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Pollutant Combinations

Coliform Arsenic Nitrate THM (SW) Uranium Fluoride DBCP Perchlorate PCB

Only Only Only Only Only Only Only Only Only

Fresno County 5 3 1 13 0 0 0 0 0

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections 1 4

15 to 50 connections 3 6

51 to 200 connections 1 1 3

201 to 500 connections 1

501 to 2000 connections 1

More than 2000 connections 1

Kern County 6 3 1 1 0 0 1 0 0

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections 1

15 to 50 connections 4 1 1

51 to 200 connections 1

201 to 500 connections 1

501 to 2000 connections 1

More than 2000 connections 1 1

Kings County 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections

15 to 50 connections 1

51 to 200 connections 1

201 to 500 connections 3

501 to 2000 connections 1

More than 2000 connections

Tulare County 21 2 7 1 1 0 0 2 0

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections 2

15 to 50 connections 10 1 2

51 to 200 connections 8 2

201 to 500 connections 1 1 1 1

501 to 2000 connections 2 1 2

More than 2000 connections

Total 33 13 9 15 1 0 1 2 0

Table A-1. Water Quality Exceedances
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Pollutant Combinations

Coliform 

and 

Arsenic

Coliform 

and 

Nitrate

Arsenic 

and 

Uranium

Coliform and 

Uranium

Nitrate and 

Perchlorate

Nitrate and 

Uranium

Coliform 

and THM

Arsenic and 

Nitrate Nitrate and DBCP Coliform and PCB

Fresno County 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections

15 to 50 connections 1 1 1

51 to 200 connections

201 to 500 connections

501 to 2000 connections 1

More than 2000 connections

Kern County 2 1 9 1 0 1 0 0 1 0

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections

15 to 50 connections 1 2 1

51 to 200 connections 2 1 1

201 to 500 connections 1 1

501 to 2000 connections 3

More than 2000 connections 1 1

Kings County 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections

15 to 50 connections

51 to 200 connections

201 to 500 connections

501 to 2000 connections 1

More than 2000 connections

Tulare County 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections 1

15 to 50 connections 3

51 to 200 connections 5

201 to 500 connections 1

501 to 2000 connections 1 1

More than 2000 connections

Total 5 10 9 2 0 1 1 0 2 2
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Pollutant Combinations

Uranium 

and 

Fluoride

THM & 

Nitrate & 

Perchlorat

e

Arsenic & 

Fluoride & 

Uranium

Coliform & 

Arsenic & 

Uranium

Coliform & 

Nitrate & 

Arsenic

Coliform & 

Nitrate & 

Uranium

Coliform & 

Nitrate & 

DBCP

Coliform & 

Arsenic & 

Perchlorate

Coliform & Nitrate 

& Perchlorate

Arsenic & Nitrate & 

Uranium & Fluoride

Fresno County 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections

15 to 50 connections

51 to 200 connections

201 to 500 connections 1

501 to 2000 connections

More than 2000 connections

Kern County 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 2

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections

15 to 50 connections 1

51 to 200 connections

201 to 500 connections 1 1 1

501 to 2000 connections 1

More than 2000 connections 1 1

Kings County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections

15 to 50 connections

51 to 200 connections

201 to 500 connections

501 to 2000 connections

More than 2000 connections

Tulare County 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Zero connections

Less than 15 connections

15 to 50 connections 1 1

51 to 200 connections

201 to 500 connections

501 to 2000 connections 1

More than 2000 connections

Total 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
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Pollutant Combinations

Coliform Arsenic Nitrate THM (SW) Uranium Fluoride DBCP Perchlorate PCB

Only Only Only Only Only Only Only Only Only

Zero connections 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Less than 15 connections 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 0

15 to 50 connections 17 2 1 7 0 0 0 2 0

51 to 200 connections 11 1 2 3 0 0 0 0 0

201 to 500 connections 3 4 0 1 1 0 0 0 0

501 to 2000 connections 2 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

More than 2000 connections 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

Total 33 13 9 15 1 0 1 2 0

Coliform 

and 

Arsenic

Coliform 

and 

Nitrate

Arsenic 

and 

Uranium

Coliform and 

Uranium

Nitrate and 

Perchlorate

Nitrate and 

Uranium

Coliform 

and THM

Arsenic and 

Nitrate Nitrate and DBCP Coliform and PCB

Zero connections 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Less than 15 connections 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

15 to 50 connections 1 4 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 1

51 to 200 connections 0 5 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

201 to 500 connections 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

501 to 2000 connections 2 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

More than 2000 connections 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 5 10 9 2 0 1 1 0 2 2

Uranium 

and 

Fluoride

THM & 

Nitrate & 

Perchlorat

e

Arsenic & 

Fluoride & 

Uranium

Coliform & 

Arsenic & 

Uranium

Coliform & 

Nitrate & 

Arsenic

Coliform & 

Nitrate & 

Uranium

Coliform & 

Nitrate & 

DBCP

Coliform & 

Arsenic & 

Perchlorate

Coliform & Nitrate 

& Perchlorate

Arsenic & Nitrate & 

Uranium & Fluoride

Zero connections 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Less than 15 connections 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

15 to 50 connections 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

51 to 200 connections 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

201 to 500 connections 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

501 to 2000 connections 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

More than 2000 connections 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0

Total 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
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Quantity 1 Quality 1 Quality 2 Other # Connections

Approximate 

Population Project Funding Source

Approximate 

Cost

Approximate 

Capitol Cost 

(Total Project)

Four Seasons Mobile Home Park Single Well Arsenic exceeds Federal Limit None None 86 129 Prop 84 252,000$             

Lacey Courts Mobile Home Park Single Well Arsenic exceeds Federal Limit None None 21 50 Prop 84 59,000$               

Hamblin Mutual Water Company Single Well Arsenic exceeds Federal Limit None None 40 240 Prop 84 357,000$             

Lone Oak Subdivision Single Well Nitrate exceeds Federal Limit Uranium exceeds Federal Limit Unmetered 42 70 Consolidation with City of Tulare CDBG 65,051$               

El Rancho Subdivision 2 Inadequate Wells Arsenic Uranium None 142 568 Consolidation with City of Hanford DW SRF 1,050,000$          

Matheny Tract (Pratt Mutual Water Co) None Nitrate Arsenic None 323 1200 Consolidation with City of Tulare Prop 84, SRF 5,485,528$          

Kit Carson School (w City of Hanford) None Arsenic None Deep Water Levels 1 429 Consolidation with City of Hanford Prop 84 3,101,818$          

Pioneer School 400gpm Arsenic exceeds Federal Limit None None 1 1577 Prop 84 1,600,000$          

Caruthers Community Services District None Arsenic None None 674 2103 New well and arsenic treatment project Prop 84 5,097,850$          

Armona CSD None Arsenic None None 1255 3239 New well and arsenic treatment project Prop 84 6,000,000$          

Riverdale PUD None Arsenic Color 950 2900 New well and arsenic treatment project Prop 84 7,000,000$          

Richgrove CSD None Nitrate 520 2882 New well, storage tank, and pipeline Prop 84 4,524,103$          

Hardwick Single Well Uranium 20 connections? 39 138 1,491,827$          

Pixley Public Utility District Insufficient for peak demandArsenic None None ? 3310 New wells project Prop 84 5,000,000$          

Tranquillity ID None Arsenic exceeds Federal Limit None None 341 1064 New well project Prop 84 5,005,100$          

Zonneveld Dairy Housing None Nitrate exceeds Federal Limit Arsenic exceeds Federal Limit None 34 141 Prop 84 40,800$               

Tract 92 None Coliform None Chlorination Failing 93 261 Prop 84 3,941,000$          

CSA 49 None None None SWTF doesn't meet regulatory requirements43 333 2,564,431$          

Rodriguez Labor Camp w Richgrove CSD Single Well Nitrate None None 35 140 Consolidation w Richgrove CSD Prop 84, CDBG 4,150,974$          

Fairways Tract WC Single Well Nitrate 63 275 Consolidation w City of Porterville Prop 84 916,105$             

Edmundson Acres MWC ? ? 76 550 Consolidation w Arvin CSD Prop 84

Arvin CSD None Nitrate Arsenic 3536 14713 New wells and arsenic treatment project Prop 84 4,084,484$          

Tooleville MWC None Nitrate 77 350 Consolidation w City of Exeter Prop 84 3,021,535$          

Cutler PUD None Nitrate 1197 6300 New well and blending project Prop 84

Hungry Gulch Water System ? ? 20 30 Consolidation w Boulder Canyon Prop 84 925,000$             

Akin Water Company None Nitrate 22 50 Consolidation w City of Porterville Prop 84 315,500$             

Son Shine Water System None Nitrate Arsenic 106 250 Consolidation w Arvin CSD Prop 84

Beverly Grand MWC Single Well Nitrate 28 108 Consolidation w City of Porterville Prop 84 801,000$             

4,852,000$           
Consolidation with City of Hanford 

(City of Hanford Regional 

Consolidation Project)

Table A-2. Recently Funded Projects
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APPENDIX D 

FLOW CHARTS 



 

Appendix D – Supplemental Information 

The descriptions provided in this appendix are intended to supplement each of the flow 
charts contained in this appendix. These are narrative descriptions of how to use each 
flow chart. 

Figure 1 – Management and Non-Infrastructure Solutions Evaluation: 

To initiate a management and non-infrastructure solution, a series of questions can be 
asked by community members and/or board members. Does the water system have 
water quality issues? Are there source quantity issues (e.g. only a single well, or wells 
with insufficient capacity)? Does the system lack Technical, Managerial, and Financial 
capacity to properly manage and operate the system? Is there a desire to improve the 
system efficiency, regardless of one of the above issues exists? 

If the answer to any of these questions is “yes”, the community member, board member, 
operator, or others can ask the next question, is there potential to coordinate with 
nearby water (or wastewater) systems? If the answer is “yes”, move to the Levels of 
Collaboration flow chart. 

If the answer is “no”, consider internal changes and/or move to the New Source 
Development, Technical Solutions, or Individual Households pilot flow charts/decision 
trees. 

Figure 2 – Levels of Collaboration 

Once it is decided that a management and non-infrastructure solution is a potential 
alternative, the manager, board members, or operators can ask whether there are 
internal changes that could improve efficiency. If there are, these should be pursued.  

Whether or not internal changes can be implemented, the manager, community 
members, board members, or operators can ask again, is there potential to coordinate 
with nearby water (or wastewater) systems? If the answer is “no”, move to the New 
Source Development, Technical Solutions, of Individual Households pilot studies. 

If the answer is “yes”, the various levels of sharing should be evaluated. This evaluation 
should include managers, board members, operators, and potentially community 
members. If the evaluation goes beyond information cooperation, there will likely be the 
need for a consultant or engineer, as well as legal council to understand the impacts of 
the changes.  

Depending on the level of collaboration that the community decides to pursue, move to 
that respective flow chart. 



 

Figure 3 – Informal Cooperation 

The evaluation of Informal Cooperation can begin with the operator, manager, or board 
member asking the question, do we have equipment (or other resources) that could be 
shared with another water system? If the answer is “yes”, the operator, manager, and/or 
board member should begin to communicate with other communities. Based on their 
communications, they should then ask, is there a community within 5-10 miles that has 
a need for this equipment? If “no”, continue communicating and considering other 
supplies that can be shared, and then ask the question again. If the answer is “yes”, 
continue to communicate and develop the relationship. Then, the operator, manager, 
and/or board member can develop an acceptable agreement for sharing this equipment 
or resource. 

Alternatively, if the community has a need for a piece of equipment or other resource 
that could be shared, they can follow a similar process. Beginning with communicating 
with other nearby systems, is there a community within about 5-10 miles that has the 
needed equipments? Or, is there a community within about 5-10 miles that has a need 
for the same equipment? Are they willing to share this equipment (or share in the 
purchase for joint use)? If the answer is “yes”, continue communicating and developing 
the relationships until an acceptable agreement for this sharing is developed. 

Figure 4 – Contractual Assistance with a Private Third Party or Non-Profit 
Organization 

The evaluation of Contractual Assistance with a private third party or non-profit 
organization can begin with the manager, operator, or board members asking a series 
of questions: Do we have an operator need that can be contracted with a private third 
party or non-profit organization? Do we have a management need that can be 
contracted? Do we have a bookkeeper need that can be contracted? Do we have any 
other needs that can be contracted? If the answer to any of these questions is “yes”, the 
manager and/or board members can move forward to find a reputable third party or 
non-profit organization to provide the desired contract services. 

The manager and board members will need to work with the contract service provider to 
negotiate the terms of service, including: 

• Define scope of work 

• Define fees for the services to be provided 

• Define responsibilities and liabilities of each party involved 

• Define where each party involved can hold each other harmless 

• Define insurance needs/ limits for the contractor 



 

• Define cost sharing parameters 

• Define conditions and parameters for dissolution of contract 

Each party with then ask the question, are the terms of service acceptable? If the 
answer is “no”, continue to negotiate the terms, or consider a different contract services 
provider. If the answer is “yes”, finalize the agreement for contract services. If a rate 
adjustment is needed, the water provider must identify the rate structure and initiate the 
Proposition 218 process. 

Figure 5 – Contractual Assistance to Share Services and/or Staff 

To evaluate Contractual Assistance to share services and/or staff between 
communities, the manager, board member, or operator can begin by asking, is there a 
service, equipment, or resource need that could be contractually shared between 
communities? If the answer is “yes”, communicate with other nearby communities. Then 
ask the question, is there a community within about 5-10 miles that currently has the 
resources needed? If not, is there a community within about 5-10 miles that has the 
same need? If the answer to either question is “yes”, is the community willing to enter 
into a contract to share such services?  

If the answer is “yes”, the manager and/or board members will need to work with the 
manager and/or board members of the partnering community to negotiate the terms of 
service, including: 

• Define scope of work 

• Define fees for the services to be provided 

• Define responsibilities and liabilities of each party involved 

• Define where each party involved can hold each other harmless 

• Define insurance needs/ limits for the contractor 

• Define cost sharing parameters 

• Define conditions and parameters for dissolution of contract 

Each party with then ask the question, are the terms of service acceptable? If the 
answer is “no”, continue to negotiate the terms, or consider a different solution. If the 
answer is “yes”, finalize the agreement for contract services.  

Figure 6 – Joint Powers Authority 

To evaluate development of a Joint Powers Authority, the manager and/or board 
members of a community (or multiple communities) should begin by asking the 
question, is there a service need that could be shared between multiple communities? If 



 

the answer is “yes”, the communities must ask, are we a public agency or mutual water 
company? If the answer is “no”, the community cannot participate in a JPA. If the 
answer is “yes”, communicate with other communities. Then the manager or board 
members (or facilitating entity) can ask, are there other public agencies or mutual water 
companies willing to collaborate to share this service?  

If the answer is “yes”, the manager and/or board members from each entity will need to 
work with the contract service provider to negotiate the terms of service, including: 

• Define scope of services to be provided 

• Define fees for the services to be provided 

• Define responsibilities and liabilities of each party involved 

• Define where each party involved can hold each other harmless 

• Define insurance needs/ limits for the contractor 

• Define cost sharing parameters 

• Define conditions and parameters for dissolution of contract 

• Define makeup of the Authority officers, board members, and management 
governance structure 

• Define decision making process 

• Define individual entity operations and services independent of the JPA 

Each party with then ask the question, are the terms of service acceptable? If the 
answer is “no”, continue to negotiate the terms, or consider a different solution. If the 
answer is “yes”, finalize the joint powers agreement. If a rate adjustment is needed, the 
water provider must identify the rate structure and initiate the Proposition 218 process. 
In most circumstances, each entity will be responsible for their own Proposition 218 
process. 

Figure 7 – Ownership Transfer 

To evaluate Ownership Transfer, the manager or board members can ask, is a city or 
large community potentially able to consolidate a community system into their 
operations and management system? If the answer is yes, a consultant will be required 
to work with the community to perform the following tasks: 

• Analyze budgets and rate structures in each entity 

• Explore how to combine financial obligations 



 

• Develop a full list of responsibilities of the existing entity, including maintenance, 
testing, operations, management, financials, etc. 

Based on the analysis performed, the consultant will help the manager and board 
member determine, is the ownership transfer financially feasible? If the answer is “yes”, 
the consultant can assist the communities to define the rules for ownership transfer 
(what is being transferred and what is not). They must also define issues such as 
annexation, service agreements, dissolution of consolidating system, schedule, and 
other considerations that must be taken into account when preparing to transfer 
ownership. 

The consolidating entities must obtain LAFCo approval. Once approved, the rate 
structures must be identified and the Proposition 218 process must be initiated. Once 
everything is in place, they must obtain approval from regulatory and political agencies, 
and then finalize the ownership transfer. 
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INFORMAL COOPERATION (REPORT SECTION 6.1.2) 
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CONTRACTUAL ASSISTANCE WITH PRIVATE THIRD PARTY OR NON‐PROFIT ORGANIZATION (REPORT SECTION 6.1.3.1 & 6.1.3.2) 
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CONTRACTUAL ASSISTANCE TO SHARE SERVICES AND/OR STAFF (REPORT SECTION 6.1.3.3) 
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JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY (REPORT SECTION 6.1.4) 
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OWNERSHIP TRANSFER (REPORT SECTION 6.1.5) 
(Managerial consolidation only; for physical consolidation, see New Sources pilot study) 
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APPENDIX E 

COMMUNITY REVIEW MEETING NOTES 



Tulare Lake Basin Disadvantaged Communities  

Water Study 
Management and Non-Infrastructure Solutions Pilot 

Funded by the California Department of Water Resources and Sponsored by County of Tulare 

Representatives from the local communities in the Porterville area, water providers, board mem-

bers, local residents and other interested parties are invited to a meeting to discuss local drinking 

water and wastewater needs and potential shared resources and management opportunities 

The Purpose of this meeting: 

 Get your input on local drinking water and wastewater needs 

 Get your feedback on the proposed shared solutions 

 Hear directly from you on what is needed to develop/implement solutions 

Where:  Community Center at the Comision    
     Honorifica Mexicana Americana Building 
     466 E Putnum Avenue 
     Porterville, CA 93257 
 
When:  Wednesday, June 26, 2013 
 
Time:  5:30pm—7:30pm 

For more information or if you have any questions please call Community Water Center at (559) 733-0219  

or Self Help Enterprises at (559) 802-1681 

 Head west on W Olive Ave toward N Hockett St 

 Take the 1st right onto N Hockett St 

 Take the 1st left to stay on N Hockett St 

 Take the 3rd right onto W Putnam Ave 

 Your destination will be on the left at 466 E Putnam Ave 



Estudio del Agua en las Comunidades de Bajos 

Recursos en la Cuenca del Lago Tulare 
Piloto de Soluciones de Administración/No-Infraestructura 

Financiado por el Departamento de Recursos Hídricos de California y Patrocinado  

por el Condado de Tulare 

Esta es una invitación a los representantes de las comunidades locales en el área de Porterville, a los pro-
veedores del agua, a los miembros de las mesas del agua, a los residentes locales y otras partes interesa-

das para tener una junta y hablar sobre las necesidades locales del agua potable y aguas residuales y 
también sobre los posibles recursos compartidos y oportunidades de administración 

Propósito de esta Junta: 

 Obtener información sobre las necesidades locales del agua potable y aguas resi-
duales  

 Obtener su opinión sobre las posibles soluciones compartidas  
 Escuchar directamente de usted sobre lo que es necesario para poder desarrollar 

y implementar soluciones 

Dónde:   Comision Honorifica Mexicana Americana 
     Building “Centro Comunitario” 
     466 E Putnum Avenue 
     Porterville, CA 93257 
 
Cuando:  Miércoles, 26 de Junio, 2013 
 
Horario:  5:30pm—7:30pm 

Para obtener más información o si tiene alguna pregunta por favor comuníquese con el Centro Comunitario por el Agua 
al (559) 733-0219 o con Self Help Enterprises al (559) 802-1681 

 Hacia el oeste en W Olive Ave hacia Hockett Ave  

 Gire a la derecha en N Hockett St  

 Tome la primera izquierda para permanecer en Hockett N St  

 Tome la tercera derecha en W Putnam Ave  

 Su destino estará a la izquierda en 466 E Putnam Ave  



Levels of Sharing 

 

Informal Cooperation – Informal cooperation can involve two or more entities 

working together in a mutual aid arrangement, without contractual obligations. 
By sharing equipment, bulk supply purchases, backup operation and maintenance 
personnel, sampling and testing services, billing services, or similar items or 
services, the cooperating communities can reduce some of their individual 
expenses without the need for a formal agreement. 

Contractual Assistance – Contractual assistance can be provided in various 
forms. An entity or group of entities can contract with a third party entity to 
provide bookkeeping services, operation and maintenance services, management, 
engineering, or other services. This type of contract is under each individual 
system’s control, and does not necessarily involve cooperation between two 
systems. Alternatively, the contractual assistance can be between service 
suppliers. In this case, an entity could enter into one or more contracts with other 
similar entities for the provision of services and/or the purchasing of supplies and 
equipment.   

Agreement between Organizations – Agreements between organizations, 

involve the creation of a new entity by several existing entities but allows each 
system to continue to exist as independent entities. This will most likely be in the 
form of a Joint Powers Agreement that can form a Joint Powers Authority (JPA). 
The JPA would provide one or more services for all participating entities; however 
the remaining services of each entity remain the responsibility of the individual 
system. For example, the JPA may provide shared system management structure, 
while each participating entity continues to operate its own system. 

Ownership Transfer (Full Consolidation) – Ownership transfer involves full 
consolidation of two or more systems into one existing or newly created system. 
This solution also has various options, including: acquisition and physical 
interconnection between the systems; or acquisition and satellite management 
(no physical interconnection). 



Types of Consolidation 

 

Managerial Consolidation – The participating entities merge their customer 

accounts, integrate their billing system, and bank accounts.  Eliminate redundancy 
of multiple professional contracts, i.e., engineers, accountants, bookkeepers, 
attorneys, etc. If the utilities involved are managed by board members, this 
option gives the participating entities the ability to identify a primary and an 
alternate to represent them on the regional entity board/council.  (Level of 
Sharing: Contractual Assistance or Agreement between Organizations) 

Operational Consolidation – Systems integrate their operations but remain 

autonomous.  This option helps utilities to increase their operating capacity, 
provide a reliable service and establish redundancy through standardizing 
equipment, operating standards, etc. creating resiliency. In some cases, utilities 
interconnect with each other but do not commingle their water. The systems 
interconnect strictly for the purpose of back up in the event of an emergency.  
They do however, share equipment, chemicals, parts, etc.  (Level of Sharing: 
Contractual Assistance or Agreement between Organizations) 

Full Consolidation – This option integrates assets, liabilities, personnel and all 
aspects of the participating entities into either an existing or newly formed entity.  
The founding entities have as the ultimate goal their complete and absolute 
dissolution as a result of a full integration into an umbrella entity.  This is the 
highest level of regionalization, consolidation and collaboration.  In this case, 
everything becomes one unit. (Level of Sharing: Ownership Transfer) 

Physical Consolidation – In this option the systems are connected pipe to 

pipe. This can be done to establish better fire protection, better coverage, 
extending lines to underserved areas and to abandon surplus infrastructure.  It 
can mean developing a new water source together or can simply be done to sell 
water to each other. (Level of Sharing: Contractual Assistance or Ownership 
Transfer) 



TLB DAC Study: Management and Non‐Infrastructure 
Solutions Pilot Study 

Porterville Community Review Meeting 

Meeting Notes 
June 26, 2013 

 
Questionnaire 1: Local Water Needs 

 
What are the major drinking water and wastewater operations and management needs in your 
community or for the area? 
Ralph Gutierrez (Woodville PUD) – Nitrates: 10‐15 years ago nitrate levels were in the 20s, they 
are now in the 30s and approaching the nitrate limit. He noted that dairies have been build 
around them, which may be contributing to the problem. Also, groundwater depletion is a 
problem. Depth to groundwater use to be around 90’‐100’, but not closer to 210’. 
Jeff [last name?] (Del Oro – E Plano and Grandview Gardens) – Mostly nitrates, sometimes in 
the 40s. 
[name? Mr. Fife?] (Central Mutual Water Company) – 85 years old, and has been there since 
1953. They have a single well for a 20 acre area. They have been fortunate because their water 
levels have actually gone up since the dam was constructed. They have 33 connections, and 
everyone kicks in their share as needed. No one is really in charge of running the system, but he 
does because he has been there the longest. He volunteers his time, and is 85 years old. There 
is also a language barrier (mostly Spanish speaking residents). Part of the problem is they keep 
letting people divide parcels, increasing the population/demand. 

[name?] (Ducor) – On water board for Ducor CSD. Their water at time is too filthy and smelly 
even to shower in. There is sulfur in the groundwater, which has declined some, but still not 
drinkable. Ducor is getting ready to drill a new well, and hopes to find better water. Currently 
residents have to buy bottled water to drink. They also have nitrate issues, and their 
distribution system is old. Water main breaks have caused them to be out of water for periods 
of time. They pay $70 per month for water they cannot drink. She noted as one of the primary 
problems, they are all on septic systems (no sewer system). Installing a sewer collection system 
may help. 

[resident] (Poplar) – Gentleman has a personal well that has been down since 2009. His 
property has been annexed into Poplar CSD, but they have not connected him. Other residents 
on individual wells have nitrate issues. 

[resident] (Poplar CSD?) – Consumer Confidence Report only in English. Most of the residents 
are Spanish speaking and cannot read English. They do not know what they are receiving 
notices about. Ralph Gutierrez noted that he use to send out CCRs in English and Spanish, but 
that CDPH makes it difficult to do so because they must have a template in Spanish if they are 
going to send it out (can’t just send to SHE or others for translation). He therefore no longer 
sends in spanish. 
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What are some of the solutions that you have implemented or are working on? 
 
Ralph Gutierrez (Woodville) – currently no real treatment process for nitrates. Could modify 
well, but nitrates will continue to go down in the aquifer with the declining water levels, and 
would just have to modify again. Woodville currently operates two other small systems (a MHP 
and a manufacturer). This provides some additional income that benefits the community. 
Ducor CSD – tried to get tied in to Terra Bella ID, but failed. Also attempted to connect with 
Richgrove. 

 
 
Do you think that sharing resources with other water or wastewater systems in the area could 
benefit your community? If so, what types of resources do you think could be shared? 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 
Questionnaire 2: Gauging General Interest  

 
Are the solutions presented, solutions you could see implemented in your community? Are there 
any solutions that you think we should consider (specify)? 

Baldo Rodriguez (City of Porterville) – recommends small systems utilize private water company 
(such as Del Oro Water Company). Will cost, but will alleviate the headache for the resident 
who has to operate and maintain, and there will be a professional running the system, who 
knows all of the sampling and other requirements, and the system can be run more efficiently. 
As a result of Baldo’s comment, [names? – Del Oro and Central Mutual] appeared to exchange 
cards.  
Baldo also said that Fairways Tract is a good example. No one within Fairways Tract knew about 
running a water system, or what opportunities were available, and it took an outside force to 
get them moving to consolidate with the City of Porterville. 
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Has your community implemented any type of shared resources solution? If so, what type(s)?  
What are things to consider or avoid when pursuing these solutions? 
 
Ralph Gutierrez (Woodville) – Tipton, Pixley and Woodville all share a sewer cleaner. This 
benefits all communities, and is also better for the equipment (rather than being used only 
once per year).  

Ducor CSD – Del Oro does billings/ financials, but not operations. This does not help their water 
quality. 

 

 
 
Are you interested in exploring these types of solutions, if so which ones interest you and why? 
Which solutions don’t interest you and why not? 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 
What would you need for these or other types of shared solutions to work for you? What type of 
additional information, studies or analysis would be helpful for you to develop and implement 
these kinds of solutions? 
  
Ducor CSD – primary need is a sewer system, maybe connecting to Terra Bella or Richgrove. 
Woodville, Tipton, Pixley and Poplar all share some on an informal basis… Talk to your 
neighbor. 

Consider developing Mutual Aid Agreements to help other communities when emergencies 
arise. This would likely be larger communities that may have the equipment and resources to 
help. The problem is, the larger system will likely want to know “what’s in it for me?”  There 
would need to be a mutual benefit. 

There are a large number of communities who want operators for their systems but can’t find 
them.  

Ducor mentioned Center for Race Poverty and the Environments (CRPE), who initiated 
community meetings for Ducor to open a platform to talk and start making changes. This has 



TLB DAC Study: Management and Non‐Infrastructure 
Solutions Pilot Study 

Porterville Community Review Meeting 

been beneficial for Ducor, and a similar group may benefit others in starting community 
discussions. 
 
The management non infrastructure pilot will include a roadmap to inform communities about 
shared solutions and provide guidance on how to implement those solutions.  Are you interested 
in participating in the development of a plan that could be used to guide the implementation of 
shared resources solutions?  
 
Most seemed interested in either individual contact or a second meeting. 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Tulare Lake Basin Disadvantaged CommuniƟes  

Water Study 
Management and Non‐Infrastructure SoluƟons Pilot 

Funded by the California Department of Water Resources and Sponsored by County of Tulare 

Representa ves from the local communi es in the Porterville area, providers of water and wastewater ser-

vices, board members, local residents and other interested par es are invited to a second mee ng to dis-

cuss local case studies and to ensure that the poten al shared resources and management opportuni es 

are realis c, achievable, and sustainable for your community. 

The	Purpose	of	this	meeting:	

 Build	on	your	feedback	and	interest	on	the	proposed	shared	solutions.	
 Ensure	solutions	are	realistic,	achievable,	and	sustainable.	

Where:		Community	Center	Building	
	 				466	E	Putnum	Avenue	
	 				Porterville,	CA	93257	
	
When:		Tuesday,	September	3rd,	2013	
	
Time:		5:30pm—7:30pm	

For more information or if you have any questions please call Community Water Center at (559) 733‐0219  

or Self Help Enterprises at (559) 802‐1681 

 Head west on W Olive Ave toward N Hocke  St 

 Take the 1st right onto N Hocke  St 

 Take the 1st le  to stay on N Hocke  St 

 Take the 3rd right onto W Putnam Ave 

 Your des na on will be on the le  at 466 E Putnam Ave 



Estudio del Agua en las Comunidades de Bajos 

Recursos en la Cuenca del Lago Tulare 
Piloto de Soluciones de Administración/No‐Infraestructura 

Financiado por el Departamento de Recursos Hídricos de California y Patrocinado  

por el Condado de Tulare 

Esta es una invitación a los representantes de las comunidades locales en el área de Porterville, a los proveedo-
res del agua, a los miembros de las mesas del agua, a los residentes locales y otras partes interesadas para te-
ner una segunda junta para hablar de casos de estudio locales y para asegurar que los posibles recursos com-

par dos y oportunidades de administración sean realistas, alcanzables y sostenibles para su comunidad. 

Propósito	de	esta	Junta:	

 Trabajar	sobre	su	colaboración	e	interés	en	las	soluciones	compartidas	
propuestas.	

 Garantizar	soluciones	que	sean	realistas,	alcanzables	y	sostenibles.	

Dónde:			Comision	Honoriϔica	Mexicana	Americana	
	 				466	E	Putnum	Avenue	
	 				Porterville,	CA	93257	
	
Cuando:		Martes,	3	de	septiembre,	2013	
	
Horario:		5:30pm—7:30pm	

Para obtener más información o si Ɵene alguna pregunta por favor comuníquese con el Centro Comunitario por el Agua 
al (559) 733‐0219 o con Self Help Enterprises al (559) 802‐1681 

 Hacia el oeste en W Olive Ave hacia Hockett Ave  

 Gire a la derecha en N Hockett St  

 Tome la primera izquierda para permanecer en Hockett N St  

 Tome la tercera derecha en W Putnam Ave  

 Su destino estará a la izquierda en 466 E Putnam Ave  



TLB DAC Study: Management and Non‐Infrastructure Solutions Pilot Study 
Porterville Community Review Meeting #2 

Meeting Notes 
September 3, 2013 

 
Break Out Session ‐ Table 1 

 
Types of Solutions: 

1. Agreement between Organizations 
2. Ownership Transfer 

 
Considerations: 

1. Applicability of Solution 
2. Implementation 
3. Leadership and Capacity 

 
Agreement between Organizations 
Susana (CWC) read the description from the Levels of Sharing fact sheet, and gave the example 
of the Cutler‐Orosi WWTP JPA. Cutler and Orosi are equal members of the JPA, which provides 
wastewater treatment for six communities (Cutler, Orosi, Yettem, Seville, East Orosi, and 
Sultana). 
 
Ralph Gutierrez (Woodville operator) mentioned that he actually helped operate this system for a 
couple months. One of the mail challenges he observed was that Cutler has 3 representatives on the 
board and Orosi has 3 representatives on the board, and there is no deciding vote. Additionally, the 
other four communities who are served have no representation. 
When asked if he has a recommendation to fix this issue, he responded that he did not know the answer 
to this issue, but that Cutler and Orosi have typically have two different ideas and go against each other 
on the board.  This leads to frustration for staff and operators. He also noted that they need to hire a 
Grade 3 operator, but they currently only have a Grade 2 operator. 
Despite the challenges noted, Ralph said it definitely saves money, when costs for repairs and 
replacement are split between six communities. 
 
Maria (CWC) responded to the concerns Ralph brought up with the Cutler Orosi JPA. It comes down to 
governance and developing the appropriate governance structure, including board representation. 
 
Ralph Gutierrez (Woodville operator) suggested that perhaps Cutler and Orosi could alternate every 
couple of years, with Cutler having 3 reps and Orosi 2 reps for two years and then Orosi getting 3 reps 
and Cutler 2 reps for the following two years, etc. This may however lead to other issues during times 
when one is in power versus the other. 
 
Ruth Martinez (Ducor Board member) If someone was available to help Pete Garza (Ducor operator), 
she thinks it would benefit the system.  Using students as Ralph had mentioned in his presentation is a 
great idea [Ralph had mentioned that he hires students to help him in Woodville. This gives him a 
helping hand, and provides the students with valuable training.] 
Ducor would like some kind of connection from Terra Bella and/or Richgrove, but they are not 
interested. 
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Erasto (Porterville community member) said that the local Board of Supervisor has suggested to the 
community that they wait to see the results of the Seville and Yettem Consolidation project before 
moving forward. 
 
Ruth Martinez (Ducor Board member) said Mike (Ducor Board President) would need to be involved in 
any discussion regarding management solutions. Ducor has coliform and nitrate in the water. They take 
care of the problem, but it is always there (ongoing issues). Del Oro runs the management/billings. 
 
Ralph Gutierrez (Woodville operator) commented that Richgrove’s system is operated by the Earlimart 
operator.  
 
Ruth Martinez (Ducor Board member) thinks that if CWC or CRWA (or similar organization) could come 
into a Board meeting and show examples of successes, it may help. 
 
Are communities aware of trainings that are available? 
 
Ralph Gutierrez (Woodville operator) is aware of various trainings and information mostly from 
personal relationships and experience. Some sources of information related to trainings are CRWA and 
RCAC. 
 
Ruth Martinez (Ducor Board member) receives mailers every month at the Board meetings, but has 
never attended a training program. 
 
Ralph Gutierrez (Woodville operator) – Operators get fliers (if part of CRWA) to notify of training 
opportunities. He noted that Board members are typically working people, and it is tough for them to 
get to training. 
 
Ruth Martinez (Ducor Board member) [Susan asked how often Ducor’s operator goes to training] He 
[operator] receives fliers every month, but always says he doesn’t want or need to go. 
 
Ralph Gutierrez (Woodville operator) noted that on September 17th and 18th there is a training session 
in Paso Robles. Training/education points are required to maintain operator classification. 
 
Eric Osterling (Kings Basin IRWMP) expressed the need to get DACs engaged and educate them. He 
suggested consolidating information related to case studies and levels of sharing, and connect people 
with RCAC or CRWA. He said it is difficult to get DAC representatives to come to IRWMP meetings 
because they are often part time and have other jobs, etc, and there is often no funding to pay for 
operators to go to meetings.  This makes it difficult to get an understanding of their water/wastewater 
needs. Now that these issues have been mapped for the Kings Basin (Upper Kings DAC), they know what 
is out there and can try to help tackle the issues. 
 
Ruth Martinez (Ducor Board member) noted that in Ducor, if you want to go to trainings you can, but 
you have to pay for it yourself. 
 
Eric Osterling (Kings Basin IRWMP) said that the Kings Basin IRWMP could bring together training 
meetings, but how do they get a certified trainer/educator so operators can get training credits? 
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Ralph Gutierrez (Woodville operator) said there is too much reliance on engineers for efforts that are 
not appropriate for engineers. Operators and board members often do not understand or know how, so 
the engineer does it. This obviously costs more money. Communities need trained people so they can 
use engineers for engineering work, but appropriate staff can do other tasks that don’t require 
engineering. 
 
 
Ownership Transfer 
Susana (CWC) read the description from the Levels of Sharing fact sheet. 
 
Ruth Martinez (Ducor Board member) – connect Ducor and Terra Bella. 
 
Ralph Gutierrez (Woodville operator) Distance becomes an issue with physical consolidation. 
Topography is also critical – are you pumping uphill? Does the additional pumping cost make sense 
(offset the benefit of consolidation, or still cheaper?) 
Ralph also gave an example of a MHP within the City of Visalia that should connect to the City system, 
but the MHP owner does not want to. The County wants to enforce this (require consolidation) now due 
to a previous violation. The MHP is within the Cal Water sphere of influence. 
 
Maria (CWC) asked why the owner is against consolidation. 
 
Ralph Gutierrez (Woodville operator) ‐ She (owner) doesn’t want to lose the revenue from the water 
system. It would take State Health Department coming in to say they must connect. 
 
Susana (CWC) asked if there is any role for the residents of the MHP. 
 
Ralph Gutierrez (Woodville operator) – Residents don’t want to connect. They are primarily older 
people; any dollar more is a dollar too much. A cost analysis or water quality education may help. 
Cal Water was approached by the County to serve this MHP. Cal Water is willing, but the residents said 
“No”. 
 
Ruth Martinez (Ducor Board member) – Ducor use to be a private water system, but became as CSD 
due to difficultly in dealing with a private owner. They have issues now, but it is much better than what 
it once was. To become a CSD, Ruth got a petition and got everyone in the community to sign the 
petition in favor of forming a community services district. An attorney from (CRLA/Legal Water 
Authority?) helped them through this process. 
 
 



TLB DAC Study: Management and Non‐Infrastructure Solutions Pilot Study 
Porterville Community Review Meeting #2 

Meeting Notes 
September 3, 2013 

 
Break Out Session ‐ Table 2 

 
Types of Solutions: 

1. Informal Cooperation 
2. Contractual Assistance 

 
Considerations: 

1. Applicability of Solution 
2. Implementation 
3. Leadership and Capacity 

 
Informal Cooperation 
Jessi Snyder (SHE) read from the “Levels of Sharing” sheet and explained which two “Levels” 
the table would be discussing (Informal Cooperation and Contractual Assistance).  We need to 
focus on whether these types of cooperation would work in the communities represented, and 
what they would need to help make it work well.  Beginning with Informal Cooperation, 
examples were given. 
 
Sandra Garcia (Poplar resident; also Tonyville) had questions regarding the definition of the term 
contractual.  Tonyville  is very poor; connected to Lindsay for sewer service, but Tonyville doesn’t have 
improvements like Lindsay does.  Sandra said that Lindsay got $5M to replace Tonyville’s water lines but 
instead the City used the money to build a plaza downtown.   
 
Sandra continued: In Poplar, things have always been controlled (and most land owned) by the Walker 
family.  Now the Walker sons have sold off most of the properties and they still run the Poplar 
Community Services District (PCSD).  She said that the PCSD doesn’t allow people to attend board 
meetings.  She cited a lack of communication between board and residents.  When residents do attend 
meetings (rarely), they feel that their concerns are not heard.  Also, there are two dairies on each side of 
the town, which she believes contaminate the groundwater supply.   
 
Juana Carbajal (United Farmworkers Foundation) said she has asked Sandra if they (the unhappy 
residents) have anyone who could run for the board.  Sandra stated that previous attempts have been 
unsuccessful.   
 
Sandra is concerned that the PCSD board will soon purchase a water filtration system with little or no 
competition and questionable success.   
 
David Mendez (SHE, translating) suggested board and staff training to help with communication.  Juana 
recommended training board members, and also getting people to run for seats on the board.  Paul 
suggested visiting Woodville’s board meetings to compare how differently things are done there.   
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Sandra asked why Poplar property owners are being assessed a tax by the irrigation district.  Paul Boyer 
(SHE) explained the indirect benefit of recharging groundwater and bringing in surface water.   
Sandra said she wants to see financial statements. 
 
Jeff Friedman (Del Oro Water Company) explained how Del Oro operates as a private system, and how 
they are a contractor to the Ducor CSD for billing purposes.   
 
Sandra returned to the topic of Poplar CSD, stating that $25,000 had been donated for park 
improvements at Poplar Park.  Some small improvements were made with the money, but it didn’t seem 
that they would have cost $25,000.  When residents asked the CSD where the money went, the Board 
responded that it wasn’t the residents’ business.   
 
Sandra also complained that the Poplar CSD switched trash companies and announced to the residents 
that they had to get a new container or face being fined.  The Board makes announcements about what 
will be done, without seeking opinions or public comment.  John Dutton (P&P) explained that there are 
some items that the Board can and should do in closed session.  
 
 
Contractual Assistance 
 
Jeff described some more of the services that Del Oro offers, such as billing (see Ducor comment above); 
operations & maintenance; and a 24‐hour emergency services hotline.  It’s one central call center for all 
27 systems that Del Oro operates (as far north as Chico) which makes it cost‐efficient.  Del Oro is a 
private company, so the CA Public Utilities Commission (PUC) approves/disapproves rate increases.  The 
company has “open staff” and helps water systems do all the necessary compliance for CDPH and other 
agencies.  
 
Sandra said she hasn’t attended any PCSD meetings in about a year but she’s willing to go back and see 
how the meetings are run now.  She has complaints that pesticides and manure leach into the canal that 
runs through the community.  There is a warning put out by the local school that kids should bring 
bottled water to drink because of water quality issues at the school. 
 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX F 

COMPLIANCE ORDERS 







Tehachapi District

 Water Systems with

Chemical MCL Violations and Enf. Actions

March 1, 2013

SYSTEM # SYSTEM NAME SYSTEM 

TYPE

CONTAMINANT Compliance Order # Date Issued STATUS Jurisdiction On Valley Floor? 

(Yes/No)

1500096 Old River Road MWC C Uranium 03-19-09O-045 5/13/2009 Applied for SRF planning funds in 2012.  Application was determined incomplete. Visalia District (#12) Yes

1500364 Kernvale Mutual Water Company C Uranium & Arsenic 03-19-09O-002 1/26/2009 P84 planning project for consolidation with Erskine Creek Water Company underway - FA already issued. Tehachapi District (#19) No

1500373 Seventh Standard Mutual Water CompanyC Nitrate 03-19-07O-006 8/14/2007 Pursuing P84 construction funds for consolidation with Oildale MWC.  Construction funding application already 

received; wating for issuance of FA by HQ.
Visalia District (#12) Yes

1500378 Maher Mutual Water Company C Arsenic 03-19-09O-003 1/26/2009 Part of Vaughn Water Company Regional consolidation project.  Waiting for issuance of planning FA. Visalia District (#12) Yes

1500393 Rainbird Valley MWC C Uranium/Nitrate 03-12-99O-002 5/5/2009 Part of Long Canyon regional planning project.  Waiting for issuance of FA by HQ. Tehachapi District (#19) No

1500406 Tradwinds Water Association C Uranium 03-19-09O-044 3/28/2009 Part of Long Canyon funding project; waiting for issuance of FA. Tehachapi District (#19) No

1500409 Brock MWC C Nitrate 03-19-08O-006 9/22/2008 Part of vaughn Water Company's regional consolidation project; waiting for issuance of P84 planning funding 

agreement.
Visalia District (#12) Yes

1500436 Hungry Gulch Water System C Arsenic 03-19-09O-007 1/26/2009 P84 planning FA already issued.  Boulder Canyon Water Association with arsenic MCL violation to physically 

consoldate with Hungry Guclh. 

Tehachapi District (#19) No

1500449 Fourth Street Water System C Arsenic 03-19-09O-008 1/26/2009 P84 planning FA already issued; plan to drill a new well. Tehachapi District (#19) No

1500458 R.S. Mutual Water Company C Uranium & Arsenic 03-19-03O-010 8/13/2003 Waiting for some items to be submitted by Cal Water for issuance of P84 planning FA  for consolidation with 

CWS-Kernville System.

Tehachapi District (#19) No

1500475 Krista Mutual Water Company C Fluoride 03-09C-040 5/26/2009 Waiting for issuance of SRF FA. Tehachapi District (#19) No

1500493 El Adobe Property Owners C Arsenic 03-19-10O-002 9/27/2010 Pursuing P84 planning funds - possibility of consolidation with Lamont PUD Visalia District (#12) Yes

1500494 Wilson Road Water Company C Nitrate 03-19-09O-041 2/24/2009 Visalia District (#12) Yes

1500516 Tut Brothers Farm #96 C Waterworks Std Violation03-19-12O-001 1/17/2012 Currently hauling water. Visalia District (#12) Yes

1500521 Boulder Canyon Water Association C Arsenic 03-19-09O-014 1/26/2009 Part of Hungry Gulch P84 planning project for consolidation with Hungry Gulch. Tehachapi District (#19) No

1500525 Lake View Ranchos Water Co. C Arsenic 03-19-09O-015 1/26/2009 Pursuing P84 planning funds. Tehachapi District (#19) No

1500544 Enos Lane PUD C Arsenic 03-19-12O-005 7/6/2012 Pursuing P84 and SRF funding to drill a new well and blending treatment. Visalia District (#12) Yes

1500561 Round Mountain Water Company C Uranium 03-19-06O-001 3/9/2006 Planning to drill a new well using its own funds. Visalia District (#12) Yes

1500569 Valley View Estates MWC C Nitrate 03-19-07O-003 8/3/2007 System is on SRF PPL but haven't applied for funding. Tehachapi District (#19) No

1500575 San Joaquin Estates MWC C Nitrate 03-19-00O-003 11/15/2000 Pursuing SRF funding to correct the problem; Later this year, the Department is going to invite the Water 

Company to submit a full SRF loan application for a consolidation project with East Niles CSD.  A temporary 

intertie with East Niles CSD was in operation from March to early May 2006 when Water Company's well had 

mechanical breakdown.

Visalia District (#12) Yes

1500588 Sonshine Properties C Nitrate & DBCP 03-19-12O-007 7/8/2012 P84 planning FA already issued.  Plan to consoldiate with Arvin CSD. Visalia District (#12) Yes

1502017 Wheeler Farms Headquarters C Nitrate 03-12-95O-004 4/27/1995 Bottled water being provided. Visalia District (#12) Yes

1502383 Nord Road Association C Arsenic 03-19-09O-024 1/26/2009 Part of Vaughn Water Company Regional consolidation project.  Waiting for issuance of planning FA. Visalia District (#12) Yes

1502699 East Wilson Road Water Company C Nitrate 03-19-01O-004 10/3/2001 Part of East Niles CSD P84 regional consolidation planning project. Visalia District (#12) Yes

1503509 Anne Sippi Clinic C TTHM & HAA5 Only Letter Issued 6/23/2011 Prop 50 project may pay for the improvements needed. Visalia District (#12) Yes

1510051 Lebec CWD C Fluoride 03-19-09O-047 12/23/2009 Pusruing SRF for planning funds.  Waiting for isuance of FA. Tehachapi District (#19) No

1510054 Pinon Pines MWC C Fluoride & Arsenic 03-19-11O-001 4/22/2011 Prop 84 planning FA issued.  Test well done; waiting for fluoride pilot study.  A second funding agreement to be 

issued to allow more time and money to complete the planning project.

Tehachapi District (#19) No

CO = Compliance Order

PN = Public Notification

PWS = Public Water System

MCL = Maximum Contaminant Level

M/R = Monitoring and Reporting

RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board

SNC = Significant Non-Complier

SRF = State Revolving Fund Page 1
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