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About the James River Basin Partnership 
 

The James River Basin Partnership (JRBP) was formed in 1997 as a project of the Southwest 

Missouri Resource Conservation and Development program.  In 1999, the JRBP became an 

autonomous organization, relying on the grant funding and membership donations from 

individuals, businesses, and governments across the watershed.  The mission of the JRBP is 

working to protect and improve the water quality in the basin‟s springs, streams, rivers, and 

lakes.  JRBP is a grassroots, not-for-profit 501 (c) 3 organization working to improve and protect 

water quality of the springs, streams, rivers, and lakes in the James River Basin/Watershed which 

consists of nearly a million acres of land, 563 springs, 598 gaining streams, 151 losing streams, 

and 3,163 sinkholes spanning over the eight southwestern Missouri counties of Webster, Greene, 

Lawrence, Barry, Stone, Taney, Christian, and Douglas (See Appendix D).  

 

Stormwater Grant 319: 
As part of the Stormwater 319 grant, several projects were undertaken by the James River Basin 

Partnership to educate the watershed community about the importance of water quality and some 

common practices that are detrimental to water quality.  The Stormwater 319 grant was received 

in 2006 from the Department of Natural Resources focusing on nonpoint source issues and will 

end January 31, 2011, thus coinciding with this report.  The 319 project has aimed to create 

awareness and reduce urban non-point source pollution through education and cost-share 

assistance on implementation of urban conservation practices.  Many tasks have been 

accomplished from brochure creation, to supporting James River Basin festivals, website, 

newsletter, call center, and James River Basin related television public service announcements.  

The Clean Water, Soil Testing, and Septic System “Pump Out” surveys were all instruments 

used to gauge the impact of activities related to the Stormwater 319 Grant.  
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Clean Water Survey 

 

About the Project 
With 95% of Southwestern Missouri‟s drinking water coming from ground water, promoting 

practices to preserve water quality while educating citizens on behaviors that are detrimental to 

water quality is paramount.  Residents within the James River Basin were surveyed to learn more 

about their behaviors and perceptions that impact water quality within the basin. Over 8,500 

Clean Water Survey‟s (See Appendix A) were mailed with utility bills to residents of Nixa, 

Missouri in both 2006 and 2010.  In 2006, 742 Clean Water surveys were returned, while 1258 

surveys from the fall 2010 mailing were collected at the time of this report.  Respondents were 

not given any extrinsic incentive to complete the survey other than a plea to assist in JRBP‟s 

future outreach efforts to protect our water resources. 

 

Demographics 
In 2006 and 2010, respondents over the age of 55 represented approximately half (46.7% and 

50.3% respectively) of all of those who responded to the clean water surveys (See Figure 1.1).  

Individuals with either some college or a 4-year degree account for approximately 60% of 

respondents in 2006 and 2010 (See Figure 1.2). 

 

Age Demographics for Clean Water Survey Respondents - Figure 1.1 

Age Groups 2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

18-24 5.1 3.3 

25-34 14.3 13.2 

35-44 16.6 14.1 

45-54 15.8 17.2 

55-64 17.1 18.0 

Over 65 29.6 32.3 

No Response 1.5 2.0 

  n=742 n=1258 

 

Educational Demographics for Clean Water Survey Respondents 
Figure 1.2 

Educational Groups 2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

Some High School 5.4 3.2 

High School Graduate/GED 17.5 18.9 

Some College 31.7 32.8 

College Degree 29.4 29.5 

Master‟s Degree 11.2 11.1 

Doctorate Degree 2.3 2.2 

No Response 2.6 2.3 

  n=742 n=1258 
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Our Findings 

Survey responses from 2010 suggest local waters are still important in the same order that was 

established from the 2006 Clean Water Surveying effort.  Figure 1.3 illustrates that 92% of 2006 

respondents and 85% of 2010 respondents expressed that clean local waters were important to 

them because of consumption purposes. Wildlife, scenery, fishing, and swimming were also 

individually selected by 50% of all respondents as a reason why local waters are important.  

Other comments were made by respondents that could not be categorized into one generally 

identified reason. 80% percent of these “other” comments involved using Local Waters for 

common domestic purposes such as bathing, cooking, and laundry. Four out of five (80%) 

survey responses indicated that the local waters were “MOST” important to produce high-quality 

drinking water (See Figure 1.4).  

Why Are Our Local Waters Important To You? (Select all that apply) 
Figure 1.3 

 

2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

Drinking 92.6 84.7 

Wildlife  71.3 67.0 

Scenery 67.9 61.2 

Fishing 60.4 53.5 

Swimming 56.6 50.3 

Boating 43.5 41.3 

Floating 40.0 39.8 

Tourism/Economics 38.4 38.6 

Other 6.5 3.7 

  n=742 n=1258 

Note: Respondents were allowed to select any or all reasons why local waters were important to 

them. Therefore combined percentages will exceed 100% as most surveys contained multiple 

responses. 
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Why Are Our Local Waters MOST Important To You?  
Figure 1.4 

 

2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

Drinking 84.5 82.4 

Wildlife  6.9 5.6 

Fishing 2.2 3.2 

Floating 1.7 1.1 

Swimming 1.5 1.4 

Scenery 1.2 2.4 

Tourism/Economics 0.7 1.8 

Boating 0.7 1.4 

Other 0.5 0.9 

  n=407 n=665 

Note: Percentages are based on those who responded to this question and not the overall number of 

surveys collected.  335 or 45.1% of 2006 survey respondents and 593 or 47.1% of 2010 survey 

respondents did not respond to this question. 

 

The Clean Water Survey also accessed individuals‟ attitudes related to behaviors that can impact 

water quality, specifically the frequency of lawn fertilizers, location of vehicle washing, and 

other contributors of water contamination such as failing septic tanks and pet waste.  In both the 

2006 and 2010 surveys, 70.6% and 78.2% of individuals expressed that they wash their 

automobiles at a car washing facility.  For water quality purposes, JRBP personnel recommend 

vehicle owners wash their automobile at a car wash because these type of businesses are required 

to have a permit that requires the waste water be routed to a wastewater treatment facility. If a 

wastewater treatment facility is not available, the permit requires car wash businesses divert the 

used water to another approved design that reduces water contamination. The JRBP suggest that 

if automobile owners wash their vehicles at home, they should do so in the lawn opposed to the 

driveway to allow potentially harmful chemicals (soap, grease, etc.) in the used water to be 

filtered in the ground, which acts like a natural filter.  According to the JRBP, washing 

automobiles in the driveway is the least desired response as it allows soaps and other pollutants 

to run unfiltered into the closest water source or storm drain which leads to reduced levels of 

water quality. The 2010 survey revealed a 5% behavior modification as only 11.7% of 

respondents washed their car in the driveway compared to 16.8% in 2006 (See Figure 1.5).   
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Where Do You Typically Wash Your Vehicle? 
Figure 1.5 

 

2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

At a Car Wash 70.6 78.2 

In my Driveway 16.8 11.7 

I do not wash my vehicle 4.7 5.3 

On my lawn 2.8 2.4 

No Response 5.0 2.4 

  n=742 n=1258 

 

Similarly, the JRBP recommends that rain gutters flow directly to a rain barrel or the lawn versus 

to the street so that potentially harmful debris can be filtered through the lawn and reduce the 

opportunity of contaminating our water sources via street drains. Figure 1.6 illustrates that in 

2010 more property owners have their rain gutters flowing directly to their lawn than to the 

driveway/street than in 2006. 

 

My Homeôs Rain Gutters Flow Directly To: 
Figure 1.6 

 

2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

My Lawn 86.5 88.6 

Driveway or Street 7.3 5.9 

Other 2.2 1.3 

A Barrel 1.2 0.6 

No Response 2.8 3.7 

  n=742 n=1258 

 

The JRBP recommends that property owners fertilize their lawn no more than twice a year after 

having their soil tested to determine the amount and type of fertilizer to use.  If a soil test is not 

conducted, following the bag instructions is preferred.  Figures 1.7 and 1.8 illustrate respondent‟s 

fertilizer behaviors.   
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How Often Do You Fertilize Your Lawn? 
Figure 1.7 

 

2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

I do not Fertilize 31.8 36.6 

Once a Year 26.5 26.4 

Twice a Year 30.5 25.7 

Thrice or more times per Year 11.1 11.3 

  n=619 n=1031 

Note: Percentages are based on those who responded to this question and not the overall number of 

surveys collected.  123 or 16.6% of 2006 survey respondents and 227 or 18% of 2010 survey 

respondents did not respond to this question. 

 

How Do You Determine the Amount of Fertilizer to Use on Your Lawn? 
Figure 1.8 

 

2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

I Follow the Bag Instructions 46.0 47.7 

A Lawn Care Company applies the Fertilizer 24.0 30.3 

I Follow the Spreader‟s Instructions 19.0 13.0 

I Use My Own Judgment 5.7 3.8 

I have a Soil Test Conducted 5.2 5.2 

  n=441 n=713 

Note: Percentages are based on those who responded to this question and not the overall number of 

surveys collected.  301 or 40.6% of 2006 survey respondents and 545 or 43.3% of 2010 survey 

respondents did not respond to this question. 
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Figures 1.9 and 1.10 express how survey takers perceive the severity of certain threats to water 

quality.  The 2006 and 2010 Clean Water Survey results were nearly identical in all six threat 

areas suggestion that Nixa residents‟ perceptions have not changed since 2006.  Figure 1.10 

illustrates the distribution of responses for each environmental clean water threat.  For example, 

78% of all respondents felt that failing septic tanks have a great effect (5) on maintaining clean 

water while 1.4% of surveys indicated that they have little effect (1) on water quality.   
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(Rate 1-5 with 1 being “Little Effect” and 5 being “Great Effect”) – Figure 1.9 



10 
 

нлмм /ƭŜŀƴ ²ŀǘŜǊ {ǳǊǾŜȅΣ {ŜǇǘƛŎ άtǳƳǇ hǳǘέ {ǳǊǾŜȅΣ ŀƴŘ {ƻƛƭ ¢Ŝǎǘ {ǳǊǾŜȅ wŜǇƻǊǘ 
 

 

2010 - How Does Each of the Following Affect Clean Water? Rate Each of the Following from 1-5 

with 1 being ñlittle effectò and 5 being ñgreat effectò.  Figure 1.10 

 Average 

rating of 

importance 

Little 

Effect 

1 2 3 4 

Great 

Effect 

5 

No 

response 

Littering 4.2 2.2 5.8 12.8 20.8 54.2 4.1 

Failing Septic Tanks 4.7 1.4 2.0 4.1 10.6 78.2 3.7 

Pet Waste 3.7 8.4 10.7 18.0 19.2 39.6 4.1 

Industrial Discharge 4.6 1.4 1.5 7.2 14.0 72.0 13.0 

Fertilizer Run-Off 4.4 1.5 3.8 11.8 20.4 58.3 4.1 

Dirt from Construction Sites, etc. 3.5 3.9 13.0 26.6 23.0 28.5 5.1 

Run-Off from Parking Lots, streets, 

etc. 
3.8 4.4 8.7 23.4 25.7 34.2 3.6 

n=1258        

 

Approximately four out of five (84.1% and 83.2% respectively) Clean Water survey respondents 

indicated that individuals dispose of their used motor oil at a mechanic shop while less than one 

percent of respondents dispose of their motor oil in the least environmentally friendly way of 

pouring it on the ground (See Figure 1.11).  With the exception of pouring used motor oil on the 

ground JRBP advocates all of the other disposal options listed in Figure 1.11. 

 

How Do You Typically Dispose of used Motor Oil? (Figure 1.11) 

 

2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

Mechanic Shop 84.1 83.2 

Auto Parts Store 12.7 13.7 

Chemical Collection Center 1.8 0.8 

Pour along Fence line or Ground 0.3 0.2 

No Response 1.2 1.9 

  n=742 n=1258 

 

The following tables represent questions that the JRBP had concerning James River Basin 

resident‟s knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors that influence water quality.  97.9% of 2006 Clean 

Water survey respondents and 95.4% of 2010 Clean Water survey respondents correctly 

indicated that they live in the James River watershed (Figure 1.12).  
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Which Watershed Do You Live In? - Figure 1.12 

      

 

2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

James River 97.9 95.4 

White River 1.5 3.5 

Osage River 0.5 0.3 

Spring River 0.2 0.8 

  n=620 n=984 

Note: Percentages are based on those who responded to this question and not the overall number of 

surveys collected.  122 or 16.4% of 2006 survey respondents and 274 or 21.8% of 2010 survey 

respondents did not respond to this question. 

 

Most respondents weren‟t sure where their storm drains flow directly to (Figure 1.13) and 

according to JRBP personnel a waste water treatment facility or special treatment facility are 

incorrect responses.  For James River Basin residents, the most accurate response would be a 

stream, creek, or detention pond. 2010 respondents correctly answered this question at a higher 

rate than 2006 clean water survey respondents.   Figure 1.14 highlights that 21.8% of 2010 

respondents,  expressed an interest to receive more information about James River Basin 

Partnership. 

 

Storm Drains Near My Home Flow Directly To: 
Figure 1.13 

 

2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

Not Sure 63.9 59.1 

A Creek or Stream 11.6 13.1 

A Detention Pond 9.4 14.1 

A Sewage Treatment Plant 8.0 7.1 

A Water Treatment Plant 1.5 1.1 

No Response 5.7 5.4 

  n=742 n=1258 

 

Would You Like to Receive More Information About the James River 

Basin Partnership?  

 Figure 1.14     

 

2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

Yes 32.6 21.8 

No 67.4 78.2 

  n=742 n=1258 
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According to JRBP personnel a rain garden is a planted depression that allows rainwater runoff 

from impermeable areas like roofs, driveways, and parking lots the opportunity to be absorbed 

into the ground preventing it to flow into storm drains causing water pollution or flooding.  In 

2006, 17.2% of respondents indicated they were familiar with the term „Rain Garden‟, while the 

2010 survey efforts revealed that this percentage doubled to over 34% (See Figure 1.15).   

Are you familiar with the term ñRain Gardenò?  

 Figure 1.15     

 

2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

Yes 17.2 34.7 

No 82.8 65.3 

  n=732 n=1235 

 

True or False: Water is filtered as it flows through a sinkhole and 

through the ground?  

 Figure 1.16     

 

2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

True 23.6 19.5 

False 76.4 80.5 

  n=658 n=1106 

 

Figure 1.16 exemplifies that eighty percent of 2010 survey takers compared to 76.4% in 2006 

correctly responded to the false statement “Water is filtered as it flows through a sinkhole and 

into the ground.”  Most of the 2010 surveys (79%) revealed that respondents were not aware of 

the JRBP (See Figure 1.17). 

 

Are you familiar with the James River Basin Partnership?  

 Figure 1.17     

 

2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

Yes 22.6 20.9 

No 77.4 79.1 

  n=731 n=1225 
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Septic System Pump-Out Program 
 

About the Program 
            Seventy percent of all Missouri septic tanks are not functioning properly, potentially 

resulting in over 100 million gallons of poorly treated sewage entering our streams and 

lakes.  Individuals that live in the James River Basin were offered a $50 incentive to help 

homeowners pump their septic tank.  The JRBP has helped to remove nearly 2 million gallons of 

sewage from septic tanks since the inception of this program in 2005.  The James River Basin 

Partnership surveys tracked who was using the program, how they learned of it as well as 

important information about frequency of inspection, number of users, and size of the septic 

tanks. 

 

Responses to the “Initial Pump-Out” survey (see Appendix B) are presented in the tables below.  

The 2006 statistics represent the 243 surveys collected between 2005 to early 2006. While the 

2010 statistics reflect responses from the 1037 surveys collected between July 2006 to August 

2010.  Respondents contacted the JRBP to participate in the program and receive a $50 voucher 

to be used toward their septic tank pump out cost.  Program participants were only required to 

live in the James River basin. The majority of participants lived in the Southern Missouri 

communities of Springfield, Ozark, and Nixa. 
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Our Findings 
 

In 2010, James River Basin residents still mostly learned of the Septic Tank Pump-Out program 

from public service announcements (PSA‟s), but an increasingly higher number, 26.2% learned 

from the program from “Other” sources (See Figure 2.1).  According to JRBP personnel, “Other” 

sources include the Nature Center‟s conservation program and the JRBP‟s Soil Testing program. 

 

How Did You Learn of the Septic Tank Pump-Out Program? 

 Figure 2.1     

  2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

TV/Public Service Announcement 57.6 56.3 

Neighbor 18.1 4.1 

Flyer 5.8 4.0 

JRBP Newsletter 3.3 9.0 

Other 15.2 26.2 

  n=243 n=1037 

 

In both 2006 and 2010, four out of five surveyed indicated that they were aware that sub-optimal 

maintenance of septic systems can be harmful to water quality (See Figure 2.2). Figure 2.3 shows 

that nearly all respondents felt that proper maintenance of septic systems will help improve and 

protect water quality.   

 

Were You Aware Not Maintaining Your Septic System Can Be 

Detrimental to Water Quality? 

 Figure 2.2     

 

2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

Yes 85.6 83.6 

No 14.4 16.4 

  n=243 n=1035 

 

Do You Feel Proper Maintenance of Septic Tanks Will Help to Improve 

and Protect Water Quality? 

 Figure 2.3     

 

2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

Yes 97.0 98.7 

No 3.0 1.3 

  n=243 n=1034 
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How Old is Your Septic Tank and System? 

 Figure 2.4     

 

2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

0-3 Years 1.6 3.6 

4-6 Years 8.3 7.3 

7-10 Years 23.1 15.5 

11-15 Years 14.9 21.1 

16-20 Years 16.5 16.3 

21 Years or More 33.1 35.5 

Unknown 2.5 0.7 

  n =121 n=1042 

 

The 2010 data agrees with the 2006 data that over half of those surveyed reported that their 

septic system is older than 15 years (See Figure 2.4).  The age of the septic systems is most 

likely related to the average age of homes in the James River Basin as the majority of current 

septic systems are original systems that were installed when the property was built.  

Consequently, the JRBP stresses the importance of scheduled septic system maintenance to 

prevent failure and potential contamination of water sources.  Figure 2.5 signifies that 33% of 

2010 respondents were either unsure if their septic system had ever been pumped or inspected or 

knew that their system had never been pumped or inspected.  The JRBP recommends that the 

average septic system should be pumped at least every 2-3 years by a professional while 

alternative systems with electrical float switches, pumps, or mechanical components need to be 

inspected generally once a year.  In 2006, 36.4% respondents reported that they had their septic 

system pumped within the last three years compared to 22.4% of 2010 respondents. 

 

How Long Has it Been Since the Last Pumping or Inspection of Your 

Septic Tank? 

 Figure 2.5     

 

2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

Less than 3 Years 36.4 22.4 

3-7 Years 33.9 25.8 

8-11 Years 5.0 10.6 

12-15 Years 0.8 3.6 

16 or More Years 0.8 4.6 

Never/Unknown 23.1 33.0 

  n=121 n=988 
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What is the Size of Your Septic Tank? 

 Figure 2.6     

 

2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

Less than 1,000 Gallons 18.2 25.1 

1,000-1,500 Gallons 75.2 72.8 

Greater than 1,500 Gallons 1.6 1.5 

Not Sure of Size 5.0 0.6 

  n-121 n=1041 

 

Approximately three-fourths of 2006 and 2010 respondents estimated that their septic tank 

capacity was between 1,000 to 1,500 gallons (See Figure 2.6).  The 2010 survey results 

uncovered a significant difference from the 2006 results as a 21.3% decrease in 1-2 person 

households was present (See Figure 2.7).  Households of 5-6 people also grew by 13.2%.  The 

persons per household growth could be explained by the tough economic times from 2006 to 

2010, which created more multi-generational households. A Missouri state ordinance requires a 

septic tank to be adequate to the quantity of bedrooms.  Consequently, the minimum septic tank 

size is 1,000 gallons for a home up to three bedrooms; 1,250 gallons for a four bedroom home, 

1,500 gallons for a five bedroom home, and so on. 

 

How Many People Live in Your House and Utilize the Septic System? 

Figure 2.7      

 

2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

1-2 People 56.2 34.9 

3-4 People 32.2 27.1 

5-6 People 9.9 23.1 

7-8 People 0.8 6.4 

9-10 People 0.8 5.5 

11 or More People Not Available 2.6 

  n=121 n=1031 

 

 

The vast majority of all respondents from all years indicated that the $50 incentive would be 

enough for them to schedule future inspections and have their septic tank pumped when needed 

(See Figure 2.8).  Thus, this is strong evidence that the $50 incentive issued by the JRBP did 

influence property owners to participate in the program.   
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By Receiving a $50 Incentive Would You in the Future Schedule 

Inspections and Have Your Septic Tank Pumped When Needed? 

Figure 2.8      

 

2006 (%) 2010 (%) 

Yes 99.0 94.4 

No 1.0 5.6 

  n=243 n=1027 
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Soil Testing Program 

 
About the Program 

            Proper fertilization of lawns is critical to having cleaner water in the Ozarks.  Testing soil 

can save homeowners on fertilizer expenditures by indicating the lawn‟s nutrient needs. Since 

2004 the James River Basin Partnership (JRBP) has offered a soil test and 4-year nutrient 

management plan for the yards of James River Basin residents.  A JRBP representative visit 

Basin residents to take soil samples along with a measurement of their lawn.  After receiving the 

soil test results, the 4-year nutrient management plan was created to involve what, when, and 

how much fertilizer, lime, and/or calcium to use on their lawns (See Appendix E for example). 

This service was free until 2009 when participants were then required to be a member of the 

James River Basin Partnership.  Survey responses indicated who was using this program, past 

and present fertilization practices, and behavioral changes as a result of JRBP educational 

interventions. 

 

Responses to the “Initial Soil Test” survey (see Appendix C) are presented in the tables below.  

The 2005 statistics represent the 130 surveys collected between 2004 and 2005. While the 2010 

statistics reflect responses from the 289 surveys collected between 2006 to August 2010.  

Program participants were only required to live in the James River basin. The majority of 

participants lived in the Southern Missouri communities of Springfield, Ozark, and Nixa. 

Respondents contacted the JRBP to participate in the program and the vast majority of the 

surveys were completed on-site with the remaining conducted via telephone.  JRBP provided the 

compiled data for both the 2005 and 2010 statistics formatted on a common statistical software 

program, SPSS. 

 

  



19 
 

нлмм /ƭŜŀƴ ²ŀǘŜǊ {ǳǊǾŜȅΣ {ŜǇǘƛŎ άtǳƳǇ hǳǘέ {ǳǊǾŜȅΣ ŀƴŘ {ƻƛƭ ¢Ŝǎǘ {ǳǊǾŜȅ wŜǇƻǊǘ 
 

Our Findings 

 

Figure 3.1 suggests that James River Basin residents surveyed in 2010 were 3 times more likely 

to hear about the soil testing program from the JRBP Newsletter‟s and flyers when compared to 

the 2005 data.  “Other/Word of Mouth” continued to be the primary way that participants learned 

about the soil testing program.  According to JRBP personnel, “Other” sources include the 

Nature Center‟s conservation program and the JRBP‟s Septic System Pump-Out program.   

 

How Did You Learn of the Soil Testing Program? 

Figure 3.1      

 

2005 (%) 2010 (%) 

Other/Word of Mouth 59.2 46.0 

TV/Public Service Announcement  21.5 19.0 

Neighbor 11.5 8.3 

JRBP Newsletter 4.6 15.9 

Flyer 3.1 10.4 

  n=130 n=289 

Note: Significant changes from 2006 to 2010 are in bold type. 

 

Compared to the 2005 data, 10.3% fewer of the total 2010 respondents had never had their soil 

tested, providing some evidence that JRBP educational efforts may have encouraged property 

owners to conduct soil tests on their lawn.  However, the 2005 sample of 35 surveys is notably 

less than the 2010 sample size of 289 surveys (See Figure 3.2).   

 

How Long Since Your Soil was Last Tested? 

Figure 3.2      

 

2005 (%) 2010 (%) 

Never Tested 85.7 75.4 

0-6 Months Ago  5.7 1.4 

7-12 Months Ago 5.7 1.7 

1-2 Years Ago N/A 4.8 

3-5 Years Ago N/A 6.9 

More than 5 Years Ago 2.9 9.7 

  n=35 n=289 

Note: The 2006 Percentages (%) are based on those who responded to this question and not the 

overall number of surveys collected.  95 or 73.1% of 2006 survey respondents did not respond to 

this question. 
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Eighty-five percent of 2010 respondents indicated that they did not historically test their lawn 

soil before applying fertilizers compared to 73% in the 2005 reporting statistics (See Figure 3.3).  

As shown in Figure 3.4, there was an 8% increase in 2010 compared to 2005 in the number 

percent of respondents who were aware that over fertilizing their lawn is potentially detrimental 

to water quality.  

Historically Did You Test Your Soil Before Applying Fertilizers? 

Figure 3.3      

 

2005 (%) 2010 (%) 

Yes 27.0 15.0 

No 73.0 85.0 

  n=129 n=289 

 

Were You Aware That Over Fertilizing Your Lawn Can Be Detrimental 

to Water Quality Prior to Hearing About This Project?  

Figure 3.4      

 

2005 (%) 2010 (%) 

Yes 82.0 90.0 

No 18.0 10.0 

  n=129 n=289 

 

The 2010 statistics suggest that while more individuals are fertilizing, they are also fertilizing 

more frequently (See Figure 3.5).  In 2005, 39.4% of respondents fertilized more than once a 

year, while the 2010 statistics reveal that 52.3% of respondents are fertilizing more than once a 

year.  This increase could be explained by the small sample collected for the 2005 analysis that 

may not have been representative of the fertilizing behaviors of James River Basin residents. 

 

Historical ly How Often Do You Fertilize? 

Figure 3.5      

 

2005 (%) 2010 (%) 

Never 33.3 27.0 

Yearly  27.3 20.8 

Two Times/Year 24.2 33.6 

Three Times/Year N/A 6.9 

Four or More Times/Year 15.2 11.8 

  n=33 n=289 

Note: The 2006 Percentages (%) are based on those who responded to this question and not the 

overall number of surveys collected.  97 or 74.6% of 2006 survey respondents did not respond to 

this question. 
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The majority of respondents in 2005 and 2010 fertilize their entire year, although the 2010 data 

showed a triple increase in the percentage of property owners who chose to fertilize the front 

yard only (See Figure 3.6).  

 

Where in Your Yard Do You Plan on Fertilizing? 

Figure 3.6      

 

2005 (%) 2010 (%) 

Entire Yard 88.6 80.6 

Front Only  2.9 8.6 

Front and Side Only 8.6 8.3 

Back Yard Only N/A 2.4 

  n=35 n=288 

Note: The 2006 Percentages (%) are based on those who responded to this question and not the 

overall number of surveys collected.  95 or 73.1% of 2006 survey respondents did not respond to 

this question. 

 

Historically What Type of Fertilizers Do You Use? 

Figure 3.7      

 

2005 (%) 2010 (%) 

I don‟t Fertilize 38.7 28.0 

Not Sure/Unknown N/A 26.0 

Three Way/Triple 25.8 23.2 

Weed Control 6.5 12.5 

High Nitrogen N/A 8.7 

Organic 6.5 1.0 

Lime 6.5 0.7 

Lawn Care Company Applies It 16.1 N/A 

  n=31 n=289 

Note: The 2006 Percentages (%) are based on those who responded to this question and not the 

overall number of surveys collected.  99 or 76.1% of 2006 survey respondents did not respond to 

this question. 

 

When asked “What Type of Fertilizers Do you Use?” the most common response in 2005 and 

2010 was “I don‟t Fertilize” (Figure 3.7).  A considerable portion of 2010 respondents (26%) 

were not aware of what type of fertilizers they use, while one out of six (16%) of 2005 

respondents indicated that their lawn care company applies their fertilizer.  Figure 3.8 illustrates 

that most individuals do not irrigate their lawn.  Notably, the 2010 Soil Test surveying effort 

pinpointed a 28.7% increase in property owners who do not water their lawn.  Possible 

explanations for this increase could be related to the recent difficult economic times or the small 

2005 sample size of 34 surveys.  
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How Do You Irrigate Your Lawn?  

Figure 3.8      

 

2005 (%) 2010 (%) 

I Don‟t/No Watering 44.1 72.8 

Water Hose 32.4 13.8 

Sprinkler 8.8 2.4 

Underground System 14.7 11.0 

  n=34 n=290 

Note: The 2006 Percentages (%) are based on those who responded to this question and not the 

overall number of surveys collected.  96 or 73.8% of 2006 survey respondents did not respond to 

this question. 
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Appendix A ï 2006 & 2010 Clean Water Survey 

 
 

Clean Water Survey 
Thank you for completing this survey which will assist us in our future education and 

outreach efforts to protect our water resources.  Your contribution is appreciated. Please 

return completed survey with your payment for your utilities bill.  

 
1. Why are our local waters important to you? Check all that apply and circle the one you 

find most important to you. 

 

 ___fishing     ___swimming 

 ___floating     ___the scenery 

 ___wildlife     ___boating 

 ___tourism/economics   ___other (specify)__________________ 

 ___drinking  

 

2. Storm drains near my home flow directly to: 

 ___a sewage treatment plant   ___a special water treatment plant 

 ___a detention pond    ___a creek or stream 

 ___not sure 

 

3. How does each of the following affect clean water?  Rate each of the following from 1-5 

with 1 being “little effect” and 5 being “great effect”.  

Littering     1 2 3 4 5 

Failing septic tanks    1 2 3 4 5  

Pet waste     1 2 3 4 5 

Industrial (factories, etc.) discharge  1 2 3 4 5 

Fertilizer run-off    1 2 3 4 5 

Dirt from construction sites, etc.  1 2 3 4 5 

Run-off from parking lots, streets, etc. 1 2 3 4 5 

 

4. How do you typically dispose of used motor oil? 

 ___I have my oil changed at a mechanic shop/oil change facility 

 __Pour it along my fence line or on the ground 

 ___Pour it in the storm drain by my house  

 ___Take it to a mechanic shop/auto parts store that accepts used oil 

 ___Take it to Chemical Collection Center/one day collection event 

 

5. Which watershed do you live in? 

 ___White River   ___James River              (continued on back) 

 ___Spring River  ___Osage River  
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6. How often do you typically fertilize your lawn? (If you don‟t, skip to question 8) 

 ___I do not fertilize    ___2 times/year 

 __1 time/year    ___3 or more times 

 

7. How do you determine how much fertilizer to use on your lawn? 

 ___follow bag instructions   ___use a spreader 

 ___lawn care service    ___use my own judgment 

 ___after soil test results    

 

8. Where do you typically wash your vehicle? 

 ___I do not wash it    ___car wash 

 __on my lawn     ___on my driveway 

  

9. The rain gutters at my home flow directly to: 

 ___my lawn     ___my driveway/street 

 ___a barrel     ___other (specify)___________________ 

 

10. Are you familiar with the term “rain garden”?  

___yes      ___no 

 

11. True or False:  Water is filtered as it flows through a sinkhole and into the ground water. 

 ___true     ___false 

 

12. Are you familiar with the James River Basin Partnership? 

 ___yes      ___no 

 

13.  _____I would like to receive more information about the James River Basin Partnership  

                                                 www.jamesriverbasin.com  

14. My age falls within:  

 

18-24  25-34  35-44  45-54  55-64  65+ 

 

15. My education is:  

 ___some high school    ___college degree 

 ___high school graduate/GED  ___master‟s degree  

 ___some college    ___doctoral degree 

 

 
  

http://www.jamesriverbasin.com/
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Appendix B ï Initial ñPump-outò survey for Septic System Survey 
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Appendix C ï Soil Test Survey 

 



Appendix D ï The James River Basin Map & Legend (Next Page) 
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Appendix E ï Soil Test Nutrient Management Plan Example 

 

 

 


