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State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 3 1 6 7
Southwest District Office
401 East Fifth Street

Dayton, Ohio 45402-2911

(513) 285-6357

FAX (513) 285-6249

George V. Voinovich
Governor

August 2, 2000

Mr. Johnny Reising

U.S. Department of Energy, Fernald Area Office
P.O. Box 538705 _

Cincinnati, OH 45253-8705

RE: COMMENTS RE-INJECTION DEMO TEST REPORT

Dear Mr. Reising:

This letter provides Ohio Environmental Protection Agency comments on the Re-Injection
Demonstration Test Report for the Aquifer Restoration and Wastewater Project.

Although we have chosen to comment on some of the technical details, we approve the
report. We concur with the major conclusion that re-injection test has been successful and
that this technology should be incorporated into the design of the future modules.

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

Sincerely,

T O,

X(E)) ¥~ 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 Re-Injection
Demonstration Test Report for the Aquifer Restoration and Wastewater Project .

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: HSI GeoTrans, Inc.
Section #: 4.4.2 Pg.#: 4-7 Line #: 13 Code: C

Comment: - Future injection well monitoring designs should consider the installation of
a monitoring well with multiple depth sampling capability below the injection interval. In
addition, the well should be installed as close as possible to the injection well. Such a
monitoring well would provide more accurate monitoring of downward movements of
the plume at the injection well site, where such movements would be most likely to
occur.

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: HSI GeoTrans, Inc.
Section #: 5 Pg.#. NA Line #: NA Code: E

‘Comment:  The graphical data analysis provided in Section 5 on the geochemical

data is limited to the construction of Piper Trilinear Diagrams. While the Piper diagrams
were useful, additional graphics should have been included for visualizing the trends
discussed in the text. Given the extent of the data collection effort for the re-injection
demonstration, limiting presentation of much of the data to tabular format is
inappropriate. :

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: HSI GeoTrans, Inc.

Section #: 5.3.2 Pg.#: 5-6 Line #: 28 Code: C

Comment: The trend to lower dissolved oxygen concentrations and Eh values with
increase in depth in the aquifer was not observed near all injection wells. Some
discussion should be provided to account for the somewhat anomalous water chemistry
results obtained from Monitoring Weli 32305, located near IW-9. The dissolved oxygen
and Eh results for this deep interval monitoring well are very similar to the data obtained
from the shallow wells.

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: HSI GeoTrans, Inc.
Section #: 5.3.2 Pg.#: 5-7 Line#: 5 Code: C
Comment: The 12.09 mg/L dissolved oxygen level is not considered representative
for Monitoring Well 32305 on 12/14/98. Tables G-15 through G-22 show many -
anomalously high DO results. For the measurement in question and the majority of the
other high values, the "DO %Sat" result appears to indicate that the DO saturation is
greater than 100 percent. How should these data be interpreted or should they simply
be ignored? Also, the greater-than-100-percent DO concentrations occurred most often
for the first three monitoring events. No such values were obtained after January. Is
the Hydrolab data collected after January more accurate than the data from the initial
monitoring events after re-injection started?
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Commenting Organization: OEPA . Commentor: HSI GeoT'rans, Inc.
Section #: 5.3.2 Pg.#: 5-6 Line #: 28 Code: C

Comment: It should be noted that dissolved oxygen levels in Monitoring Well 32305
increased dramatically between the September and October 1998 monitoring events.
The September values were all less than 1.0 mg/L. Based on the 12 hour readings
shown in Table 5-1, the October level was greater.than 3.0 mg/L, and the 12 hour
reading for November and each month thereafter were greater than 3.95 mg/L. Redox
values appear to trend higher through the one year study period. Should it be
concluded that conditions are more oxidizing and therefore more favorable for the
growth of iron bacteria in the IW-9 vicinity? If so, why is evidence for aquifer plugging
not observed at IW-97?
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