
Change Request # Summary

Relevance to 

Public Health

TRC 

Recommendation

NEHA 

Recommenda

tion Rationale of TRC Future Action per TRC

4.2.2.2.2-0001

Revises definition 

for paint as 

indoor VOC vapor 

retarder. Possible YES YES

Pros: Gives designers a clear requirement 

on what type of paints or coating to use in 

aquatic environments; Reduces VOC’s in 

aquatic environments; Follows 

requirements of other building codes. 

Cons: There were none.

Update standards and 

testing as new standards 

and testing are approved.

4.2.2.3.3.1-0001

Revises language 

around air 

handling system 

codes. Possible NO NO

The TRC feels that this change request 

brings up an interesting point and years 

should be put on all references to other 

codes throughout the MAHC. 

Additionally, the TRC is of the opinoin that 

the current section 1.1.5 (see below) does 

what the author is asking for with this CR. 

The author agreed with the TRC champion 

on this point.

The latest years should be 

placed on all 

standards/codes/laws 

listed in section 3.3 

Codes, Standards, Laws 

Referenced in the MAHC 

Code so that AHJs using 

the code know what years 

documents are being 

referenced.

4.2.2.4.5-0001

Adds latching to 

door reference. Possible YES YES

The TRC agreed with the submitters intent 

to clarify the code section language to 

ensure a perimeter door will self-close 

and self-latch. In the TRC conversation, it 

was decided to recommend adding “self” 

in order to further clarify the submitter’s 

intent. Recommend a "yes" vote

4.5.1.1-0001

Revises language 

for aquatic venue 

shape. Possible YES YES

Pros: Provides clarity to the code 

language and emphasizes the importance 

of the aquatic venue shape’s role in 

promoting safety and impacts on the 

ability of lifeguard staff to supervise 

bathers. Cons: Still includes the word 

“effective” which several members felt 

was a subjective term.
Recommend a "yes" vote

4.5.3.2-0001

Further defines 

swimouts. Possible YES YES

Without a definition of swimout they 

should not be used as an acceptable 

means of ingress/egress for Aquatic 

Venues. Recommend a "yes" vote

4.5.4-0001

Standardizes stair 

requirements. Possible YES YES

Pros: Seeks uniformity of all stairway 

treads to have a minimum 12” tread 

depth. The unique stair treads figure is 

confusing. Cons: IPRM&S felt that there 

isn’t a preponderance of evidence 

demonstrating this is an issue. They noted 

that this has some design impacts
Recommend a "yes" vote

4.5.4.2-0001

Standardizes stair 

requirements. Possible YES YES

Pros: Makes it clearer on what the 

requirement is intending. Will improve 

steps and bench and ledge edges visibility 

to help reduce trips and falls. This section 

adding the word continuous should also 

apply to benches and ledges. 4.5.16.2 and 

4.5.17.5



4.5.4.6-0001

Standardizes stair 

requirements. Possible NO NO

Pros: The TRC understands the intent of 

the CR to prevent injury and address 

mobility concerns. Cons: The existing 

Code language is based on current 

industry standards in many states and 

jurisdictions and is also consistent with 

the vertical distance between ladder 

rungs and recessed steps.

4.5.12.4-0001

Clarifies language 

for 

projections/obstr

uctions. Possible YES

YES- as 

modified

The proposed language, as modified, is 

similar to that allowed by current ANSI 

standards. The long list of current 

exceptions is not a complete list and, as 

such, is better suited for the annex as 

guidance for designers, operators, and 

local AHJs.  Further, the allowance of 

stairs, grab rails, wing walls, waterslides, 

etc. within other sections of the code 

imply their acceptance. The main con is 

that the proposed language is still 

subjective in the opinion of others.

TRC unanimously 

recommends approval of 

the modified CR with 

updates to the annex 

section and Figure 

4.12.5.4.

4.5.16.3-0001

Improves 

underwater 

bench definition. Possible NO NO

Pro: The CR has the potential to reduce 

drowning of non-swimmers. Con: While 

the additional documentation provides 

suggestion of a linkage between deep 

water and drowning, specific data from 

those studies, as well as specific data 

linking drowning to underwater benches 

is lacking.

Provide data and studies 

directly linking 

underwater benches to 

incidents which would 

benefit from tighter 

regulations.

4.5.16.5-0001

Limits 

hydrotherapy jets 

to spas and 

therapy pools. Possible NO NO

Pros: May improve safety for small 

children; Will improve visibility for if there 

is no air induction; Cons; Not consistent 

with the experiences of members on TSC / 

TRC committees and a restriction on 

widely accepted current practices could 

have a significant liability impact on 

existing facilities. 

More study and thought 

on how to improve the CR 

for next cycle possibly 

restricting air introduction 

into jets, and/or limiting 

the exit velocities at the 

nozzles/orifices. Need a 

definition of 

hydrotherapy jets.



4.5.17.4-0001

Clarifies 

definition of 

underwater 

ledges. Possible NO NO

Pros: Treats structural ledges the same 

way that toe ledges are in the code; Cons: 

Structural ledges are required for 

structural support in the design of the 

pool. The TRC requested more 

information from the TSC on wall 

manufacturing: Reach out to 

manufacturer referenced by the TSC to 

see if there is a way to avoid the issue 

structurally. If no, then the TRC’s 

consensus was to recommend a no vote.  

If the ledge is not required structurally in 

shallower areas, then the TRC would be in 

favor of the change. Formal CR evaluation 

to be completed and submitted after the 

close of the public comment period the 

end of May so that any additional 

member comments can be incorporated. 

Reached out to manufacturer referenced 

by the TSC to see if there is a way to avoid 

the issue structurally. The manufacturer 

did not respond to emails sent on 

5/26/17, 6/9/17, or 6/27/17.

Provide supporting 

information that 

manufacturers will be 

able to accomplish 

structural integrity 

without a ledge.

4.5.18-0001

Eliminates 

allowance for 

underwater 

shelves. Likely NO NO

Pros: Potential to reduce accidental 

drowning incidents; Cons:While the 

additional documentation provides 

suggestion of a linkage between deep 

water and drowning, specific data from 

those studies, as well as specific data 

linking drowning to underwater shelves is 

lacking.

The TRC recommends a 

CR be submitted to 

reinstate the glossary 

definition of “underwater 

shelf” and perhaps 

incorporate or include a 

separate definition for a 

“modified swimout.” 

Consider if there is data to 

support prohibition or 

limited specific use of 

underwater shelves, 

perhaps based on 

purpose and pool type: 

For example, would an 

underwater shelf that 

comprises a separate area 

and does not protrude 

into the body of the pool 

(such as a modified 

swimout) at a competition 

pool pose the same 

drowning hazard as an 

underwater shelf used for 

lounging in very shallow 

water? Would different 

requirements be needed 

if the pool was guarded or 

unguarded?



4.5.19.1.6.2-0001

Adds 

requirement for 

rope designation 

between pool 

areas. Possible NO NO

Pros: Could, in certain applications be 

beneficial for marking depth Change and 

different areas of a given pool so that 

bathers do not wander into deeper water 

without some sort of 

barrier/deterrent/marking. Cons: This CR 

would potentially result in too many 

Rope/Floats and Bottom Markings, and 

would both clutter some pools, as well as, 

add a bit confusion for some Bathers as 

they try to decipher what all of the 

markers mean exactly; This CR does not 

take into consideration the type of 

pool/pool use and could cause issues in 

certain instances (lazy rivers, action rivers, 

etc.); Undefined term and unenforceable.

none

4.5.19.2.4-0001

Clarifies depth 

marker units. Possible NO NO

Pros: Will benefit bathers who are 

unfamiliar with imperial measurements. 

Cost impact would be low, and metric 

depth marker tiles are readily available. 

Many facilities already use both metric 

and imperial depth markers. Cons: Use of 

both imperial and metric depth markings 

could create confusion. none

4.6.1.6.1-0001

Clarifies lighting 

requirements. Possible NO NO

Pros: Perceived intent to improve bather 

safety for night swimming. Cons: Seeks to 

apply night swimming lighting level 

requirements to both outdoor and indoor 

pools. Doubles the minimum lighting level 

requirement without substantiation. 

Flag for evaluation for the 

next cycle to perhaps 

better structure the 

section.  The lighting 

section is a bit confusing 

and could be better 

structured or worded.  

Currently, the MAHC is 

noting an “exception” for 

something that is not a 

requirement.  

4.7.1.6.2.1.4-0001

Adds annex 

section on SCRS 

devices. Possible YES YES

TRC feels that mentioning the two types 

of SVRS systems in the Annex is ok and 

that it would be useful to help meet other 

requirements in the code. Listing them 

separately though is not necessary and 

they should be part of one section (see 

above).

4.7.3.-0001

Adds allowance 

for new filtration 

technology. Possible NO NO

The TRC liked the concept, but the 

referenced sections of the DIN code had 

the potential impact of leaving vital parts 

that could impact public health out.

Look at whole DIN code 

for inclusion. Federal EPA 

regulations requiring a 

minimum 1 ppm residual 

would need to be 

revisited.  And 

manufacturers who 

currently void warranties 

with lower pHs should do 

additional testing to 

determine if pH levels 

down to 6.8 are 

acceptable.



4.7.3.2.1.3-0001

Protocols to 

mitigate chlorine 

gas exposure. Likely YES YES

Pros: Change should help prevent chlorine 

gas incidents Cons: Increased costs in 

equipment (alarm system) and time (extra 

steps and responsibilities for operator)
none

4.7.3.2.1.3-0002

Eliminates 

loopholes for 

chemical feeder 

requirements. Likely NO NO

Pros: The CR was meant to help prevent 

chlorine gas incidents; Cons: Existing 

provisions in the MAHC (i.e. NSF 

certification of controllers) make this 

change unnecessary. none

4.7.3.2.2.2-0003

Eliminates free 

available chlorine 

dosing 

requirement. Possible YES YES

Pros: This CR is performance based. The 

chlorination system can be approved as 

long as it is capable of complying with 

MAHC 5.7.3.1.1.2 (5.7.3.1.1.2 specifies 

minimum FAC concentrations of 1,2 or 3 

ppm based on the Aquatic Venue type.) 

This CR eliminates severe economic 

discrimination between alternative 

sanitation methodologies. Cons: Chlorine 

dosing under this CR may not be 

appropriate for rare events that overload 

the ability of the chlorinator to function 

appropriately.
none

4.7.3.2.2.3-0002

Eliminates free 

available chlorine 

dosing 

requirement. Possible YES

YES - as 

modified

4.7.3.2.2.2-0003 was accepted so this CR 

needs to also be accepted. The text needs 

to be deleted for consistency purposes. 

The text is "The rates above are suggested 

minimums and in all cases the engineer 

shall validate the feed and production 

equipment specified." none

4.7.3.3.1.2-0001

Provides 

alternatives to 

secondary 

disinfection for 

small pools. Possible NO NO

Pros: This would be an alternative to have 

secondary disinfection on small bodies of 

water with cost savings. Cons: Secondary 

disinfection is constant contaminate 

removal. Waiting to end of day for 

contaminate removal could expose 

patron to higher contaminates levels 

throughout the day.
none

4.7.3.3.2-0001

Change 

secondary 

disinfection 

requirements. Possible YES

YES- as 

modified

Pros: Cost savings and flexibility for 

selecting equipment. Cons: Many pools 

are all kinds of shapes and varying depths 

along with varying return that make this a 

concern. In a prefect scenario the table 

makes sense. This change lack a safety 

factor that is provided by a 3-log 

reduction. none

4.7.3.3.2-0002

Clarifies full flow 

treatment. Possible YES

YES- as 

modified

Benefits: The changes would allow for 

flexibility in how the requirement for 

secondary disinfection with a 3-log 

reduction of Crypto oocyts per pass 

through the system is met by allowing for 

use of a combined system none

4.7.3.3.3.3-0001

Require UV 

secondary 

treatment for 

splash/spray 

areas. Likely YES

YES- as 

modified

Pros: Increased protection for interactive 

water play aquatic venue patrons. And 

you only operate the UV system when the 

venue is being used which translates into 

energy savings. Cons: Increased cost



4.7.3.3.3.4-0001

Require 

shutdown if UVT 

is less than 

minimum 

transmissivity. Likely YES

YES- as 

modified

Benefit: Provides an additional measure 

of protection by requiring that the 

alarm/interlock setpoint be adjusted if 

necessary to account for any 

disproportionate relationship between 

actual dose and measured intensity due 

to non-optimal sensor placement, which 

will better ensure that the UV system will 

shut down of there is insufficient dose 

due to a decrease in UVT. Deficit: Does 

not address the need to consider 

validation of UV systems for spray 

features for a UVT that is more reflective 

of real-world conditions, so that systems 

are not inadvertently operated outside 

their validated range.

Additional research into 

real world UVT levels, 

especially for interactive 

water play venues and 

consideration of future 

changes to the MAHC to 

require UV units for those 

aquatic venue types to be 

validated for a UVT lower 

than the current 94%.

4.7.3.3.5-0001

Secondary 

treatment 

filtration options. Possible NO NO

Pros: Use of credit toward secondary 

disinfection from filtration would allow 

for more treatment options. Cons: Unlike 

UV or ozone, which are the currently 

approved means for secondary 

disinfection in the MAHC, there is no 

validation process or challenge testing for 

filters to certify that a unit would meet 

provide a specific log reduction for 

Crypto. The options in the filtration credit 

and references cited provide a scientific 

basis for use of filtration as a means 

toward achieving the intended outcome 

of secondary disinfection, and suggest 

that development of a validation protocol 

for filters is warranted.

Encourage NSF or other 

third-party to work 

toward development of a 

validation protocol for log-

reduction of Crypto in 

filtration systems for 

performance in meeting 

the intended outcome 

under specific conditions. 

Challenge 

testing/validation 

protocols should address 

the potential for 

reintroduction of viable 

oocysts into the 

recirculation system 

following filter 

backwashing, as unlike 

single-pass drinking water 

systems, recreational 

water is recirculated. 

Additional research and 

consideration is also 

needed to determine 

whether “reduction” vs. 

“inactivation” of oocysts 

is of consequence with 

respect to the intended 

outcome of secondary 

disinfection, since oocysts 

would be captured 

through filtration but 

4.7.4.1.1-0001 on filtration. Possible YES YES Pros: Provides clarification Cons: None. none



4.8.1.6.7-0001

Limits wing wall 

use. Possible NO NO

Pros: Not having a shallow area directly 

adjacent to a deep area can potentially 

eliminate some hazards. Cons: The CR as 

written, if not banning wing walls entirely, 

is highly restrictive. A wing wall could not 

be located at any location where the 

water is 3’ deep or less or 5’ deep or 

more, on one side. This would mean that 

a wing wall can only be located at a water 

depth of 4 feet and the water depth 

cannot really change on either side. Not 

allowing wing walls to separate deep and 

shallow areas can create difficulties in 

design where there are space concerns 

and budget concerns. The wing walls 

allow for multiple depths in a smaller 

space.

Consider alternative 

language to allow 

wingwalls in these areas 

but only under certain 

conditions (i.e. lifeguard 

staffing and monitoring, 

barriers to limit 

access/crossing, elevation 

of wingwall deck above 

water’s surface).

4.8.2.2.4-0002

Stair requirement 

for 3m diving 

stands. Possible NO NO

Pros: The TSC thought that providing 

better diving board railings and providing 

stairway access for 1 m and higher diving 

boards used recreationally would 

contribute to safety for the swimmers 

who use these boards; Could potentially 

lower the number of accidents/injuries 

related to diving. Cons: It was thought 

that a stairway would be a moderate - 

high cost increase over the typical near-

vertical ladder and that additional space, 

if any, for a stairway could be provided 

during the design phase of a new project.  

The TSC was not aware of any more than 

one manufacturer who actually listed a 

stairway in their products catalog. (The 

supporting documentation shows two 

pictures, but no manufacturers.) Since 

many jurisdictions prohibit single source 

bidding, having only one source could 

prevent jurisdictions from specifying 

stairways.With limited options available 

from the 3 major diving board 

manufacturers, this could lead to a VGBA-

like or ADA-like problem with limited or 

no product availability when the 

regulation was passed. Could have a 

negative impact on the future of diving 

and diving facilities, and could result in 

fewer diving opportunities. Ladders act as 

a deterrent to many younger children 

who are, or may be, weak/non-swimmers. 

This CR strongly 

advocates for safer access 

for recreational diving 

boards and should be 

included in the ANNEX in 

some form until further 

research/manufacturer/C

PSC involvement can 

happen. This should be 

revisited in the future.

4.8.4-0001

Stair requirement 

for pool slide. Possible NO NO

Pros: would improve access safety for 

younger patrons that are the target 

population for these pool slides; and 

works to delineate differences between 

waterslides and pool slides that would 

appear to align with the original intent of 

the MAHC strawman. Cons: modest 

increase in construction cost to meet the 

access requirements to the pool slides; 

and would not be consistent with the 

CPSC’s published standards.

Recommend referencing 

ASTM F2376 for 

classification, design, 

manufacture, 

construction, and 

operation of waterslide 

systems. Reach out to 

manufacturers for input 

and expertise. Look to 

align new requirements 

with CPSC.

4.8.5.3.2-0002

Clarifies lifeguard 

chair 

requirements. Possible NO NO

Pros: Looks to ensure guard visibility and 

stature. Cons: Adds a subjective and 

prescriptive seat height. none



4.8.6.3.7-0002

Additional 

latching 

requirements. Possible YES YES

Pros: Requiring a minimum latch height of 

4.5 feet at guarded aquatic venues in 

addition to unguarded will help prevent 

unauthorized entry by children during 

times outside the hours of operation. 

Cons: Latch heights of greater than 4.5 

feet may be in violation of ADA 

requirements; however, anthropometric 

data, which indicates that a 54-inch latch 

height would put the latch just out of the 

reach of a 5-year-old of average height, 

supports use of the greatest latch height 

that would not exceed the ADA maximum 

in the MAHC. none

4.12.5.2.2-0002

Adapts lazy river 

lifeguarding 

operations. Possible YES YES

Pros; a place for someone to hold on to if 

they fall from a tube or gets into trouble 

until a lifeguard can reach them. Cons; 

could be a safety hazard if people hang on 

and cause a backup. none

5.7.1.1.1.1-0001

Protocols to 

mitigate chlorine 

gas exposure. Likely YES YES

Pros: Operationally it clarifies that the 

recirculation system flow rate cannot be 

reduced during hours of posted operation 

under any circumstances (e.g. low/no 

bathers, thunderstorms, etc.). Cons: The 

supporting evidence for this CR does not 

directly relate to the proposed change, 

because the systems that were cited had 

to do with systems that were off and the 

interlock failed and then the recirculation 

systems were turned back on.

none

5.7.1.1.1.1.3-0001

Protocols to 

mitigate chlorine 

gas exposure. Likely NO NO

Pros: The built-up chemical release is a 

concern – this would address that to 

some degree. There is growing concern 

over reducing recirculation rates with 

VFD’s or throttling valves to save energy 

costs and this would help to insure a 

dangerous condition is not created in 

doing so. Cons: Hard for certain staff to do 

what is being proposed here. This is 

covered in section 6.4.1.3.1 and would be 

needlessly redundant. This would create 

additional responsibilities for Lifeguards 

that are beyond the scope of current 

training requirements.

none

5.7.2.2.4.1.1-0001

mitigate chlorine 

gas exposure. Likely YES

YES- as 

modified

Pros: Change should help prevent chlorine 

gas incidents Cons: None none

5.7.3.1.3-0001

Add 

requirements for 

stabilizer 

certification. Possible YES

YES- as 

modified

Pros: Chemical safety evaluations verify 

the recreational water treatment 

products do not impart undesirable levels 

of either chemical constituents or 

contaminants to the water. none



5.7.3.1.3.2-0001

Lower CA 

stabilizer limit. Likely ABSTAIN YES

Pros: Some TRC members felt that a lower 

maximum allowable CYA level was 

supported by existing data and that this 

change would have a positive public 

health impact. Cons: Other TRC members 

felt that the additional support from 

scientific literature was needed and that 

this CR should be reconsidered in a future 

change request cycle after the r cyanuric 

acid ad hoc committee’s 

recommendations are finalized.

TRC members supported 

the plan of the CYA ad hoc 

committee to publish 

their work in a peer-

reviewed journal.

5.7.3.1.5.1-0001

Add requirement 

for pool grade 

salt. Possible YES

YES- as 

modified

Pros: Chemical safety evaluations verify 

the recreational water treatment 

products do not impart undesirable levels 

of either chemical constituents or 

contaminants to the water. none

5.7.3.2.2-0001

Addition for 

ozone generator 

feedback. Possible NO NO

There are no requirements for oxygen 

feedstock in NSF 50, so we do not 

understand how this addition is 

appropriate. NSF 50 states that “the 

required quality and feed gas flow rate is 

determined by the manufacturer". none

5.7.3.2.2.6-0001

Compressed 

oxygen NSF 50 Possible NO NO

Cons: No requirements exist for oxygen 

feedstock in NSF 50 so the addition is 

inappropriate. none

5.7.3.3.2-0001

Add NSF/ANSI 

certification 

requirement. Possible YES

YES- as 

modified

Pros: The TRC agreed that chemical safety 

evaluations verify recreational water 

treatment products do not impart 

undesirable levels of either chemical 

constituents or contaminants to the water none

5.7.3.4.1-0001 pH to 6.8. Possible NO NO

5.7.3.4.2-0001

Add NSF/ANSI 

certification 

requirement. Possible YES YES

Pros: Provides operators and regulators a 

means to determine if chemicals are 

appropriate for use in aquatic venues. 

Evaluations under a standard verify that 

chemicals do not impart undesirable 

levels of either chemical constituents or 

contaminants to the water. Cons: 

Certification, listing and labeling of 

chemicals to NSF will increase the cost of 

pool chemicals. Requiring certifications of 

chemicals may limit competition and 

product choices.
none



5.7.3.7.8-0001

Require 

continuous 

monitoring of 

UVT. Possible YES Yes

Pros: As modified, the CR will better 

qualify whether the parameter listed is 

being monitoring or calibrated, and the 

change of frequency of calibration of UVT 

and intensity to “per manufacturer’s 

requirements” will eliminate the conflict 

with MAHC 5.7.3.2.1.4. The removal of 

the originally proposed requirement for 

UVT monitoring is defensible from both a 

cost standpoint and the fact that it is 

unnecessary for units validated through 

the process typically used for UV systems 

designed for recreational water. Cons: 

None.

none

5.7.5.1-0001

Notation of FAC 

or ORP/HRR prior 

to opening each 

day. Possible NO NO

Pros: None. Cons: No supporting 

documentation, such as a range of 

acceptable ORP/HRR readings that is 

science-based. none

5.8.5.3.1-0001

Addresses 

lifeguard UV 

exposure. Possible YES YES

Pros: Provides clarification and addresses 

protection of roving lifeguards. Cons: 

None. none

5.8.5.3.2-0001

Provides 

guidance on 

spinal injury 

board 

construction. Possible YES YES

Pros: Provides guidance as to how many 

boards Operators will need to manage 

emergency response effectively. Helps to 

ensure that care of Bathers in need of 

spinal or passive victim response is not 

delayed waiting for a board. Makes 

facilitation of the Facility’s EAP more 

efficient. Cons: Slight financial cost to 

operators who may need to purchase 

additional equipment.

TRC/TSCs recommends 

that the use of the term 

"spinal board" in 5.8.5.3.2 

(and throughout the Code 

and Annex) be changed to 

"backboard" since this 

piece of equipment has 

multiple uses in the event 

of an emergency 

situation.

5.8.5.3.9-0002

Ensure provision 

of needed 

lifeguard 

equipment. Possible YES YES

Pros:  Places resuscitation equipment on 

the person of the lifeguard for faster 

deployment and use.  Brings an accepted 

industry practice into the MAHC.   Cons:  

None. none

5.12.2.1-0001

Ensure easy 

access to 

lifejackets. Likely YES YES

PROS: All patrons will be able to use life 

jackets as they see fit throughout the day 

without needing to request them each 

time to go into an attraction meeting 

swimmer protection standards. 

CONS: Possible that younger patron(s) will 

grab the wrong life jacket size unless 

someone is there to fit them or assist.

There was discussion 

about giving 

consideration to including 

how many life jackets 

should be available on 

hand. Additionally, 

thought should be given 

to implementing a means 

by which proper sizing 

can be accomplished.

6.0.1-0001

Protocols to 

mitigate chlorine 

gas exposure. Likely YES YES

Pros: Offers clarification to the job titles 

that should receive required training on 

the handling of hazardous chemicals.  

Cons:  None.



6.0.1.6.1-0001

Protocols to 

mitigate chlorine 

gas exposure. Likely NO NO

Pros: Would be beneficial to provide 

additional training to lifeguards and 

management. Would put management of 

water quality in the hands of those 

trained per 6.0.1 – meaning, only those 

that were trained on handling chemicals 

would be managing the water quality. 

Cons: Could be burdensome to some 

operations.  The existing language 

adequately addresses the items found in 

the CR, and there was no benefit to the 

redundancy.  This training, as described in 

the CR, is not readily available as part of a 

standard course and would require 

additional cost/time to complete.

Adding language to the 

Annex that explains the 

training options available 

and where to get the 

training would be 

valuable. The submitter 

did include the following 

as a starting point: 

“Special attention should 

be given to recognition of 

symptoms of acute 

exposure to chlorine gas 

per Material Safety Data 

Sheet [cough; throat 

irritation; choking; eye 

irritation with watering, 

pain, or redness; 

shortness of breath, skin 

irritation, vomiting, 

delirium], ozone if used at 

facility as a secondary 

disinfectant [throat 

irritation; nasal dryness or 

irritation; shortness of 

breath; cough; eye 

irritation; nausea; 

headache; drowsiness; 

chest pain], or any other 

chemicals used for 

disinfection.”

6.2.1.2.6.3-0001

Ensure lifeguard 

instructors 

maintain high 

training quality. Possible NO NO

Pros: None. Cons: Not enforceable, there 

are ADA concerns, no supporting data.
none

6.2.1.2.6.4-0001

Ensure lifeguard 

instructors 

maintain high 

training quality. Possible NO NO

Pros: helps ensure that lifeguard 

instructors understand the skills they are 

teaching.  Cons:  (per TSC) not technically 

defensible or achievable and (TRC) may 

possibly violate federal law (ADA).

6.2.1.3.3-0001 instructor is Possible YES YES Provides clarity to the code language. none



6.3.1.2.5-0001

Protocols to 

mitigate chlorine 

gas exposure. Likely NO NO

Pros: The wording addition refers the 

reader to the specific code for immediate 

closure. Helps the reader to find the 

information needed.  Adding language to 

the Annex that explains the rational will 

be beneficial.   Cons: By referring to 

section 6.6.3.1 the CR proposed language 

might actually limit the reasons for 

closure to only the items listed in 6.6.3.1 

resulting in a less broad definition 

contrary to the CR’s intent. The changes 

proposed are believed to already be 

sufficiently addressed in the existing Code 

language.  In addition, a responsible 

supervisor is defined in the MAHC as “an 

individual on-site that is responsible for 

water treatment operations when a 

“qualified operator” is not on-site at an 

aquatic facility.” There are items in 6.6.3.1 

which are not related to water quality 

(e.g. supervision/ staffing); therefore 

referencing 6.6.3.1 would require that 

responsible supervisors know when 

closure is warranted in situations outside 

of the scope of their 

duties/responsibilities.

dding language to the 

Annex that explains the 

rational will be beneficial. 

The submitter did include 

the following as a starting 

point: “The RESPONSIBLE 

SUPERVISOR should know 

how and when to contact 

the contracted off-site 

QUALIFIED 

OPERATOR, Including 

every time that there has 

been a suspected 

compromise to the 

recirculation and 

disinfection system for 

which the RESPONSIBLE 

SUPERVISOR does not 

immediately understand 

the cause and any 

mechanical malfunctions 

or personnel errors that 

have led to suspected 

chemical exposure of 

patrons and/or staff.”

6.3.2-0001

Clarifies needed 

number of 

lifeguards. Possible YES YES

Pros: The CR will clarify the language used 

regarding Lifeguard staffing and 

eliminates the potential for 

misinterpreting that only 1 lifeguard is 

required. Cons: None none

6.3.2.1-0001

Facility attributes 

requiring 

qualified 

lifeguards. Possible YES YES

Pro: adds another level of specificity as to 

when a lifeguard should be required. Con: 

Added cost to facility to provide a 

lifeguard if they may have otherwise not 

been required under 6.3.2.1. TRC 

suggested revision to the CR to remove 

aquatic facility as being the envelope 

where alcohol sales would require a 

lifeguard. Author agreed to remove 

“Aquatic Facility or” from paragraph #9 

and the TRC unanimously recommended 

approval.  CR was updated on CMAHC 

website to reflect agreed change.

t is recommended that 

annex language is added 

to clarify “venue 

enclosure” to help clarify 

the intent of this 

proposed language.

6.3.2.1-0002

Facility attributes 

requiring 

qualified 

lifeguards. Possible NO NO

Pros: Could lead to the presence of 

Lifeguards at more Aquatic Facilities. 

Cons: If anything this weakens/clouds the 

Code requirement of always having a 

Qualified Operator or Responsible 

Supervisor readily available or on-site. It 

also indirectly asks the Lifeguards to do 

tasks that should fall under the duties of 

the QO/RS.  Could impact operations and 

budgets of many smaller facilities.
none



6.3.4.4.1-0001

Clarifies needed 

number of 

lifeguards. Possible YES YES

Pros: The CR will provide clarity needed to 

communicate the intent of the original 

language. The CR will reinforce that a 

qualified lifeguard cannot fulfill lifeguard 

supervisor duties while on scanning duty 

at facilities requiring 3 or more Lifeguards 

with scanning responsibilities. 

Cons: Smaller facilities may feel a financial 

impact if they must adjust their staffing to 

comply with the Code. More Lifeguards 

may need to be hired/trained to satisfy 

the requirements.

Wordsmithing may also 

be needed in the Annex 

to help provide clarity 

there as well.

6.4.1.4.3-0001

Protocols to 

mitigate chlorine 

gas exposure. Likely YES YES

Pros: Should help public health 

authorities work with chemical exposure 

incidents Cons: None none

6.4.1.6-0001

Protocols to 

mitigate chlorine 

gas exposure. Likely YES

YES- as 

modified

Pros: Change should help prevent chlorine 

gas incidents Cons: Slight increase in cost 

due to increased time to perform test
none

6.5.3.2.1-0001

Alter 

crypto/diarrhea 

hyperchlorination 

protocol. Possible YES YES

Using chlorine concentrations other than 

those listed (multiplying to get the CT 

using other concentrations) assumes a 

linear response for inactivation but the 

data do not support linearity so only the 

listed concentrations are warranted. This 

error resulted from an editing issue since 

the non-stabilizer wording has this 

wording (where it is warranted) but the 

wording was inadvertently left in when 

creating the wording for the stabilizer 

category. none

 

Protocols to 

mitigate chlorine 

gas exposure. Likely NO NO

Pros: Provides additional language 

intended to address a specific issue that 

could result in injury/illness. Cons: The 

existing language adequately addresses 

the items found in the CR, and there was 

no benefit to the redundancy.
none






