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About the Report

The Barry-Eaton District Health Department ( BEDHD) began the Time of Sale or Transfer ( TOST) program

in 2007 as part of the Regulations Governing On-Site Sewage and On-Site Water Supply System

Evaluation and Maintenance in Barry and Eaton County, Michigan. The purpose of this document is to

provide an overview of the program, report to the community an evaluation of the program in terms of

the objectives and goals that led to its creation, highlight some of the issues that TOST has been finding

over the last decade, and show the continuous improvement that has been done in response to

community feedback. The report also discusses how TOST aligns with the newly published Michigan

Water Strategy and how it conforms with and/ or helps to further the goals outlined in Barry County’ s

2014 Strategic Plan and the Tri-County Water Policies and Programs Guide. All data, case studies, and

photographs in this report and its appendices come from BEDHD staff and were collected under the

TOST program, unless otherwise specified.  
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I. Overview of the Time of Sale or Transfer (TOST) Program

The Barry-Eaton District Health Department ( BEDHD) began the Time of Sale or Transfer ( TOST) program

in 2007. The program was developed using a “ Plan, Do, Study, Act” model ( see page 13). The purpose of

TOST is to protect the quality of water resources, on-site water supplies, and the natural environment

and to protect public health. TOST fulfills this purpose by making sure that on-site drinking water wells

and sewage ( septic) systems are not in a state of failure and do not require important maintenance. A

well or sewage system that is failed or in need of maintenance can be a risk not only to the home’ s

residents, but also to the community— to visiting friends and family, to neighbors, to people who enjoy

our local recreational waters, and to people who, as part of their community, travel throughout the

district to others’ homes, restaurants, care facilities, and more.1

TOST gives BEDHD a systematic way to evaluate wells and sewage systems. While the Barry- Eaton

District’ s Sanitary Code determines what kinds of wells and/ or sewage systems can be constructed given

the natural conditions of a site, it does not provide a way to evaluate how they are performing over

time. Sewage systems and wells do not last forever. Routine maintenance and testing of systems helps

to ensure their longevity, ensure safe water, and protect water resources. The TOST program provides a

process for BEDHD to learn how the systems are doing through testing and evaluation and to find and fix

the conditions that present the highest threat to public health and the natural environment.  

The program fills a gap in existing laws and regulations, including the Sanitary Code, by allowing BEDHD

to find situations that threaten the health of the public, plan solutions for the problems found, and

ensure that adequate resources exist to complete the plan. Examples of situations that threaten the

health of the public and the natural environment include sites where no sewage system is found, sites

that are emptying sewage to drain tiles and surface waters, and sites with abandoned and unplugged or

contaminated wells. 

Without a program like TOST, the tools available to address these and other public health and

environmental threats are insufficient to both find and fix the threats. Although the Sanitary Code and

the Nuisance Code prohibit people from living on a property without an “ adequate sewage disposal

system” and the Nuisance Code prohibits “ public health nuisances” that threaten or “could reasonably

be expected to threaten the health or safety of the public,” neither gives citizens, the community, or

BEDHD a means to locate the nuisance conditions that pose a public health threat. Further, the Sanitary

Code and Nuisance Code fail to provide the community or BEDHD with tools to plan for the correction of

problems when they are known to exist. TOST requires property owners to plan—oftentimes with the

buyers— to correct known problems and obtain BEDHD approval of the plan. If the buyer was not part of

the plan, TOST requires the owner to tell the buyer of the BEDHD- approved plan. Under TOST, property

sale or transfer can still take place under an approved plan before necessary corrections are made. 

It is often thought that written complaints to BEDHD from the public, which require investigation, are

enough to find these types of public health threats. While BEDHD does receive occasional complaints

from the public, it is uncommon for citizens to file written complaints asking BEDHD to investigate other

citizens. Most public health threats are neither obvious nor easily observed, as they are often buried

underground. Property owners may not even be aware that their own property contains a

1More detailed information on TOST can be found at http:// www. barryeatonhealth. org/ time- sale- or-transfer-

program. 

ADMIN
http://www.barryeatonhealth.org/time-sale-or-transfer-program
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malfunctioning sewage system, or that is has no sewage system at all! If a toilet flushes with no problem

each time its lever is pushed, and if water comes from a faucet when it’s turned on, it can be hard to

know if there is a problem further down the line. And sometimes, people may know that there is a

problem but say nothing, for various reasons. A complaint- based system is not very effective at finding

public health threats. 2 ( To see the types of threats being found through the TOST program, see

Appendix A for data summaries and maps and Appendix B for case studies and photos.) 

When TOST was being created, BEDHD and other stakeholders seriously considered the program’ s effect

on residents’ finances. When a significant public health threat is found, citizens often do not have the

financial resources to act responsibly and timely. TOST helps to solve this problem by requiring the

evaluation of wells and sewage systems at a time when a financial transaction is occurring— when the

property with a well and/ or sewage system is being sold. This gives property owners more ability to plan

for and fund any necessary maintenance or repairs. This is the main reason that the time of sale or

transfer was chosen as the evaluation point. In contrast, if evaluations had been required of all systems

every 10 years, for example, owners would likely have had more difficulty paying for maintenance or

repairs out-of-pocket or getting a loan for them. (State, federal, and local programs to fund well and

sewage system repairs are nearly non-existent.) It is important to mention that, while TOST holds the

owner of the property ultimately responsible for necessary maintenance or repairs, it also allows buyers

and sellers to negotiate and come to an agreement on who will be responsible for correcting— as

required by BEDHD— any problems. Additionally, if a person disagrees with a BEDHD decision, they have

the right to appeal to the Board of Health, as established in the regulation governing TOST.   

A last consideration made when creating TOST was who the evaluators should be. It was determined

that evaluation would be done by third-party, private Registered Evaluators ( REs), rather than BEDHD

staff. REs are not employees of BEDHD, and they set their own prices for their evaluation services. 

Choosing private business persons who are registered by BEDHD supports local businesses and also

provides the manpower needed to perform evaluations when demand is highest. To ensure that all REs

are experienced and follow the same set of standards when evaluating properties, TOST requires that

BEDHD train and register them. It also requires BEDHD to oversee REs’ evaluations, which helps ensure

that REs are neutral and fair in their evaluations instead of biased toward those who pay for their

services ( usually the property owners).  

It is true that the TOST program has associated costs; however, it also has value. The program, and

environmental health in general, are both preventative and regulatory in nature—they aim to both

prevent problems from happening in the first place and respond to threats found to exist. The reality is

that it is impossible to show that illness has been prevented or that injuries did not occur. It is sound

public health policies that provide for prevention and for methods to find and fix significant problems. 

Along with reporting on the progress of the program toward its goals and its relationship with

government bodies’ priorities, this report and its appendices aim to show TOST’ s value to public health

and the natural environment using data and case studies.  

2 Since 2007, for example, BEDHD has found 2,566 sites with sewage system failures out of 9,443 sewage system

evaluations but has only received 199 sewage- related complaints. 
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II. Goals, Objectives, and Progress

BEDHD has had two main goals for the TOST program since it first was implemented. These goals have

remained the same throughout the last 10 years: 

Promote the safety, health and general welfare of the community by: 

Ensuring a safe and adequate supply of drinking water for premises served by an on-site

water supply, and

Ensuring the adequate disposal of sewage from premises served by an on-site

sewage disposal system.  

To help meet these goals, objectives were established in 2007. Progress made in the last decade toward

identified objectives is below. 

TOST Objective: Locate Hazards

Identify public health hazards, including failed sewage disposal systems; illicit connections that

contaminate our ditches, creeks, drains, and other surface waters; flood hazards to wells; etc.  

Progress: Over the past ten years, there have been almost 12,000 evaluations of on-

site wells or sewage systems. Of these, action was required for approximately 20

percent of on-site wells and approximately 27 percent of on-site sewage systems. The

actions required have ranged from minor (e.g., new water samples, septic tank

pumping) to major (e.g., full system replacement).  

TOST Objective: Map Groundwater Supplies

Facilitate the mapping of and thus improvements to planning in areas of impaired and/ or

vulnerable groundwater supplies. 

Progress: BEDHD’ s water quality mapping has been greatly improved by water sample

data collected through TOST evaluations. Specifically, TOST has been the single most

useful tool that BEDHD staff use to permit new wells in nitrate-compromised

areas. Between November 2007 and June 2017, 126 sites were identified where

nitrate contamination exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency’ s (EPA’ s) 

Maximum Contaminant Level. Additionally, many sites at risk for further nitrate

contamination ( sites with nitrate concentrations that are high but not over the

maximum allowed level) were identified. Appendix A contains maps that highlight

zones of nitrate contamination.  

TOST Objective: Close Abandoned Wells

Close abandoned wells properly.  

Progress: As a result of the TOST program, more than 345 sites have been found with

at least one abandoned well needing to be plugged. Plugging unused wells protects

the groundwater that all citizens use, regardless of whether the water comes from a

city well or a private well.  

TOST Objective: Oversee Registered Evaluators

Provide for the credentialing, training, and oversight of private evaluation. 

Progress: Since TOST began, 51 Registered Evaluators ( REs) have been registered. 

Each candidate without relevant education or experience must attend a multi-day

training before being registered. All candidates must successfully demonstrate their
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knowledge of well and septic issues and be trained on the BEDHD reporting software. 

When REs get to the field, there are 26 pages of BEDHD- produced evaluation criteria

for them to follow, and BEDHD sanitarians must go with them on their first

evaluations. There is also an annual meeting with training opportunities for the REs. 

As of September 2017, there were 15 active REs. 

Implement an organized process for the inspection and reporting of well and/ or sewage system

evaluation findings. 

Progress: BEDHD has developed detailed evaluation criteria that all REs must follow. 

These criteria are comprehensive guidelines for each step of the evaluation process. 

With TOST, the community can have confidence that evaluations are comprehensive

and performed by persons who are trained and follow the same evaluation processes. 

Further, BEDHD works with evaluators who fail to meet expectations for continual

improvement. 

TOST Objective: Increase Consumer Confidence

Assist seller in making sure the seller’ s disclosure statement( s) are accurate and increase

consumer confidence in purchasing a property served by an on-site sewage system ( reduce

buyer beware” pitfalls to public and environmental health protection). 

Background: Sellers, instead of buyers, were chosen as the party responsible for

ensuring that a TOST evaluation is performed and necessary maintenance and repairs

made. This is because property owners are ultimately responsible for their private

property and, thus, have a duty to correct problems that pose a public health threat. If

buyers were responsible for getting a TOST evaluation and BEDHD review, they would

be able to walk away from the purchase if the evaluation found problems that needed

to be addressed. This would leave the problems unfixed and the larger public health

threat still unresolved. 

Progress: Because BEDHD is a neutral party focused on community- wide health

interests, its review balances the interests of all parties. BEDHD issues its own

informed disclosure” statements when a there is an area of concern on a property

that does not require immediate correction. These disclosure statements can help

buyers and other interested parties plan for future repairs or replacements of their

on-site wells or sewage systems. Additionally, TOST evaluations allow sellers to

accurately answer the mandatory seller’ s disclosure statements that are related to

their on-site well and/ or sewage system.  

TOST Objective: Increase Public Awareness

Increase public awareness of wastewater systems ( reduce the negative perception of on-site

systems and educate public that city sewers and city water are not being extended to all rural

areas). 

Progress: Sewage systems are now a topic of conversation in Barry and Eaton

counties. To bring awareness to sewage systems, BEDHD has put out many public

education documents, including pamphlets, visual guides, various press releases

including a six-part TOST series), and several resources on the BEDHD website. 

BEDHD has also attended meetings across the community, arranged various

stakeholder group discussions, presented for local groups, and collaborated with

Michigan State University Extension to hold homeowner education sessions.  
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III. Alignment with Michigan Water Strategy

The State of Michigan published its first water strategy— Sustaining Michigan’ s Water Heritage: A

Strategy for the Next Generation— in October 2016. Sustaining Michigan’ s Water Heritage “ outline[ s] a

vision for the future for managing, protecting, and enhancing one of our greatest natural assets: 

abundant freshwater resources” ( Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Office of the Great

Lakes [ MDEQ] 2016, 3). In it, Governor Rick Snyder identifies five priority areas, one of which is to

ensure safe drinking water. 

Several objectives of BEDHD’ s TOST program align with goals, desired outcomes, and/ or

recommendations from Sustaining Michigan’ s Water Heritage: 

Water Strategy Goal: Michigan’ s Water Resources Are Clean and Safe

Water Strategy Goal Water Strategy Desired

Outcome

Water Strategy Measures

of Success

Related TOST

Objective( s) 

Michigan’ s water

resources are clean and

safe

Surface and groundwater

are managed to support

sustainable human uses

and ecological function

100 percent of the

population has safe

drinking water with no

reported violations of

health- based standards

No drinking water

advisories, beach closures

or aquatic life

impairments due to

harmful algal blooms

No designated use

impairments due to

failing onsite wastewater

systems

No new designated use

impairments due to

existing or emerging

pollutants of concern

Identify public health

hazards, including failed

sewage disposal systems; 

illicit connections that

contaminate our ditches, 

creeks, drains, and other

surface waters; flood

hazards to wells; etc. 

Facilitate the mapping of

and thus improvements

to planning in areas of

impaired and/ or

vulnerable groundwater

supplies. 

MDEQ 2016, 47) 

Sustaining Michigan’ s Water Heritage states the following ( emphasis added):  

Michigan has an estimated 2 million improperly abandoned water wells that pose a risk to

Michigan’ s water resources [ which] … can result in surface contaminants flowing into private or

public drinking water supplies.” ( 47-48) 

In many areas of the state, nitrate contamination is a concern. … In rural areas, elevated levels

of nitrate can be associated with animal manure and agricultural fertilizers unless they are

properly managed. Septic systems can also serve as a source of nitrate contamination, though

that risk is minor if the systems are designed and maintained for nitrogen removal and water

wells are properly sited, constructed and maintained.” ( 48)  
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Michigan has about 1.3 million on-site wastewater systems ( septic systems) that serve as

permanent wastewater infrastructure for more than 30 percent of homes and businesses. … 

However, no central system exists that tracks these on-site systems’ precise locations, conditions

or risks to sources of water. … Currently, local health departments in only 11 Michigan counties

conduct inspections of on-site wastewater systems at the time of real estate transactions. 

These counties report that the number of systems in some manner of failure or improper

operations averages about 10 percent but ranges as high as 23 percent. Assuming an average

failure rate of 10 percent across the state, at least 130,000 systems discharging a total of 31

million gallons per day could be experiencing operational problems and adversely affecting

local waterways and groundwater. Since local health departments issue only about 5,000

replacement permits annually for existing systems that have failed, there are likely a significant

number of unidentified, failing systems statewide. Michigan is the only state without a specific

law related to individual or small-quantity on-site wastewater treatment systems. The systems

are regulated to some degree, but the regulatory focus is largely on siting and construction of

new systems and not on maintenance, system performance or condition.” ( 49–50) 

As cited in the previous paragraph, Sustaining Michigan’ s Water Heritage calls for the lack of regulatory

structure for on-site sewage systems to be addressed. TOST has already been doing this in Barry and

Eaton counties since 2007. TOST addresses some of the issues bolded above by enabling BEDHD to

identify wells and sewage systems that are not properly designed or maintained and to locate and plug

abandoned wells that are a threat to our groundwater resources. It also helps to fill the gap in Michigan

law related to on-site wastewater treatment systems. 

Water Strategy Goal: Michigan Citizens Are Stewards of Clean Water and Healthy Aquatic Ecosystems

Water Strategy Goal Water Strategy Desired

Outcome

Selected Water Strategy

Measure of Success

Related TOST

Objective( s) 

Michigan citizens are

stewards of clean water

and healthy aquatic

ecosystems. 

Individuals and

communities understand

their responsibility for

and make informed and

responsible decisions

regarding water

resources

Increase the number of

citizens with knowledge

and understanding of

water literacy principles. 

Increase public

awareness of wastewater

systems. 

MDEQ 2016, 13) 

Sustaining Michigan’ s Water Heritage states the following:  

Many residents across the state still lack basic knowledge about watersheds and how our water

resources are affected directly by the decisions and actions of people. It is imperative that

understanding of individual and collective actions needed to effectively conserve and manage

water resources are understood.” ( 14) 

TOST helps to address this issue by educating the public and property owners about their sewage

systems and wells and about how failed or improperly maintained systems can affect public and

environmental health. An example of the education that BEDHD provides is its 2016 information

campaign: among other materials, BEDHD developed a six-part press release series aimed at educating

residents about wells, sewage systems, and the TOST program. These press releases were published in
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local newspapers and on BEDHD’ s Facebook page and website. On Facebook alone, the press releases’ 

combined views totaled just under 1,500. 

Additional Water Strategy Goals

As well as the aforementioned goals, Sustaining Michigan’ s Water Heritage mentions reducing the

annual volume of untreated sewage discharges as a measure of success for the goal of “Aquatic

Ecosystems Are Healthy and Functional.” It also lists leaking sewage systems as a source of beach

contamination, which threatens the goal of “Water Resources Support Quality Natural Resources, 

Recreation and Cultural Opportunities.” By enabling BEDHD to find faulty sewage systems, TOST can

help to reduce the amount of untreated sewage entering groundwater and surface waters. 

Water Strategy Recommendations

In addition to the goals, outcomes, and measures discussed above, Sustaining Michigan’ s Water

Heritage also issued a series of recommendations. Some of the recommendations relevant to BEDHD’ s

work through the TOST program fall under the Water Strategy’ s goal “ Michigan’ s Water Resources Are

Clean and Safe” and are listed below ( see Sustaining Michigan’ s Water Heritage for the full table). 

Goal: Michigan’ s Water Resources Are Clean and Safe Related TOST Objectives

Outcome: Surface and Groundwater are Managed to Support Sustainable

Human Uses and Ecological Function

Recommendation Implementation

Metric

Lead Actor

1 Protect water ( both

groundwater and surface

water) areas by: 

Assisting well owners

with identifying

potential water well

vulnerabilities. 

Supporting mapping of

local groundwater

conditions in

partnership with well

contractors and others

who collect

groundwater

information. 

By 2020, develop

educational

materials to

encourage

residents with

private drinking

water wells to test

new wells prior to

use for nitrates

and arsenic and to

test wells prior to

sale or transfer for

bacteria, nitrates

and arsenic.  

MDEQ, MDHHS, 

Local health

departments

Increase public awareness of

wastewater systems. 

Facilitate the mapping of and

thus improvements to planning

in areas of impaired and/ or

vulnerable groundwater

supplies. 

Close abandoned wells

properly. 

3 Establish uniform

inspection requirements for

residential wells, including

testing wells for nitrates, 

bacteria and arsenic. 

By 2020, 

implement a

statewide

requirement for

periodic

inspections of

drinking water

quality

MDEQ, Legislature Implement an organized

process for the inspection and

reporting of well and/ or

sewage system evaluation

findings. 

7 Establish inspection

requirements for existing

By 2020, 

implement a

statewide

MDEQ, MDHHS, 

Local health

Implement an organized

process for the inspection and

reporting of well and/ or
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residential on-site

wastewater systems. 

requirement for

periodic

inspections of on-

site septic system

performance for

properties with

onsite wastewater

systems

departments, 

Legislature

sewage system evaluation

findings. 

8 Develop marketing and

education campaigns and

outreach tools directed at

homeowners’ onsite

wastewater management

and maintenance and

funding opportunities to

assist with repair and

replacement. 

By 2020, increase

the number of

entities

implementing

outreach

campaigns

directed at

homeowners on

septic

management

NGOs, Local units

of government, 

Tribal

governments

Increase public awareness of

wastewater systems. 

MDEQ 2016, 52–54) 

IV. Alignment with Local Government Bodies

Barry County 2014 Strategic Plan

In 2014, Barry County published a strategic plan meant to “serve as a guide for county leaders” and to

aid people in “understanding the vision and priorities of the Barry County government” ( Barry County

2014, ii). As listed in the strategic plan, Barry County’ s mission statement is, “ Barry County protects its

citizens’ rights to a healthy, safe, and prosperous community through responsible county leadership” 

11). The strategic plan emphasizes: “‘ Citizens’ right’ is way different than citizen’ s right’. The board felt

our mission is to the public as a group rather than to one person. We’ ll protect the mutual right of

60,000 Barry County residents to live, work, and play in a great community” ( 11; emphasis added). It

also lists good environmental stewardship as one way to ensure that the community is healthy, safe, and

prosperous.  

The TOST program is in full support of these goals. TOST is meant to ensure citizens’ rights to live, work, 

and play in an environment that is safe and healthy by reducing the likelihood of groundwater, surface

water, and drinking water being contaminated by sewage and other contaminants. In pursuit of this

goal, citizens’ right to a safe and healthy environment is BEDHD’ s chief concern. 

Barry County’ s vision also includes being a premier recreation destination. Several of the public input

comments for ideas/ vision included in the strategic plan also emphasize the recreation destination

aspect, discussing Barry County’ s abundant waters and the need to take care of them: 

Pay attention to health concerns regarding our natural resources” ( 29)  

Support agencies that support recreation such as conservation district via – water quality

programs – makes our rivers, lakes enjoyable and safe to us …” (34) 

Clean water” ( 36) 

becoming a vacation/ recreation mecca emphasizing lakes, woodlands, & recreation” ( 25) 
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Along the same lines, “ responsibility” is one of the county’ s core values. TOST, by working to ensure that

local waters aren’ t contaminated, also hopes to protect the water resources in Barry County that drive

tourism and recreation to the area. TOST aims to ensure that citizens with wells and sewage systems

practice responsibility toward local waters. 

Tri-County Water Policies and Programs Guide

The Tri-County Regional Planning Commission ( TCRPC) published the Tri-County Water Policies and

Programs Guide in 2015. It covers Clinton, Eaton, and Ingham counties, and is intended, in part, as a

guidance document for decision makers and the citizens of the Tri-County Region” ( TCRPC 2015, I). The

report gives a current overview of groundwater and public water supplies, municipal wastewater, and

rural residential and agriculture, among others, along with gaps and concerns related them and

recommended actions to address the gaps and concerns. 

The guide lists time of sale programs as “ valuable tools for reducing risks to groundwater” and states

that a lack of time of sale programs in all three counties ( Eaton and Ingham have them; Clinton does

not) is a gap/ concern ( 2). Other listed gaps include that not all abandoned wells are properly closed, 

leading to “increased risk to the aquifers” ( 5) and that “ a large percentage of septic systems are not

regularly maintained” ( 19). It identifies that better homeowner education is needed in the areas of wells

and sewage systems. Finally, the guide lists as a goal that all three counties have time of sale programs. 

TOST ( and Ingham County’ s Point of Sale program) helps address the gaps/ concerns listed above and is

recognized as a positive and effective program in the report— so much so that the guide calls for Clinton

County to adopt a time of sale program. 

V. Program Challenges

Loss of BEDHD Staffing and IT Capacity

Since 2007, BEDHD has lost more than 150 years of Environmental Health staff experience due to

retirement and other staffing changes. BEDHD has invested a significant amount of ongoing training and

oversight, along with adjustment, of staff who work within the TOST program. This has left BEDHD with

a less experienced staff in terms of both technical knowledge and working with the public. Supervision

and oversight of the program and its staff have been an ongoing commitment to yield quality work and

maintain community relations.  

In addition to the loss of Environmental Health staff experience, BEDHD has had to replace outdated

information technology ( IT) systems and databases that track Environmental Health programs. This has

included the updating of the TOST program’ s reporting software, which allows BEDHD to report the

types of conditions it is finding through the program. 

Insufficient Information Sharing with Local Citizens and Government

BEDHD recognizes that it is important to inform citizens and elected officials about the TOST program

and its importance to protecting public health and preserving the natural environment and to hear

community feedback. However, because of staffing and IT changes and the resulting time demands of

ongoing training and oversight and learning new software, BEDHD has found itself with limited time to

get out into the community more regularly to both educate about the program and obtain feedback.  
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Community Opposition to Program

Community opposition to the TOST program has included widespread misinformation and

misconceptions. It also has included an inability to reach a common ground from which to discuss

shared solutions to problems, while still recognizing that TOST is a necessary and integral part to

keeping our communities and environment safe and healthy.  

Since the beginning of TOST, BEDHD has continually sought to improve the program by listening to

individual community members’ and groups’ concerns and by trying to determine the root causes of

opposition to TOST. In response to feedback, BEDHD has made several changes to the TOST program. 

BEDHD persistently seeks to balance the input of all parties while continuing to make sure that the

public health and environmental benefits of TOST are not lessened. BEDHD is now and has always been

committed to quality assurance and continuous improvement ( see Appendix C and Attachment 1).  

In the course of listening to community input and feedback, BEDHD has found that everyone does agree

that clean, safe water is important. It appears that where there is opposition to TOST, it is mostly due to

philosophical and political differences on how to go about ensuring that our water is clean and safe. 

Another main issue seems to be that TOST is seen as undermining private property ownership and

sale/ transfer rights. However, we all share a responsibility to make sure that our neighbors and

community members are able to be safe and healthy on their own property, at locations they visit

throughout the community, and on shared public recreational waters. The protection of these rights to

be free from harm due to others’ actions ( or inactions) on their properties is the reason that TOST exists. 

Finding a balance between individual property rights and the impact of individuals’ actions on the

community as a whole is a major challenge in administering TOST.  

VI. Conclusion

Prior to 2007, BEDHD knew there was a problem— it knew that failed wells and sewage systems existed, 

mainly through the identification of such hazardous conditions through voluntary evaluations. However, 

these evaluations did not require findings to be reported to BEDHD, call for complete evaluations, 

ensure evaluators met equal minimum standards, or plan for corrections ( when needed).  

Before TOST, the BEDHD Sanitary Code and Nuisance Code were the only tools in the toolbox for dealing

with well and sewage system problems. They did not provide for any way to evaluate how existing

systems were performing or even to confirm that they existed at all. In the absence of a written

complaint from a neighbor or other concerned citizen, BEDHD had no legal authority to investigate the

performance or construction of suspected failed or failing systems. And even when a failed system was

identified by BEDHD, often the owners did not have the resources at hand to deal with the immediate

health threat.  

The TOST program’ s purpose was to address these issues. It provides a way for BEDHD to find the

problems with wells and sewage systems that pose public health threats and ensure that they are

corrected in a timely manner. By choosing the time of sale as the evaluation point for the program, it

also allows property owners to better plan to perform any necessary maintenance or repairs. 
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In the development, implementation, and improvement of TOST, BEDHD

has followed a cyclical “ Plan, Do, Study, Act” model. Using this model, 

BEDHD identified what it wanted to accomplish ( see Section II, Goals, 

Objectives, and Progress) and, following the model to the right: 

1. PLAN: Planned a solution with a stakeholders group and citizen

input by researching what other areas were doing to address the

same problem and reach the same goals

2. DO: Developed and implemented TOST

3. STUDY: Monitored the results and impact of TOST as well as

areas where the program could be improved

4. ACT: Carried out continuous improvement initiatives

This Plan, Do, Study, Act model is one that is used constantly by BEDHD

to continue to identify problems with TOST and to develop and carry out

improvements to the TOST program. 

In sum, BEDHD’ s data show that the TOST program, which aligns with local government bodies’ 

priorities, has identified numerous, significant problems with wells and sewage systems that pose a

threat to public and environmental health. In the past 10 years, significant progress has been made

toward the goals and objectives that lay behind the program. BEDHD strives to continually improve

TOST and has been committed to listening to and acting on community feedback. BEDHD remains

committed to the Time of Sale or Transfer program and to working with community members and local

groups and partners to continue to improve the program. 
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Reasons for Wells Requiring Corrective Action, Barry and Eaton Counties, 2008-2017* 

Corrective action required: 

2320 (20%) of wells

2566 (27%) of sewage systems

The Time of Sale or Transfer (TOST) program requires that properties in Barry and Eaton counties with wells or sewage
systems be checked when sold or transferred to ensure that the well and sewage system have not failed and do not need

important maintenance. Data in this report cover 2008 through June 2017. For more information, visithttps:// goo. gl/ QnoEsP. 

11,440 wells

evaluated

11,823 individual

sites evaluated

9,443 sewage

systems evaluated

through June 30, 2017

Above: The number of well evaluations has steadily increased from 2008 to 2016. 

The percentage of wells requiring corrective action peaked in 2012 at 24. 3%. 

Below: There are a variety of reasons why wells do not pass their evaluations. The

most common reason is a substantial construction deficiency. 

Above: The number of sewage system evaluations has steadily increased from 2008 to 2016. 

The percentage of sewage systems requiring corrective action peaked in 2012 at 32. 0%. 

Below: There are a variety of reasons why sewage systems do not pass their evaluations. 

The most common reason is a problem with the structure of the septic tank. 

Wells Passing Evaluation and Requiring Corrective

Action, Barry and Eaton Counties, 2008- 2017* 

Note: Well and

sewage systems

may have more than

one corrective action

Reasons for Sewage Systems Requiring Corrective Action, Barry and Eaton Counties, 2008-2017* 

August 31, 2017; amended September 15, 2017

Sewage Systems Passing Evaluation and Requiring Corrective

Action, Barry and Eaton Counties, 2008- 2017* 
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Examples of Septic Tank Problems

This report covers data from sewage system evaluations through

the Time of Sale or Transfer ( TOST) program from 2008 through

June 2017. For more information, visit https:// goo. gl/ QnoEsP. 

September 25, 2017

2566 (27%) of sewage

systems required

corrective action

9443 individual

sites evaluated for

sewage systems

10, 861 septic

tanks evaluated

3486 ( 32%) of

septic tanks

required pumping

Septic tanks with a

problem are, on

average, older and have

smaller tank capacities

than all tanks.  

For reference, an

average 3 bedroom

house is recommended

to have a minimum

tank capacity of 1000

gallons. 

Septic Tank Failures

24.4 years
Average age

1021 gallons
Average capacity

All Tanks

29.2 years
Average age

887 gallons
Average capacity

Failed Tanks
Lefl: This photo

shows a septic

tank that is

leaking. The blue

arrow indicates

where the water

level in the

septic tank

should be, while

the green arrow

indicates the

actual, lower, 

water level. 

Photo credit: 

Charles West

For the systems with a septic tank structure problem, there could be several

issues that caused the problem, which are graphed above. Note: Tanks may

have more than one issue. * 2017 data is through June 30, 2017. 
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0

60

90

120

150

Issues Found with Septic Tanks Structure Requiring Corrective Action, 

Barry and Eaton Counties, 2008- 2017* 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017* 

Tank Poor Repair Outlet Disrepair Leaking Inaccessible

Above: This outlet pipe has a missing outlet

baftfe. Without an outlet baftfe, solid waste

and oils will flow into and block the drainfield.  

Lefl: This septic tank is in poor repair, with

many cracks and crumbling areas ( orange

arrows). 

Photo credits: Kasey Swanson
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What is well diameter? 

Wells can be divided into two groups: large diameter ( those with

casings larger than 2 inches) and small diameter ( casings smaller or

equal to 2 inches).  

What is a well casing? 

Casing provides support for the well wall so that rocks, sand, or gravel

do not collapse into the well. Casings have another pipe inside of

them to bring water up from below the water table and into the

house.  

What does a well casing do to keep water safe? 

The casing along with an outer grout seal provides a barrier to keep

pollution such as bacteria or fertilizers from traveling down the well

and into stored ground water.  

Large diameter wells tend to be professionally installed

It is important that wells be professionally drilled to ensure proper

installation and protection from contamination.  

What happens when a well casing is 2” or less? 

See a detailed explanation on the next page —> 

Since 2008, nearly 12,000 wells have been examined through
the TOST program. Most wells (81%) are 4 inches or 5 inches
in diameter. Only 1,655 (14%) of wells had a small diameter
casing. 

2017 data is through June 30, 2017 September 26, 2017Note: 6- inch, 8- inch, dug wells, and wells with an undetermined diameter were not included ( 262

wells total). 

Casing Diameter of Wells Undergoing Evaluation, by

percentage, Barry and Eaton Counties, 2008 -2017* 

5” 

52% 

4” 

29% 

3” 

2% 

2” 

12% 

1.25” 

2% 

3” 

Casing Diameter of Wells Undergoing Evaluation, by

number, Barry and Eaton Counties, 2008- 2017* 

272

1383

230

3,397

6,035

262

4” 5” Not determined

or Over 5” 

2” 1.25” 
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So, how many small diameter wells have we identified? 

Relatively few wells examined through the TOST program have been small

diameter wells: 1,655 out of nearly 12,000 wells. 

Can a small diameter well be approved? 

In 2010, BEDHD changed the policy that previously required that all small

1.25” diameter wells be failed.  The current rule is that a small diameter well

under direct suction may be passed if it is deep enough ( deeper than 25

feet) and there are no other problems with the well.   

How many small diameter wells under direct suction needed a depth

measurement? 

Since 2010, we have measured the depth of 55 wells that were 1.25” and 91

wells that were 2”, for a total of 146 wells. The results of these evaluations

are displayed below. 

For those small diameter wells undergoing additional evaluation to

measure depth, more wells with 1.25” casings failed evaluation than

those with 2” casings. 

Well casing is over 2”;  

well is assessed using

regular process

Well is evaluated as part of

the TOST program

Well casing is 2” or less

Is the condition, placement, and water

quality of the well otherwise OK? 

Well is measured

for depth

Well is less than 25” 

deep, well fails

Well is more than 25” 

deep, well passes

Well fails

2017 data is through June 30, 2017 September 26, 2017

Which small diameter wells get

measured for depth?* 

this is a simplified depiction of the process

Diameter? 

NoYes

Small Diameter Well Casings Undergoing Additional Evaluation, 

Barry and Eaton Counties, 2010- 2017* 

Authorized

Failed

24

31

70

21



Appendix B: 

Case Studies and Photos
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Case Study #1: The “Overflow” to the County Drain

Background: The home was constructed in 1963. At that time, a

permit was issued for a drain bed sewage system, but current

records are not clear whether there was any final follow-up

inspection ( final inspections were not required in the 1960s). In

2017, when the property’s well and sewage system were

evaluated for the TOST program, the homeowner from 1963 still

owned the property. During the TOST evaluation, the Registered

Evaluator (RE) found a sump crock in the middle of the drain

field. The RE could not tell where the sump crock discharged, 

but county GIS records showed that the property is adjacent to a

county drain, which was a red flag. When BEDHD interviewed

the homeowner, he revealed that the sump crock had always

been there because the area flooded.  

Why Was This a Concern? Buried connections between sewage

systems and public county drains are common, but they are

difficult to detect. Besides the original sewage system installer, 

there may be no one who knows about these illegal connections

to public water. In this case, untreated sewage was discharged

to the county drain, and thus our surface waters, for 54 years with no one the wiser. Without a

TOST inspection, this condition would not have been discovered and fixed.  

Resolution: A new sewage system was permitted and installed, and the home was authorized

for transfer.  
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Case Study #2: Health Hazard and Groundwater Contamination

Background: This home was constructed in the early

1990s. The home was repossessed by a bank and went

through the TOST program in 2017 before sale. During the

inspection, the Registered Evaluator ( RE) found an

unplugged, abandoned well next to the existing well for

the home. The RE also found that the septic tank was

leaking.  

Why Was This a Concern? Old, unplugged wells create a

way for surface contaminants to enter the groundwater. 

So, even though no one is drinking out of them, they are a

way that drinking water for other in-use wells can be

contaminated. Although these old wells threaten drinking

water aquifers, many times they are left unplugged. Often

homeowners do not want to pay to have them plugged, or

they simply may not know why old wells should be plugged.  

Not plugging a well may save a homeowner a little money

in the short term, but in the long term it can make

everyone’s wells more expensive if deeper wells are

needed to avoid contaminants (like nitrate). TOST allows

evaluators and professionals with expertise in recognizing

abandoned wells to get onto properties and perform

evaluations.  

Resolution: The abandoned well was properly plugged by

a licensed well driller. While on the property, the well

driller found and plugged a second abandoned well.  
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Case Study #3: Fifty Years of Pollution

Background: This home was built in

the early 1950s. BEDHD had no

records for this property. The well and

sewage system were evaluated

through TOST in 2017. During the

evaluation, the Registered Evaluator

RE) found a line going directly from

the septic tank into a nearby creek, 

one well with construction

deficiencies, and a second unplugged

well.  

Why Was This a Concern? Untreated

sewage contains many organisms ( bacteria, viruses, parasites, etc.) that can cause disease. 

These organisms also can make our recreational waters unsafe, which can

lead to impairment designations, beach closures, and harmful algal

blooms. However, it can be a challenge to identify the properties that

contribute to this pollution. BEDHD had no reason to evaluate or inspect

this property’ s well or sewage system until the TOST evaluation: BEDHD

never got a complaint or permit application for this address. Without the

information identified by the RE under the TOST program, this buried

illegal connection ( from the septic tank to the creek) would still be

emptying directly into surface water.  

Resolution: BEDHD issued a permit for a new sewage system. BEDHD

required the household well to be further evaluated and the abandoned

well to be plugged. The home remains vacant and monitored to make sure

that it remains unoccupied until a new sewage system is installed.  
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Case Study #4: The Girl Who Lived in the Farmhouse

Background: Before TOST, the well and sewage

system of this home were evaluated by BEDHD

through a voluntary program. The sanitarian

who performed the inspection could not find

any sewage system components (such as a

drain field) after the septic tank. He

recommended that the sewage system be

further evaluated, but the person that

requested the inspection chose not to follow

this advice. The buyer planned to investigate

the system after the sale and, if needed, install

a new system, but it never happened. A few

years later, the same sanitarian was back on

the property because the girl who lived there

had become ill with a disease that can be

caused by contact with sewage. The sanitarian

found raw sewage running down the hill

beyond the home. During his inspection, the

family dog ran back and forth through the

sewage before running into the home. 

Why Was This a Concern? There were major

problems with voluntary programs like the

program that existed before TOST. The

investigations were often inconclusive, 

because BEDHD does not have the resources to excavate a person’s yard to look for a sewage

system. Recommendations were often ignored and, without strong evidence of a sewage

failure, BEDHD did not have authority under its Sanitary Code to require corrections.  

Resolution: The homeowner identified that he used his life’s savings during a poor economy to

put in a new sewage system. (To help avoid this, even if someone doesn' t have to pay a

monthly sewer bill, they could set money aside regularly for any necessary repairs that might

come up with the sewage system.) BEDHD has no record of any other illness at the home. 
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Case Study #5: “Run-Off Tile” at the End of the Drain Field

Background: The sewage system for

this home was installed in 1970 in what

the permit said were “ clay soils subject

to flooding.” In 2016, the well and

sewage system were evaluated through

a TOST inspection. The Registered

Evaluator (RE) reported that the

sewage system appeared to be in good

condition. However, a BEDHD

sanitarian saw a suspicious line going

from the edge of the drain field. In a

follow-up visit, this was found to be

true. It is thought that this “bleeder” 

line was installed a decade prior. 

Interviews with the sellers revealed

that the area tended to flood in wet

periods of the year and that the

sewage system was prone to backups. 

Why Was This a Concern? A bleeder line leading from a

sewage system is a sign that, historically, the system

cannot keep up with the water use in the home. When

sewage systems are overloaded and back up, sewage is

not being treated properly. Lines like this that carry

untreated sewage from overloaded sewage systems

generally connect to county drains and agricultural field

tiles. These, in turn, almost always connect to our

shared waterways. 

Resolution: The seller argued that the sewage system

was keeping up with the household, but the buyer

insisted that a new sewage system be installed (and

BEDHD agreed). The system was installed and the

bleeder line’s connection to the drain field was

removed. 
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Case Study #6: Time for an Update

Background: This home was built in 1980, and the

sewage system was installed at the same time. The

household well was older than the home. In 2016, a TOST

evaluation of the well and sewage system was

performed. The Registered Evaluator (RE) found that the

sewage system was overloaded and backing up into the

septic tank. The RE also found that the well was drilled

directly into an old dug well and was flooded above the

top of the casing. 

Why Was This a Concern? An overloaded sewage system

cannot accept additional sewage—it’s already full. This is

a concern for two reasons: ( 1) it is not properly treating

the sewage, and (2) it is not keeping up with normal

household water usage and will either back up into the

home or on the ground’ s surface. Sewage systems

typically need to be replaced after 20-30 years; this

system was 36 years old and had simply reached the end

of its life.  

Additionally, a flooded well is at much higher risk of

contamination. While the TOST program does not

require updates to all wells that don’t meet current code, 

modifications are required when there are significant

health risks. 

Resolution: A new sewage system and a new well were

installed.  
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Case Study #7: A Tale of Two Septic Tanks

Background: Home #1 had its sewage system installed in 1984 and had a TOST evaluation

performed in 2015. The Registered Evaluator (RE) noticed that the precast concrete baffle

within the septic tank was very corroded. Home #2 had its sewage system installed in 1989 and

had a TOST evaluation performed in 2017. The RE identified that the precast concrete baffle

was completely missing, the lid to the septic tank had broken into pieces, and there were visible

cracks in the top of the tank. 

Why Were These Concerns? Precast concrete baffles were somewhat of a failed experiment. 

Baffles are necessary to keep solids from entering the final disposal in a sewage system, but

concrete baffles are often severely broken down by the extremely corrosive environment inside

a septic tank. While they continue to function if the baffle remains to hold back solids, baffle

corrosion may indicate more serious structural problems within the septic tank. BEDHD has

observed that septic tanks that were constructed in the mid-1980s through the mid-2000s tend

to be more likely like to have corrosion and structural failure.  

Resolution: After a site visit by BEDHD staff, Home #1 was authorized for transfer with strong

disclosures about the concrete baffle. Due to the nature of the tank at Home #2, the septic tank

was replaced. The septic tank installer said that the tank nearly crumbed at a touch and was

one of the worst he’d ever seen.  
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Case Study #8: Passed TOST, but Buyers Wanted a New Well

Background: The home was constructed in 1926. The BEDHD has no record of a well permit or

final inspection of the water supply. The home is served by municipal sewer. In 2016, a TOST

evaluation of the well was performed. During the evaluation, the Registered Evaluator (RE) 

found that the well was a small-diameter well with the well casing used as a suction line. This

type of construction has never been permitted: it is vulnerable to contamination and most

often not professionally drilled. BEDHD once required that this kind of well be replaced, but it

now allows them as long as they meet minimum depth (25’) and isolation requirements. A

BEDHD sanitarian met a registered well driller on this property and measured the well, which

was found to meet these requirements. After BEDHD issued its transfer authorization , the

buyer realized that the small-diameter well would likely not provide enough water for their

household and insisted upon a new well.  

Why Was This a Concern? Wells must meet certain standards through the TOST program, but

they are minimum standards. In this case, the well was deep enough and properly isolated from

contamination sources so, although it had never “ been up to code,” it was not considered a

major health hazard. While this information pleased the seller, the buyer had wrongly thought

that BEDHD would require a new well. Either decision would have made one party to the

transaction mad and, in the end, the parties negotiated to have a new well installed. 

Resolution: A new well was installed, but it was not required by BEDHD. 
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Case Study #9: A Septic Tank Full of Sand

Background: No well or sewage system permits were on file for this property. In 2014, the

systems were evaluated by a Registered Evaluator (RE) before sale. The RE found that the septic

tank needed to be pumped and the outlet of the septic tank was not seen. He also identified a

small drain bed following the septic tank. When a BEDHD sanitarian went to the site, she saw

that the septic tank appeared to be filled with soil, and she could not find a drain bed. No drain

field stone could be found, and it was unknown whether the system was even receiving sewage

or if sewage was bypassing the system. 

Why Was This a Concern? Before the TOST regulation, private evaluators did not have any

oversight or set of standards to follow for their evaluations. Some evaluators performed a

thorough inspection, but other evaluators would base their reports on minimal facts – or no

facts at all. One of the main parts of the TOST program is the comprehensive evaluation criteria

that REs are expected to follow. All evaluators should report the same thing from the same

sites. When it appears that an RE isn’t following these standards, they are held accountable. 

BEDHD’ s response can be additional education or discipline, depending upon the nature of the

offense.  

Resolution: At the realtor’s request, a new sewage system was installed. It is worth noting that

in the absence of the TOST program, the buyers of this property would not have had a working

sewage system and would have found themselves to be the new owners of the latest public

health nuisance in the county. And they would likely have been on the hook to pay for the

repairs. 
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Case Study #10: Broken-Off Wellhead

Background: BEDHD did not have an application for a well

permit for this address and could not find a well log. 

According to a nearby community member, the well was

drilled in the early 1980s. When this home went through a

TOST evaluation in 2015, the Registered Evaluator (RE) 

found a 4” PVC plastic well with the top completely broken

off. This was a direct route from the ground surface to the

groundwater. 

Why Was This a Concern? Just like abandoned wells, wells

with obvious damage or construction problems can let

surface contamination enter the groundwater, without

going through the natural protection of the soil layers in the

earth. Surface or near-surface contamination in the form of

agricultural runoff, pesticides, chemicals, fertilizers, animal

waste, and rotting organic material can then directly enter

the drinking water supply. Normally there is no route for

these contaminants to pollute the neighborhood’ s drinking

water wells, but open wells provide an easy way for this to

happen. 

Resolution: A new well was installed and the old well was

properly plugged, making it harmless. 
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Case Study #11: A Fix Outside of TOST

Background: In 2006, a well was drilled to serve the trailer at this address. In 2016, BEDHD

received a request for exemption from a TOST evaluation. The property owner stated that the

home had been demolished and the well and sewage system were properly abandoned. BEDHD

had no well plugging record, which is a document that is required to be completed by a well

driller whenever a well is plugged. After further investigation, it was determined that the well

had been cut off below the ground’s surface and buried. The property owner claimed they did

not know where to find the improperly abandoned, unplugged well. BEDHD required that the

well be located and either properly plugged or extended above the ground’s surface in order

for it to be kept as an irrigation well.  

Why Was This a Concern? Unplugged wells are a threat to groundwater resources because they

create a route for contamination to bypass protective soil layers and reach drinking water

aquifers. In this case, the well was simply cut off below the ground surface, buried, and

forgotten. Although this site was not required to have a TOST evaluation performed, the well

was found and made safe as a direct consequence of the TOST program.  

Resolution: Once the well was made safe, BEDHD granted the exemption. 



9/ 28/ 2017 Appendix B

Case Study #12: The House on the River

Background: BEDHD first became involved with this home through a private loan evaluation

before the TOST program. During the evaluation, a drain field could not be found, but the line

from the septic tank appeared to be going toward the river. BEDHD recommended further

investigation, but this advice was ignored and the buyer promised to connect to the available

municipal sewer. BEDHD followed up and everything appeared to be going according to plan; 

however, unknown to BEDHD, the buyer later cancelled the sewer hookup because it was too

expensive. No one ever reported this to BEDHD. After TOST was implemented, the home was

sold in violation of the regulation. BEDHD then followed up with enforcement. A Registered

Evaluator (RE) performed an evaluation and found a new line from the septic tank —straight

into the river.   

Why Was This a Concern? Everyone understands that sewage in our rivers is bad, but why did

this happen? First, the home was built in the late 1800s, before any concerns with sewage even

existed. Second, the voluntary evaluation program was ill equipped to force action —there was

very little that BEDHD could do to prevent a suspected (but not absolutely proven) illegal

discharge. The Sanitary Code does not provide for the inspection of existing systems. Lastly, 

without the financial transaction of a property sale, as with TOST, many new buyers are simply

not able to afford major well or septic repairs immediately after purchase.  

Resolution: A new sewage system was installed and approved.  
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Case Study #13: A Known Problem

Background: The home was constructed in

1996, and well and septic permits were

issued. The home then had a TOST evaluation

performed in 2017. Although the home was

vacant at the time, the stone in the drain bed

was black and tarry and sewage was surfacing

above the system. An abandoned dug well

was also found and plugged in anticipation of

the TOST submittal. The homeowners said

that the sewage failure had happened about a

year prior to the TOST evaluation, but aerial

photographs appear to show sewage

surfacing starting as early as 2010.  

Why a concern? Sewage systems do not last

forever and eventually need to be replaced, 

just like the roof, water heater, or furnace. If

sellers do not adequately maintain their

systems and allow them to fall into disrepair, they could be passing along a public health

nuisance to the next owner. While TOST does not require existing wells or sewage systems to

meet current code, that does not mean that existing public health nuisances can be ignored: 

New, replacement systems must always meet current code, which is a requirement of both

Sanitary and Well Construction Codes, not TOST.  

Resolution: A new sewage system was installed and approved. Now the abandoned well and

the failed sewage system are corrected and no longer pose significant risk to public health. 
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Case Study #14: “Worst Case Scenario” 

Background: There were no permits for the original well or sewage system for this address. In

2015, a TOST evaluation was performed. The Registered Evaluator ( RE) reported that he had

observed a very small drain bed constructed of pea stone and no distribution tiles were located. 

Because of this unusual and potentially unacceptable construction a request was made for

further evaluation to confirm the presence of distribution tile. The buyer and seller proposed to

set up an escrow account to plan for the worst case scenario, full replacement of the sewage

system, so that they could close on the home immediately and before this further evaluation

could take place. BEDHD accepted the proposal but after closing, no sewage system could

actually even be located. The area that

the RE had identified was not connected

to the sewage system at all and was

potentially nothing more than an old

gravel parking space.  

Why Was This a Concern? In many

cases, there are no records or

information available documenting

older sewage systems. BEDHD sees

enough evaluations however to know

when something is amiss. For example, 

while BEDHD does not require any

action for undersized sewage systems, a

very small drain bed is suspicious in that

it is often an indication that there may

be more to the story. For example, 

there may be another, unevaluated, 

system or, as was discovered here, 

connection to an agricultural field tile or drainage ditch, which incidentally are generally

discharging to surface waters. Without review by a third party, there is no accountability of

evaluators, which are normally hired by and paid by the sellers, and evaluations may not be

entirely accurate. 

Resolution: A new sewage system was installed and approved. 


