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basis depending on the elevation or non-
elevation of well mouth above surround-
ing soil, and second basis on the protection
of well mouth including curbing, cleanli-
ness of soil just about well, the well cover-
ing, ete., the wells being divided into three
groups, Viz., apparently well protected,
poorly protected and unprotected. I think
we must recognize that the most common
sources of pollution of rural wells is from
the immediate surroundings of the well
itself; poor covering allowing the drip
from pump to run back ecarrying its load
of dust, dirt and stable matter from boots
of those using pump; or the entrance of
rain water with a similar load; poor pro-
tection by improper curbing allowing
similar material to enter from sides of well
near surface. The custom of watering
animals about well mouth and letting their
droppings lie about to be washed in assists
very materially in this pollution. Lack of
elevation of well mouth allows direct en
trance in poorly protected well of surface
run-off water with its load of waste matter.
It is such conditions that most frequently
give rise to pollution, while entrance into
shallow wells of polluted subsoil water by
seepage from stables, manure piles, privies,
accumulated slop waters, etc., plays a much
less conspicious part in ordinary farm
wells. In village wells I do not think this
statement is justified, as my experience
with village wells has been that subsoil
water pollution is at least as prevalent as
is immediate pollution from surface sur-
roundings of well.

To proceed to a review of results of in-
spection and analysis of samples; of 311
samples examined, 245 were well waters
classed as 149 shallow wells and 66 deep
wells. 1 eannot claim that the inspectors
were justified in classifying certain wells
as deep wells, as they ineluded all drilled
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wells in this class, even those in fissured
limestone. However, of the waters so
classed 69.2 per cent. of the surface wells
and 53.5 per cent. of deep wells were more
or less infected with intestinal bacteria.
Of the waters from springs there were 42
samples and of these 57.1 per cent. were
similarly infected. While the balance,
some 24 samples, were from small rivers
or creeks or from lakes open to shore pollu-
tion, the water being drawn as a rule close
to shore and of these samples 75 per cent.
were infected. I have grouped in tabular
form the results of these analyses and have
arbitrarily divided the waters into five
classes, viz., good, passable, slightly con-
taminated, quite contaminated and grossly
contaminated. I will now state the basis
of this classification. Good waters are such
as had a comparatively low bacterial count
and were frée from colon and colonoid bac-
teria or putrefactive species. Passable
waters were such as were free from colon
bacilli or typical putrefactive bacteria
such as B. wvulgaris, but might contain
some dextrose fermenting bacteria and
count be fairly high (lactose and dextrose
hroth media and agar plates were employed
for primary culture). Slightly contamin-
ated were samples showing colon or
colonoid bacilli or typical putrefactive bac-
teria in 1 e. ¢. lots, not in 1-10 ¢. ¢. and bae-
terial count at same time moderately low.
Quite contaminated samples were such as
showed colon or colonoid bacilli at least 10
per ec.c.; while grossly contaminated sam-
ples were ones showing these bacteria
along with a general high baeterial count.
As will be noted, the division is arbitrary
and some difficulty at times arose as to
which class to put sample in. However,
especially in contaminated class the physi-
cal characters of sample and the chlorine
estimation assisted in the determination.
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