A field commercial lab and a commercial lab asked how expiration dates are assigned to 

reagents when the manufacturer does not assign one 
o This is a good question and is not addressed in the rules – maybe we should address it 

- A commercial lab questioned the requirement to notify lab certification about changing 
reporting limits and a field commercial lab extended that to questioning changing major 



equipment (what constitutes major equipment). Would a new DO meter be considered major 
equipment? TRC meter? 

o This is a good question and we struggle with this as well. Look at this requirement and 
decide if it needs to be modified. 

- A commercial lab stated they like the idea of having the option to use 3rd party assessors 
o Another commercial lab indicated some concern with allowing them. He likes our 

program and does not want to see us become a NELAC state. He pointed out that 
Virginia did something like this and it lead to them discontinuing their certification 
program and becoming a NELAC state. 

o A commercial lab suggested that we specify that it is for labs that are certified by other 
agencies and already using 3rd party assessors. He said that it wouldn’t be a good idea 
for a lab that has a problem with our group to be able to avoid us by having 3rd party 
assessments. 

o Diane Reid (DWR) asked the labs what they expect to get for the fees that they pay 
 A field commercial lab said that he expects to help them to ensure they are 

properly performing analyses and properly documenting everything. That we 
work with them to help them do their job properly. He also expects consistency 
between auditors regarding exactly what is expected of him. 

 A commercial lab said that he expects us to staff our office with people that are 
familiar with the parameters rather than just “paper pushers”, someone with 
lab experience. He said that we currently do this and that he likes our program 
and views it as the best one out of the many he has worked with. 

 Another commercial lab said that he just expects to be certified and that we 
operate efficiently. That when he meets our requirements to obtain certification 
for the parameter, he can perform the work. He expects to have access to 
people that can get him certified. 

 A voluntarily certified Other lab says that she expects us to have clear 
requirements that she can provide to her temporary workers to show them why 
they have to do what she is requiring of them. 

o This is a rule that we need to look at very carefully and consider the possible impacts 
 
 
Dana wrapped up the meeting and encouraged participants to submit any comments to us by April 30. 
 
 


