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GAMA Domestic Well Project: Results

County 
Focus Area
(No. of Wells 
Sampled)

Total 
Coliform

Fecal 
Coliform

Nitrate 
at/above 
MCL

Both Nitrate 
and Total 
Coliform

Yuba (128) 22%  (28) 3% (4) 2% (2) 0.8% (1)

El Dorado (398) 26% (104) 3% (13) 2% (7) 0.7% (3)

Tehama (223) 25%  (56) 1% (3) 1% (2) 0

Tulare (181) 33% (60) 8% (15) 41% (75) 13% (23)

Cumulative 
Project Total 
(928)

27% 
(248)

4% (35) 9% (86) 3% (27)



Figure 1 Average arsenic 
concentration of community water 
systems (CWS) in study sample, (n = 
464), 2005–2007.
Estimate based on average of each point-of-entry 

source’s average concentration; Sources of data: 

CDPH Water Quality Monitoring and PICME

databases (CDPH 2008a,b); Approximate location 

of CWSs are depicted, but not true boundaries. 

Due to close proximity of some CWSs, map 

partially covers some CWSs.

Balazs et al. Environmental Health 2012



Today’s Arsenic Symposium Purpose and Intent:

• Informational learning opportunity to really delve into 
the effects of arsenic in the San Joaquin Valley 
groundwater.

• An opportunity as a participant to suggest and discuss 
solutions and a path forward to effectively address the 
arsenic issue particularly as it pertains to economically 
disadvantaged communities.

• We are looking forward to your comments and 
recommendations during the last session of today’s 
symposium.
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Thanks For Your Attendance 
And Participation



Slides for Discussion Session



Balazs et al. Environmental Health 2012

Selected Conclusions – Arsenic in Drinking Water

1. Exposure must consider both exposure & compliance burdens. 

2. How water systems serving low-SES residents can apply for and 
secure resources to enter into compliance, particularly if current 
funding criteria are tied to the technical, managerial and 
financial capacity of CWSs

3. Small DACs face greater compliance challenges highlights need 
for appropriate regulatory measures & technical support. 

4. Regional solutions that consolidate smaller CWSs within larger 
CWSs may be the best approach to addressing disparities. 

5. In the interim small water systems serving low SES residents 
will need enhanced funding & technical support to reduce 
community-level arsenic exposures.








