


BACKGROUND

DESCRIPTION OF SURVEY AREA

The study area chosen for this survey is bounded by Messina Avenue to the north, South Villa
Avenue to the south, the railroad easement to the west, and Upper Palermo Road to the east.
The study area is shown in FIGURE ONE on Page 3.

The study area is comprised of 512 parcels with 336 site addresses, indicating that 336 (65.6%)
of the parcels have gone through the development process in some form. Parcels with site ad-
dresses are shown in FIGURE Two on Page 4.

A number of parcels within the study area are served with public water from the South Feather
Water and Power Agency.

A 1987 sanitary of the Palermo area, conducted by Cook Engineering Consultants, provides the
following description of the area:

The soils throughout the study area are tight, clay, hardpan stratum to a
depth of 10 to 18 feet. The topography of the study area is gently rolling
in the north and east and very level and flat in the westerly and southerly
portions of the study area. The inadequacies of the storm drain system
throughout the study area are an integral part of the on-site waste dis-
posal systems’ inadequate functioning during winter periods of the year.

The USDA National Cooperative Soil Survey map indicates three types of soil groups are found
within the survey area:

Perkins Gravelly Loam

This soil type overlies the western portion of the study area. It consists of very deep,
well drained soils that formed in alluvium derived from igneous and metamorphic
rocks. These soils are on low terraces and typically found under a cover of yellow
starthistle and annual grasses. When described on by the National Cooperative Soll
Survey Team in June 1994, the soil was dry to a depth of 24 inches (61 cm) and
moist from 24 to 73 inches.

Thompsonflat-Oroville Complex

This grouping of soil types overlies the northeastern portion of the study area. It is
made up of Thompsonflat fine sandy loams, Oroville gravelly fine sandy loams, and a
variety of minor components. These soils are typically found under cover of annual
grasses and forbs and some olive orchards. Thomposonflat fine sandy loam is
formed from loamy alluvium over clayey alluvium over sandy and gravelly alluvium.
Oroville gravelly fine sandy loam is formed from loamy and gravelly alluvium over
clayey and gravelly alluvium over cemented, loamy and extremely gravelly alluvium,
with a restrictive layer at 20-40 inches, high shrink-swell potential and a seasonal
watertable that reaches the ground surface.

Oroville-Thermalito-Fernandez-Thompsonflat Complex

This grouping of soil overlies the southeastern portion of the study area. It is made
up of Thermalito sandy loam, Fernandez sandy loam, Thompsosflat fine sandy loam
and minor components. These soils are typically found under cover of annual
grasses and forbs. Thermolito sandy loam is formed from loamy and gravelly allu-
vium over clayey and gravelly alluvium over cemented sandy and gravelly alluvium
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with a restrictive layer at 20-40 inches and a depth to seasonal watertable at 14
inches. Fernandez sandy loam is formed from fine loamy alluvium over clayey and
gravelly alluvium over cemented sand and gravel with high shrink-swell capacity, a
restrictive layer at 40-80 inches and a seasonal watertable at 40-80 inches

To summarize, the soils underlying the western portion of the survey area are well drained, but
crossed by a floodway and floodplain, and soils underlying the eastern portion of the survey
area are clayey, underlain by hardpan, and have a high seasonal watertable. See FIGURE
THREE on Page 4 for a soil map of the study area and FIGURE FOUR on Page 5 for a map of the
floodplain and floodway.

PuBLIC HEALTH CONCERN

The study area has small parcels, many with individual wells, served by septic system con-
structed in flood-prone poorly drained soils. These conditions result in septic systems that do
not function as designed during the winter month and have a high rate of failure. Septic sys-
tems subject to periodic failure endanger public health and can adversely affect water quality
and the safety of drinking water.

Past Study Findings

Cook Assaociates Engineering Consultants conducted a sanitary survey of the Palermo commu-
nity in 1987, funded by the Clean Water Bond Act of 1984. The Cook study concluded that the
study area has higher rates of septic failure during periods of high rainfall, has fecally contami-
nated stormwater, and an upper aquifer that is contaminated as noted from sampling the shal-
low wells along Railroad Avenue.

Figure One. Palermo Study Area
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Figure Two. Parcels with Site Addresses in Study Area

Parcals

Figure Three. Soil Types within Study Area
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Figure Four. 100-Year Floodplain (Blue/Purple/Green Shaded) and Floodway (Red Shaded)

SURVEY METHODOLOGY

The Butte County Public Health Department sanitary survey at Palermo took place during the
two-month period of February through March 2007. The following steps were followed:

1. Letter of introduction, questionnaire, and invitation to public informational meeting

Letters were sent on February 5, 2007 to all property owners within the study area, stat-
ing survey objectives, describing survey boundaries, and enclosing a questionnaire.

The questionnaire included a request to allow staff from the Butte County Public Health
Department to access the parcel for the purpose of assessing the functional status of the
septic system and for drawing a well water sample for analysis. See APPENDIX ONE on
Page 14 for a copy of the letter and questionnaire.

Property owners were invited to a public informational meeting sponsored by Supervisor
Connelly and asked to bring to the meeting their completed questionnaires.

2. Public informational meeting

The public informational meeting was held on February 22, 2007. At the meeting, Su-
pervisory Connelly discussed his role of facilitating community development, assuring
the community that it would be their choice whether or not to pursue a community sew-
age system. Following a staff presentation on the survey process and issues of concern




regarding septic and water systems within the survey area, Supervisor Connelly an-
swered questions from the community. See APPENDIX Two on Page 17 for a copy of the
meeting agenda. The meeting was attended by approximately eighty community resi-
dents.

3. Comprehensive survey report form

A survey report form was developed to facilitate standardized field inspections and to
compile onto a single, comprehensive form all aspects of the survey, including question-
naire results, file review data, field survey data, information from interviews with home-
owners, and water analysis results. See APPENDIX THREE on Page 19 for a copy of the
comprehensive survey report form.

4. File review

The Public Health Department’s Assessor Parcel Number Files were reviewed to identify
parcels with well and septic permits, assess the age of the systems, identify parcels
served by public water, and determine the number of permitted septic system repairs.

5. Field surveys

Field surveys were performed by a total of sixteen environmental health staff who were
assigned into teams of two. Each team was led by a Registered Environmental Health
Specialist with knowledge and experience in septic systems and individual domestic
wells. The surveys were performed during the third and fourth week of March 2007.

6. Water sampling and analysis

Water from parcels served by individual wells was sampled and analyzed by the Pubic
Health Department state-certified laboratory for fecal and total coliform. Nitrates were
sampled from 14 wells..

7. Stormwater sampling and analysis

Stormwater was sampled from the drainage ditches interlacing the survey area. Surface
water was analyzed by the Public Health laboratory for total and fecal coliform.

8. Database
Microsoft Excel was used to compile and analyze all survey data.
9. Survey Report

This report is written for Supervisor Connelly to summarize survey methods, findings,
and conclusions. A summarized version of the report will be developed in newsletter for-
mat for distribution to the community.

SURVEY FINDINGS

QUESTIONNAIRE

A total of 512 parcels are within the study area, of which 336 (65.6%) have site addresses and
are therefore assumed to have been issued a development permit at some time in the past.
Ninety-five property owners (28.2% of those with site addresses) completed the questionnaire
and, of those who completed a questionnaire, 69 (72.6%) granted permission for environmental
health to access their property for field surveys and water sampling. TABLE ONE on Page 7




summarizes the property owners’ responses concerning property access, and these parcels are
shown in FIGURE FIVE on Page 9.

Table One. Response to Questionnaire

Result | Number | Percent
Parcels with site addresses 336 65.6%
Responses to questionnaires (of those with site addresses) 95 28.2%
Access approved by those who responded 69 72.6%

COMMUNITY MEETING

Those who attended the February 22, 2007 community meeting at the Palermo Grange were
asked to express their level of interest in further exploration of community solutions for their sep-
tic and water supply problems by placing colored dots on a map of the survey area. Fifty-three
people voted, with 11.3% opposing further exploration (red dot), 18.9% expressing caution (yel-
low dot), and 69.8% supporting further exploration (green dot). A photograph of the map and
colored dots is shown in FIGURE Six on Page 10.

OWNER/RESIDENT REPORT

Property owner information was obtained for the survey from two sources: (a) Information about
conditions indicating possible septic system problems was obtained completed questionnaires,
and (2) Additional information was obtained during the field surveys when staff asked residents

The average reported number of residents per household was 2.5. The average number of
years since the residence’s septic tank had last been pumped was 7.6. It should be noted that
10 of the 60 owners granting access who responded to questions about their systems (16.7%)
reported that it has been greater than 10 years since their septic tank was last pumped.

Two of the 60 respondents indicated that their well water was colored or cloudy after heavy
rains. Eleven reported having their drinking water tested for coliform bacteria in the past, but
none reported a positive result.

All property owners were asked whether they have experienced “an unusual
number of flu-like illnesses.” Other those who granted access for the survey and
responded to the questions, 9 (15% of 60) stated that they have, while none of
those who denied access (0.0% of 25) report they have.

Tables Two and Three contains the self-reported information about septic system operation that
could be related to septic system malfunction. TABLE Two, below, contains the information sup-
plied by those granting staff access to their property to perform the surveys and TABLE THREE
on Page 8 contains the information from those who denied access to their property.

Table Two. Septic System Risk Factors Reported by Owners Granting Access

Condition Reported (n=60)

#
Sinks drain slowly 1 1.7 26 43.3 32 53.3 1 1.7
Sinks and toilets back up 2 3.3 15 25.0 42 70.0 1 1.7
Lush vegetation over drainfield area 14 23.3 9 15.0 34 56.7 3 5.0
Clear water ponding over drainfield area 1 1.7 17 28.3 42 70.0 0 0.0
Cloudy/odorous ponding over drainfield area 3 5.0 6 10.0 51 85.0 0 0.0




Table Three. Septic System Risk Factors Reported by Owners Denying Access

» Continuously Intermittently No answer
Condition Reported (n=25)

-- ;
Sinks drain slowly 0 4 16.0 80.0 1 4.0
Sinks and toilets back up 0 0.0 3 12.0 21 84.0 1 4.0
Lush vegetation over drainfield area 1 4.0 4 16.0 19 76.0 1 4.0
Clear water ponding over drainfield area 0 0.0 3 12.0 21 84.0 1 4.0
Cloudy/odorous ponding over drainfield area 0 0.0 1 4.0 23 92.0 1 4.0

FILE REVIEW

A file search was performed for the 60 parcels that were surveyed. Twenty-five (41.6%) of the
parcels are served by public water from the South Feather Water and Power Agency. Septic
permits were found for 25 (41.6%) of the parcels, with an average age of 37 years. Repair per-
mits were found for 23 (38.3%) of the parcels, with an average age of 22 years.

SEPTIC SYSTEM FIELD SURVEYS

Fifty-nine septic systems were surveyed by environmental health staff. Five (8.5%) suspect fail-
ing septic systems were encountered. Risk factors observed are shown in TABLE FOUR, below.

Table Four. Septic System Risk Factors Observed in Field

Risk Factor (n=59, except where otherwise noted) ;)bservanono/
(1]
Recent excavation in drainfield area 6 10.2
Ditches or trenches across drainfield area 2 3.4
Lush vegetation over drainfield area 11 18.6

Water ponding over drainfield area 3 5.1
Suspect surfacing sewage 5 8.5
Sewage odors 6 10.2
2
6

Drainfield less than 25 ft from well or surface water (n=34) 5.9
Drainfield less than 50 ft from well or surface water (n=34) 17.6

WATER SYSTEM FIELD SURVEYS

The thirty-five parcels served by individual water systems (58.3% of the parcels surveyed) were
inspected by environmental health staff. The remainder of the parcels are served by the South
Feather Water and Power Agency public water system. TABLE FIVE, below, summarized the
risk factors observed by staff for the parcels served by individual wells.

Table Five. Water System Risk Factors Observed in Field

Risk FActor (n=35) Observatoin

# %
Well casing extends less than 12 inches above ground surface 16 45.7
No concrete slab 5 14.3
Surface water ponding around well casing 1 2.9
Chemicals stored next to well 6 17.1
Indications of chemical contamination of ground adjacent to well 2 5.7




DRINKING WATER ANALYSIS

Drinking water was analyzed for 33 of the 35 surveyed parcels connected to individual wells.
Ten (28.5%) of the wells tested positive for total coliform. No parcel tested positive for fecal
coliform. All wells that initially tested positive for total coliform were disinfected and retested,
subsequently testing negative for both total and fecal coliform. However the results of the sec-
ond testing should be view with caution, because disinfecting a well can temporarily mask long-
term water quality problems.

Drinking water from 14 wells was analyzed for nitrates. The mean level of nitrates was 16.1
mg/l, with a range of 5.3 to 31.7. The median level was 14.4. Three wells exceeded 22.5 mg/l,
which is the level set by state law for public water systems to increase nitrate sampling from an-
nually to quarterly. Nitrate results are shown in FIGURE SEVEN on Page 10.

SURFACE WATER ANALYSIS

Surface water was sampled from nine different locations. The mean level of total coliform was
2,365 mg/l with a range of 288 to 11,000. The mean level of fecal coliform was 426, with a
range of less than 2.2 to 1,600. Surface water quality results are shown in FIGURE EIGHT on
Page 11.

Figure Five. Survey Access Approved and Denied




Figure Six. Interest Expressed at Community Meeting

Figure Seven. Nitrate Sampling Results




Figure Eight. Surface Water Sampling Results for Total Coliform

’ =500 mg/l or less O =501-5,000 mg/I O =5,001-10,000 mg/l ’ = More than 10,000 mg/I

DISCUSSION

COMMUNITY INTEREST AND RESPONSE

A successful response rate to a mailed survey or questionnaire is generally considered to be
20%. The response rate to this survey was 28.2%. Of those who responded to the question-
naire, 72.6% granted access to their property so that environmental health staff could perform a
field survey and, for those with individual wells, sample their water system for total and fecal
coliform.

The community meeting sponsored by Supervisor Connelly was attended by over 80 Palermo
property owners. Public comment at the meeting and the subsequent expression of interest in
finding a community solution for the area’s septic problems was very positive.

The number of people who turned out for the meeting, their positive feedback, and their coop-
eration with the survey are all indications of the community’s general awareness of the septic,
drinking water, and stormwater problems in the area and a broad support for continued explora-
tion into a cost-effective, long-term, community solution.

DRINKING WATER SYSTEMS

This survey included an analysis of drinking water quality from individual wells. The following
discusses the analytical results for both coliform bacteria and nitrates.




Bacterial Analysis

Coliform is a term that describes a group of bacteria commonly used to indicate possible
contamination of drinking water. Total coliform are a large group of bacteria that are found in
many different environments. They are found both living in the intestinal tracts of warm
blooded animals and living freely in the natural environment, including lawns, soil, and even
in mountain glaciers.

A properly constructed and maintained drinking water well should not have total coliform in
the water, but it is not unusual for these widespread bacteria to, over time, find their way into
a home’s water through the distribution system when a water line is broken, through a well
casing vent, when the well casing cap is not adequately sealed, when a well does not have
an adequate annular seal, or for a variety of other reasons. Presence of total coliform indi-
cates that there could be a pathway for other more harmful contamination to find its way into
your home’s water, but is not itself conclusive that your water is unsafe to drink.

Fecal coliform are a subset of the total coliform group of bacteria and are unigque because
they originate exclusively from the intestinal tract of warm blooded animals. Although our
laboratory tests cannot distinguish between fecal coliform originating from human sources
and fecal coliform originating from animal sources, its presence, nonetheless, would have
indicated that the home’s water system was potentially contaminated with fecal pollution.

Intuitively, the 24% of wells with sample results indicating presence of total coliform seemed
high. However, we do not have information at this time for what rate would be expected
“normal” for Butte County, and a similar survey performed last year for the EI Monte com-
munity had an eve higher initial positive total coliform rate of 36%.

Survey results were analyzed in an effort to identify a relationship between presence of coli-
form bacteria and risk factors, such as a suspected failing septic system, inadequate set-
back between septic system and well, poor well construction and maintenance characteris-
tics, and lack of a concrete slab surrounding the well casing. No relationship was found.

It should be noted that because only a relatively small number of parcels were surveyed, it is
unlikely that any relationship between presence of coliform bacteria and a risk factor would
have been established with statistical confidence.

Nitrate Analysis

The level of nitrates in the sampled well water seems unusually high. A typical nitrate level
in a rural area without agricultural inputs would be in the range of 1-5 mg/l. In the study
area, the average level was 14.1 with a range extending up to 31.7.

Although none of the samples exceeded the Maximum Contaminant Level of 45 mg/l, three
of the samples exceeded the action level of 22.5 where public water systems are required to
increase sampling frequency from annually to quarterly.

SEPTIC SYSTEMS

The survey provided a review of septic problems self-reported by property owners. The survey
was also provided, as a shapshot in time, and indication of how well the water and septic sys-
tems in the study area were functioning as of late March 2007. The following discusses key
study findings:




Septic Systems Suspected of Failing

Five (8.9%) of the parcels surveyed had evidence of surfacing sewage. The Public Health
Department will continue to monitor these systems and provide property owners with techni-
cal assistance.

Septic Systems at Risk of Failure

Intermittent or continual problems with plumbing fixtures backing up and/or of water ponding
over the drainfield area was reported by 29 (48.3%) of the parcels whose owners granted
access for the survey. Five (20%) of property owners who denied access for the survey re-
ported similar problems. These problems were also identified in the field, but to a much to a
lesser extent because the survey occurred during an extended period of minimal rainfall.

The symptoms reported by property owners and supported by other sources, such as soil
maps, floodplain maps, resident interviews, and knowledge of surface water drainage prob-
lems, indicate the presence of a shallow, perched, seasonal watertable after periods of
heavy rainfall. This poses a public health risk to the community in three ways:

1. Shallow watertable prevents plumbing drains from working properly, allowing
sewage to back up into the house

Shallow watertable does not allow the soil to effectively treat sewage effluent

Shallow watertable allows solids from the septic tank to be washed over the baf-
fles and into the drainfield where it can, over time, clog the soil and result in sys-
tem failure

The problems created by a shallow watertable are especially of concern for the two parcels
where their individual well was located less than 25 feet from their drainfield.

Septic System Maintenance

It is an industry standard for septic tanks to be checked for solids accumulation and pumped
as needed every 3-5 years. This preventive maintenance of septic systems is especially
important when the soil is not well suited for septic systems and when there is a shallow
seasonal watertable. Yet in the survey, septic tans had not been pumped for an average of
7.6 years with a range of 1-25 years, and 35.7% of those surveyed indicated it has been
more than 10 years since their septic tank was pumped. This highlghts an area where the
Public Health Department can assist the community by providing education on septic system
maintenance.

Septic System Impact on the Environment

The survey did not give that septic systems in the study area were adversely affecting the
bacterial quality of the groundwater, based on the absence of fecal coliform in the well water
that was tested. It appears, however, that the septic systems may be contributing nitrates.
Additional study would be needed for verification of this possibility.
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Septic System Survey
February 22, 2007 *** 7:00 p.m.
Palermo Grange, 7600 Irwin Avenue

Dear Palermo Property Owner: February 5, 2007

On behalf of Supervisor Bill Connelly, we would like to invite you to a meeting to talk
about the possibility of a community sewage system for Palermo.

At the meeting we will tell you about a sanitary survey planned for next month that will
be performed by Butte County Public Health Department to assess the extent of the
community’s water and septic
problems. The survey will be
entirely voluntary, and take place
within the area enclosed by Messina
Avenue to the North, South Villa
Avenue to the South, the railroad to
the West and Upper Palermo Road
to the East as shown on the map. Palermo Study
Area

In addition, we are asking that you
now take a moment to complete the
enclosed questionnaire and bring it
with you to the meeting. If you
cannot attend the meeting, please
mail it to us at 202 Mira Loma Drive,
Oroville, CA 95965.

Thank you again for your assistance
in this matter. If you have any ques-
tions, please feel free to contact me by email at bbanner@buttecounty.net or to call our
land use staff at (530) 538-7281.

Brad Banner
Environmental Health Director




Palermo Sanitary Survey

Please bring this survey to the commu-

nity meeting on February 22, 7 p.m. at
the Palermo Grange.

Project Description

Butte County Environmental Health will be conducting a sanitary survey during the first part of March 2007 in an effort to assess the
public health impact of septic systems on groundwater in the study area.

The study area consists of 332 homes and 511 parcels within the area enclosed by Messina Avenue to the North, South Villa Ave-
nue to the South, the railroad to the West and Upper Palermo Road to the East. We request your voluntary participation in this
survey. At the conclusion of the survey, we will share a summary of the results with the participants. We will also share with indi-
vidual homeowners the survey results for their property.

If you wish to participate, please complete the following questionnaire and mail it back to us in the enclosed, self-stamped envelope.

1. Have you experienced any of the following? Continually Intermittently Never

a) Sinks or toilet drain slowly

b) Sinks or toilet back up
c¢) Lush vegetation over drainfield area --------------
d) Clear water ponding over drainfield area --------

e) Cloudy or odorous water ponding over
drainfield area

Yes No
2. Has your family experienced what you would consider an unusual number of
gastro-intestinal (flu-like) illnesses (this information will be kept confidential) ~ ? ---------

3. May we access your property to visually inspect your drainfield area
for its operational status? --
4.  May we access your drinking water well to assess its surface construction
features and maintenance status?
5. May we draw a water sample from an outdoor hose bib and have it
analyzed for total and fecal coliform and nitrates at our expense?

Thank you for your assistance in this survey. Please complete to information in the box below in order to
allow us to identify the location of you home and contact you if we have further questions.

We need you survey mailed to us no later than February 28, 2007. Again, thank you for your help.

Name Date Telephone or Email
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Palermo Community Meeting

Agenda

Palermo Grange
February 22, 2007
7:00 -9:00 p.m.

1. Welcome and Introduction
Bill Connelly, Supervisor District One

2. Description of Palermo Study
Brad Banner, EH Director

3. Community Forum and Feedback
Bill Connelly, Supervisor District One

4. Questionnaire and Level of Interest
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PALERMO SANITARY SURVEY

PARCEL IDENTIFICATION

Name from questionnaire:

Resident owner Non-resident owner Renter Other:

Parcel address: APN:

Acres:

Property Owner/Resident Report

1. Have you experienced any of the following? Cont Inter Never
a) Sinks or toilet drain slowly
b) Sinks or toilet back up
c) Lush vegetation over drainfield area --------------
d) Clear water ponding over drainfield area --------

e) Cloudy or odorous water ponding over
drainfield area

6.  Has your family experienced what you would consider Yes No
unusual number of gastro-intestinal (flu-like) illnesses?

PROPERTY OWNER/RESIDENT CONSENT

1. May we access your property to visually inspect your drainfield area

No Answer

Yes No

for its operational status?

2. May we access your drinking water well to assess its surface construction

O

features and maintenance status?
3. May we draw a water sample from an outdoor hose bib and have it

analyzed for total and fecal coliform at our expense?

4.  Wishes to be present during the survey?

FILE SEARCH
1.  Septic permit

No Yes Date of installation e Apars)

Gravity Pressure Supplemental treatment DF Length (ft) DF Depth (ft)
2. Repair septic permit

No Yes Date of installation Age (Years)

Gravity Pressure Other:

3. Well construction or destruction permit

SFWP No Yes Date of installation / destrurct@rcle one)
4.  Welllog

No Yes Well depth Water depth Seal depth

Note: Attach copies of permits and as-builts to th is survey form.




SEPTIC SYSTEM SURVEY

1.

Observations

(a) Recent excavation in drainfield or septic tank area?

(b) Drains or ditches across drainfield area?

(c) Lush vegetation over drainfield area?

(d) Water ponding over the drainfield area?

(e) Suspected surfacing sewage?

() Odors?

(g) Depth to seasonal watertable using probe (in inches)?

Estimated Drainfield Setbacks <25ft 25-50ft 50-100ft >100

(&) to owner’s well
(b) to neighbor’s well
(c) to flowing ditch
(d) to standing water

(e) to unlined pond

WATER SYSTEM SURVEY

1.

Observations

(a) Parcel served by South Feather River Water and Power?

(b) Casing extends less than 12 inches above finished grade?

(c) No concrete slab?

(d) Surface water ponding around well?

(e) Chemicals stored in well house or adjacent to well?

() Indication of contaminated of soil in vicinity of well?

Water Sampling and Analysis Total coliform Fecal coliform

(@) Date initial sample drawn:

(b) Results:

(c) Date follow-up sample drawn:

(d) Follow-up results:

Yes No
Unk
Yes No
Nitrates



ADDITIONAL PROPERTY OWNER DISCLOSURE

1.

Sewage/Septic Issues

(&) Number of occupants using system?

(b) Length of time since septic tank pumped? Years Months

(c) Neighborhood issues/concerns related to sewage/septic issues?

Drinking Water Issues

(&) Water colored our cloudy following heavy rainfall?
(b) Has water been tested in the past for Total coliform  Fecal coliform
(c) If so, were the results positive for Total coliform  Fecal coliform

(d) Neighborhood issues/concerns related to drinking water issues?

Yes No

Nitrates

Nitrates

OTHER SURVEYOR NOTES AND COMMENTS




