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Re: COMMENTS ON MARCH AND APRIL RE-INJECTION DEMO REPOAT ’é
Dear Mr. Reising:

7. ﬂ\‘n

This letter provides Ohio Environmental Protection Agency comments on the March and
April 1999 Re-Injection Demonstration Operating reports.

If you have any questions, please contact Tom Ontko or me.

Sincerely,

76%AGQM;¢Z5

(" Thomas A. Schneider
Fernald Project Manager
Office of Federal Facilities Oversight

cc: Jim Saric, U.S. EPA
Terry Hagen, FDF
Mark Shupe, HSI GeoTrans

Francie Hodge, Tetra Tech EM Inc.
Ruth Vandergrift, ODH
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Ohio Environmental Protection Agency Comments |
on the March and April 1999 2434
Re-Injection Demonstration Operating Reports

Commenting Organization. OEPA Commentor: HSI GeoTrans, Inc.
Section #: March 1999 Report  Pg.#: 2 Line #: 13 Code: C
Comment: Injection water levels in Well 10 have been increasing approximately 10 feet
per month, as shown by the February and March monthly reports. Based on an original
static water level of approximately 525 feet, the ground elevation of 576 feet, and the 50
foot water level increase in Well 10 since injection began (Figure 2), the available
freeboard in this well for injection water level increase appears to be used up or nearly so.
The text should discuss what actions have been (or will be) taken to address this condition.

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: HS! GeoTrans, Inc.
Section #: March 1999 Report  Pg.#: 3 Line#: 9 Code: C
Comment: As stated in the text, the water level increase after the first (late October)
rehabilitation of Well 8 was 4.02 feet, which is comparable to the initial increase of 5.34 feet
observed when injection was first started. The increase of 7.48 feet after the most recent
treatment seems high. Does the higher increase indicate a decline in the overall
performance of this well?

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: HS| GeoTrans, inc.
Section #: April 1999 Report Pg.#: 3 Line#: 3 Code: C
Comment: The text indicates that when Re-Injection Well 10 was returned to service
after rehabilitation, the water level rise in the well was 8.54 feet. This is a 74 percent
increase over the initial water level rise of 4.92 feet recorded in the well when re-injection
began in September, 1998. As noted in the April 1998 progress report, initial injection
pressures after the two rehabilitation events at Re-Injection Well 8 increased 33 and 86
percent, respectively, over startup levels. It is clear from previous site experience and the
marked improvements in the well performance following treatment that biofouling is the
primary cause for the buildup of excessive injection pressures. A secondary but potentially
significant cause, however, is potential plugging resulting from the solids contained in the
injectate. Driscoll (1986) discusses injection well case studies where excessive pressure
buildup from sand plugging resulted with injectate sand contents of 3.3 mg/L and 0.004
mg/L. According to the “Operations and Maintenance Master Plan for the Aquifer
Restoration and Wastewater Project,” the treatment applied to the water prior to re-injection
includes aeration, granular muitimedia filtration, and ion exchange. What is the solids
content of the AWWT effluent that is destined for re-injection? What is the potential that
the observed, apparently irreversible performance deterioration at Injection Wells 8 and 10
result from sand plugging? Are the AWWT injectate solids levels appropriate for long term
implementation of the re-injection remedial strategy?
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March and April- Re-Injection Demo Reports 2 4 3 4

Page 2
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section #: April 1999 Report - - Pg# 1 Line#:. - Code: c

Comment: The lead concentrations reported for the April injectate sample is not only
above the FRL but also above the Safe Drinking Water Act action level. We agree that the
concentration is anomalously high compared to general water quality in the GMA. Our first
reaction would also have been to check with the laboratory. On being informed that the
lab was standing firm in the original analysis, we would have immediately grabbed another
sample. We would have used the (hopefully low) re-sample results to defend ourselves
against the contention that we had injected water above drinking water standards for the
entire month. .

We also expect that the May results will be more in line with expectations.

Reference

Driscoll, F.G., 1986. Groundwater and Wells. Johnson Division, St. Paul, Minnesota.
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