
November 4, 2013 

Ms. Susan Hedman 
Regional Administrator 
US EPA Region 5 
77 W. Jackson Blvd 
Chicago, IL 606043590 

Dear Administrator Hedman: 

The below signed groups have collected citizen comments and testimony referencing documents collected from 
the Ohio Department of Natural Resources' and referencing their administration of the state's Underground 
Injection Control program. We are providing all related documentation, and have summarized the hearings and 
information in key findings. We respectfully request that this information is carefully reviewed and included in 
the audit referenced in a letter from your office dated May 17, 2013, as respectfully requested in our letter dated 
March 14, 2013. 

Although neither public comments nor public testimony are included in the standard state program audit 
procedure, we assert that the several citizens representing numerous counties in Ohio who have directly 
interacted with ODNR regarding injection wells in their areas are the most qualified to provide insight into 
ODNR's activities involving public participation, enforcement, permitting, and all program requirements listed 
within 40 CFR 145. 

These helpful comments and documents will further support as evidence our claims that ODNR is 
systematically failing to meet the program requirements as stated in federal law. These inadequacies become 
evident in that unconventional oil and gas producers in Pennsylvania, where injection wells are administered the 
US EPA, are regularly electing for disposal in Ohio where rampant well permitting combined with lax 
regulations and enforcement make disposal less costly. 

As previously stated in the March letter, we re-assert our request that US EPA conduct a more thorough audit, 
hold a public hearing at the conclusion of the audit, and until a thorough investigation is completed, suspend 
ODNR's primacy of the UIC program. 

Sincerely, 

Teresa Mills 
Center for Health, Environment and Justice 
2319 Parkridge Court 
Grove City, OH 43123 

Brian Kunkemoeller 
Sierra Club — Ohio Chapter 
131 N. High Street, Suite 605 
Columbus, OH 43215 

Cheryl Johncox 
Buckeye Forest Council 
1200 W. 5th  Ave, Ste. 103 
Columbus, OH 43212 

Cc Rebecca Harvey 



Key Findings: 

The testimony provided by citizens can be generally (though not wholly) summarized by the 
following: 

1 Program Administration  

a. The administrators of the program have repeatedly and unlawfully ignored 
information requests from citizens of Ohio. 

b. The funding source for ODNR UIC program is provided by a per-barrel fee for 
injection wells, creating "regulatory capture" and internal dis-incentive to deny permits, take 
enforcement actions including but not limited to issuing fines or ordering the closure of wells 
regularly out of compliance. 

c. The administrators of the program are generally confrontational towards citizens and 
unwilling to address concerns, contrary to ODNR's responsibility to "encourage citizen 
reporting." 

d. Expedient class II well permitting, lower disposal fees, lack of enforcement penalties, 
and fewer permit requirements relative to neighboring states with US EPA administered UIC 
programs (such as Pennsylvania) has generated incentive for out-of-state production well 
operators to send large quantities of unconventional drilling waste to Ohio. 

e. SB 315 (2012) removed citizens' appeal rights for Class II permitting, but maintained 
appeal rights for industry, contrary to federal law. See 40 CFR 145.13 (d) 

f. The agency appears to be regularly acting as a public relations agent on behalf of the 
industry, making statements such as "there is no known correlation between earthquakes and 
injection wells," and "there have been no cases of water contamination," despite long and well 
documented studies and even ODNR documents showing otherwise. 

2. Permitting and Enforcement 

a. Despite multiple instances of citizens requesting public hearings, the agency has 
repeatedly denied them, on occasion simply holding "informational meetings," where agency 
staff give impertinent and basic information, attempt to intimidate citizens with lines of armed 
guards and dogs, and skirt Ohio sunshine laws by disallowing audio or video taping. 

b. Despite numerous earthquakes in Northeast Ohio resulting from injection wells, there 
have been no significant adopted rules to avoid further induced seismicity. Terms and 
Conditions recently issued by the agency only requires that if a seismic event of a magnitude 
3.0 or greater occurs within a one-mile radius of the well, the company shall immediately 
reduce the injection rate and injection pressure and install portable seismic monitoring 
equipment on three sides of the injection well location and continuously monitor for seismic 
activity. If seismic activity continues, the well shall be shut down. This term and condition 
would not have been triggered in the Youngstown events because the quakes leading up to 
the 4.0 did not register above 3.0. The agency has generally denied induced seismicity from 



injection wells, despite a well-documented history of the events, and even numerous scientific 
reports outlining a direct connection between injection wells and earthquakes in Ohio. 

c. The agency does not give remote consideration of local or municipal zoning laws, 
source water protection areas, or any other local or state laws, which would suggest 
alternative siting of new or proposed wells. 

d. Abandoned and orphaned wells near the siting of new injection wells are frequently 
not plugged to ensure vertical migration of the injected waste into the aquifer does not occur. 

e. Many laws passed by Ohio legislators are still awaiting rule-making by the agency, 
such as SB 315, which was passed over a year ago. 

f. The agency will no longer issue Notice of Violation", and/or take additional enforcement action 
if the "discharge of brine causes water used for consumption by human or domestic animals to exceed water 
quality standards established by the Safe Drinking Water Act", as this has been removed from 1509.22 (A) (1) 
in HB 59, passed in 2013. 

3. Enforcement and Compliance 

a. Inspection report records indicate a gross and systematic culture of non-compliance 
among injection wells. These violations include, but are not limited to: non-containment of 
spills, leaks, or runoff; equipment malfunctions, widespread dead vegetation, leaking pits or 
dykes. 

b. Enforcement actions are typically a phone call or letter to the company. Notice of 
Violation (NOV) is rarely issued, and no fines are known even among repeat 
violators. Inspectors use his or her discretion in determining level of enforcement action. 
Enforcement should not be left to the discretion of an inspector. 

c. Many violations mentioned under "notes" in the records are not listed as violations. 

d. There has been only one case where illegal dumping was discovered, which required 
an employee of the company to notify ODNR before they were caught. There had been 
numerous violations by D&L and Hardrock Excavating leading up to that point, which provided 
multiple opportunities for the agency to take actions that could have ultimately prevented 
illegal dumping. 

e. There is failure of escalating enforcement measures taken by the agency even for flagrant 
disregard for the law. 

f. Failure to deny new permits applications until owner/operator corrects existing violations. 



Summary of panel, Athens County hearing 

Testimony heard tonight points to several key problems with the permitting of injection wells by Ohio 

Department of Natural Resources. These include: 

• Lack of significant opportunity for meaningful public participation. This includes the refusal to hold 

public hearings, failure to meet local governmental officials when asked and failure to return citizen or 

local official inquires in timely fashion, if at all. 

• Public records being unavailable, difficult to understand or incomplete. Failure to fulfill public 

record requests in a timely fashion. 

• Failure to follow up well permit violations. 

• Failure to enforce state and federal regulations. 

• Inability to fully monitor permitted wells to ensure the public's health, safety and welfare. 

• Permitting wells when permit material is incomplete or missing. 

• Perceived conflict of interest of regulatory officials and industry being regulated. 

Due to these and other significant shortcoming of the oversight of permitting and regulating of the 

Injection Well process in Ohio by Ohio Department of Natural Resources there is a severe lack of 

confidence in ODNR's ability to fulfill its statutory requirements to ensure the health safety and welfare 

of the people of Ohio. 

U.S. EPA has a statutory duty to ensure that the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of the United 

States. If a state that has primacy is not fulfilling its statutory duty to ensure the health, safety and 

welfare of it riti7Pns it is the duty of the 11 FPA to withdraw nrimary of the state nrouram 





September 18, 2013 

Ms. Susan Hedman 

Regional Administrator 

USEPA Region 5 

77 W. Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Re: 	Testimony Submitted for USEPA's Audit of ODNR UIC Program 

Dear Ms. Hedman: 

My name is Roxanne Groff, resident of Bern Township, Athens County, 14222 Marietta Run Road, Amesville, 

Ohio 45711. 

Ohio's UIC Program was granted primacy effective September 22, 1983. Its application was filed under Section 

1425 of the SDWA (42 USC 300h-4), which was added to the law by amendment in 1980. As explained by 

Congress in the September 19, 1980, House Report No. 96-1348, Section 1425 offers States a reduced standard 

for gaining primacy. Under Section 1425, States applying for primacy need only demonstrate their programs 

are "effective" rather than equal to or exceeding the regulations adopted by USEPA. This amendment does 

not require USEPA to back off its regulation of primacy States that take advantage of Section 1425. If anything, 

USEPA must work harder in order to determine what is "effective" for each such State every time USEPA 

changes its own regulations and when re-demonstrations otherwise are mandated by law. Section (b) (as 

codified in 42 USC 300h-4) states: 

If the Administrator revises or amends any requirement of a regulation under 

section 300h of this title relating to any aspect of the underground injection 

referred to in subsection (a) of this section, in the case of that portion of a 

State underground injection control program for which the demonstration 

referred to in subsection (a) of this section has been made, in lieu of the 

showing required under section 300h-1(b)(1)(B) of this title the State may 

demonstrate that, with respect to that aspect of such underground injection, 

the State program meets the requirements of subparagraphs (A) through (D) 

of section 300h(b)(1) of this title and represents an effective program 

(including adequate record-keeping and reporting) to prevent underground 

injection which endangers drinking water sources. 

Thus, since the approval of the Ohio UIC program effective September 22, 1983, every time USEPA has 

amended its UIC regulations, USEPA's statutory mandate has been to require Ohio either to adopt statutes and 

rules that equal or exceed the USEPA amendments, as required by 42 USC 300h-1(b)(1)(B), or present a new, 

satisfactory demonstration as required in Section 1425(a) and (b) (42 USC 300h-4(a) & (b)) assuring continued 

effectiveness. House Report No. 96-1348 is the only legislative history for the 1980 amendment. The House of 

Representatives' Committee on InterState and Foreign Commerce voted unanimously in favor of the 1980 

amendment. It was passed quickly by the House and then the Senate and signed into law by the President. 

Congress emphasized the importance of re-demonstrations of "effectiveness" required by Section 1425 as 

follows: 
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UNDER CERTAIN CIRCUMSTANCES, THE ADMINISTRATOR WILL BE 

ABLE TO REQUIRE A NEW DEMONSTRATION PERTAINING TO CERTAIN ASPECTS 

OF A STATE PROGRAM. A STATE COULD BE REQUIRED TO RENEW ITS 

APPROVED ALTERNATIVE PROGRAM UPON REVISION OR AMENDMENT BY THE 

ADMINISTRATOR OF REGULATIONS PERTAINING TO UNDERGROUND 

INJECTION RELATING TO OIL AND NATURAL GAS. THE COMMITTEE EXPECTS 

THAT SUCH DEMONSTRATIONS WILL BE REQUIRED WHEN THE AMENDED 

REGULATIONS ARE DEEMED NECESSARY TO MEET THE MINIMUM 

REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 1421(B). A NEW DEMONSTRATION MAY ALSO BE 

REQUIRED IF THE ADMINISTRATOR DETERMINES, BY RULE AFTER PUBLIC 

HEARING, THAT A STATE'S DEMONSTRATION IS NO LONGER ADEQUATE. THIS 

AUTHORITY IS INTENDED FOR USE BY THE ADMINISTRATOR IN INSTANCES IN 

WHICH A STATE SIGNIFICANTLY ALTERS A PROGRAM FOR WHICH A 

DEMONSTRATION HAS BEEN MADE, OR IN WHICH THE ADMINISTRATOR 

DETERMINES THAT NEW INFORMATION ABOUT THE ENDANGERMENT OF 

DRINKING WATER SUPPLIES NECESSITATES A NEW DEMONSTRATION. 

Thus, whenever (i) USEPA adopts amendments that become minimum requirements for Section 1421(b) of the 

SDWA, (ii) a State's demonstration is no longer adequate, (iii) a State alters its program significantly for which a 

demonstration already has been made, or (iv) the Administrator determines there is new information about 

the endangerment of drinking water supplies, a new demonstration is required by Section 1425 primacy 

States. 

Demonstrations and periodic re-demonstrations of "effectiveness" by Section 1425 primacy States are not 

discretionary for USEPA or the States. They are statutorily mandated. That USEPA enjoys enormously broad 

discretion in deciding whether the demonstrations and re-demonstrations are sufficient does not excuse 

repeated failures to require Section 1425(b) (42 USC 300h-4(b)) re-demonstrations of "effectiveness." See 

National Wildlife Federation v. USEPA, 980 F.2d 765 (D.C. Cir. 1992). Although relaxed, such demonstrations 

are no small tasks. Congress defined the task in House Report No. 96-1348 when it stated: 

THE DEMONSTRATION REQUIRED BY A STATE WOULD BE COMPARABLE TO 

THE DEMONSTRATION REQUIRED OF THE ADMINISTRATOR IN 

PROMULGATING REGULATIONS UNDER SECTION 1421(8). JUDICIAL REVIEW 

OF THE ADMINISTRATOR'S DETERMINATION IS IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

SECTION 1448(A) OF THE ACT. 

With that standard in mind, one would expect to see a trail of formal documents and amendments to those 

documents for each Section 1425 primacy State. 

Apparently no such trail exists for Ohio. In response to an FOIA request submitted to District 5 by an Athens 

County citizen for those documents, USEPA produced only the original demonstration documents, some recent 
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amendments to Ohio statutes and rules, and a few documents in between. No documents were produced that 

even hinted of a formal re-demonstration required by Section 1425(b). 

Surely USEPA has adopted at least one substantive amendment to its regulations since September 22, 1983, 

that would require Ohio to present a Section 1425(b) re-demonstration, a re-demonstration that is 

"COMPARABLE TO THE DEMONSTRATION REQUIRED OF THE ADMINISTRATOR IN PROMULGATING 

REGULATIONS UNDER SECTION 1421(B)." 

Surely since September 22, 1983, USEPA has determined there is new information about the endangerment of 

drinking water supplies that would require Ohio to present a Section 1425(b) re-demonstration, a re-

demonstration that is "COMPARABLE TO THE DEMONSTRATION REQUIRED OF THE ADMINISTRATOR IN 

PROMULGATING REGULATIONS UNDER SECTION 1421(B)." 

Surely since USEPA has determined Ohio has changed its program such that Ohio must present a Section 

1425(b) re-demonstration, a re-demonstration that is "COMPARABLE TO THE DEMONSTRATION REQUIRED OF 

THE ADMINISTRATOR IN PROMULGATING REGULATIONS UNDER SECTION 1421(B)." This letter will discuss 

how Ohio simply ignores the program approved by USEPA. 

Surely since September 22, 1983, USEPA has determined Ohio's program is no longer adequate such that Ohio 

must present a Section 1425(b) re-demonstration, a re-demonstration that is "COMPARABLE TO THE 

DEMONSTRATION REQUIRED OF THE ADMINISTRATOR IN PROMULGATING REGULATIONS UNDER SECTION 

1421(B)." Ohio has a bad reputation when it comes to disposal of toxic "brine." In 1986, HOUSE CONFERENCE 

REPORT NO. 99-575 (May 5, 1986) Stated with reference to wellhead protection and annular injection: "The 

provision, therefore, is particularly aimed at Ohio, which has proven to be remiss in its enforcement of brine-

related problems." I assure you, Ohio continues to "be remiss in its enforcement of brine-related problems" 

even though it apparently has addressed the annular injection problem. Ohio has preserved its 1986 

reputation with blind eyes, stonewalling the public in its attempts to conduct oversight of ODNR and its 

industry partners, and lack of meaningful penalties for substantial violations that fail to make screaming 

headlines in Ohio, regional and national newspapers. I guess as long as USEPA does not make such a 

determination, it isdoes not statutorily obligated to address it. The USEPA should open its eyes as well. 

Ohio's UIC program is in need of meticulous scrutiny as Ohio has disregarded its mandates to deal with 

violations and the public process, two important criteria required by law. Circumstances of the nature of the 

waste, now toxic and radioactive and the quantity, soon to be billions of gallons a year (new information), are 

of increasing concern to Ohio citizens. Public trust has been shattered, and we no longer feel the UIC program 

can meet the federal mandates and the threat to drinking water sources is inevitable. The citizens through 

direct experience, with ODNR and our legislators, are painfully aware that this agency is more interested in 

letting EVERY permit be approved than protecting the USDWS in our State. 

40 CFR 145.33 establishes criteria for withdrawal of State programs. If the USEPA finds a State program fails to 

comply with terms of the MOA, it may begin procedures for withdrawal of the State program. Ohio's UIC 

program has failed to comply with the public participation process, its enforcement fails to comply with the 
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mandate to prevent harm to USDWS, and it has failed to act on violations of permits. (See testimony regarding 

Ginsberg Well API 3400922704 and Hahn Well API 3400921899.) 

I have never had the level of frustration at the lack of attention to public participation requirements as with 

ODNR and the UIC permit application process. Ohio law, OAC 1501:9-3-06(E)(2)(c), says if an objection (to a 

permit) is received, the chief shall rule upon the validity of the objection. If in the opinion of the chief, such 

objection is not relevant to the issues of public health or safety or to good conservation practices or is without 

substance, a permit shall be issued. If the chief finds an objection to be relevant a hearing SHALL be called. By 

contrast, USEPA's regulations require a public hearing if the Director finds, based upon requests, a significant 

degree of public interest. In practice, the ODNR chief is never required to grant (and never does grant) a public 

hearing, even in the face of overwhelming public interest. 

The chief of the oil and gas division abuses his discretionary power interpreting that HE can overrule and DENY 

a request for a public hearing based upon his opinion of what is significant, relevant or substantive. USEPA's 

State Submission Guidance Document #19 mandates Ohio grant a public hearing if there is significant interest. 

Can a program be effective if 260 or more citizen comments on permit applications, most requesting public 

hearings, are considered without substance? In the face of such comments and requests, ODNR denied 

requests for formal hearings. Instead ODNR performed a "dog and pony show" they called an Open House 

where armed guards were in place and the event was so noisy and unstructured that there could be no 

informative discourse of any permit in question. Most importantly, no public record was made of comments. 

Thereafter, they sent elementary, often irrelevant written comments to those who attended and posed 

questions. (See public comment concerning rock formation as an example of the kind of ridiculous response 

returned to a person seeking information.) Most alarming was the directive for a "free speech zone" reserved 

in the parking lot outside the Open House (with the armed guards) for those wishing to express concerns 

about ODNR and the permits in question. 

This abuse of discretion allows all SWIW permits to be approved by default. USEPA UIC Guidance #34 

references an inadequacy in the (primacy) States' permitting process is that of public participation. When a 

State limits the definition of that participation the problem can usually be solved in the MOA to taking 

whatever additional measures necessary to assure adequate participation. Ohio made that commitment. 

USEPA needs to look into the Ohio's interpretation of the law and realize that this certainly does not in any 

way meet the terms of the "effective" way to assure the public that there will be NO endangerment to any 

USDW.. 

USEPA Region 5 has policies far stricter than Ohio law. That is why the Pennsylvania and West Virginia toxic 

radioactive waste is coming to Ohio in never ending strings of truck convoys and river barges. Ohio FUNDS its 

UIC program with the waste! ODNR endeavors to grant every permit for an injection well quickly. The 

governor and legislators have assured ODNR has a pecuniary conflict of interest. Now BILLIONS of gallons of 

waste a year are welcomed into Ohio injection wells with extremely lax regulation to fill the agency coffers. 

The ODNR SWIW program has not been effective as evidenced by the number of violations that have no 

connective trail for enforcement or correction. How the hell does a well like the Ginsberg Well API 3400922704 
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remain functioning? This well CANNOT possibly meet the federal standards to mitigate endangering a USDW. 

This well needs to be shut down! 

In 2010 Ohio received and injected 8,500,000 barrels of toxic waste. That is approximately 357,000,000 gallons 

of waste. One well in Athens County, newly permitted with the second permit pending will be allowed to inject 

up to 60 to 80 million gallons of waste a year. That is ONE SIXTH of the total waste injected into ALL wells in 

2010. We in Ohio do not accept that Ohio's UIC program is effective enough now and certainly not in the 

future to effectively monitor and regulate these monster wells!! 

The permit applications that are accepted into theODNR UIC office are a joke. Engineering firms are not 

required to complete or even certify parts of the applications. Geological, engineering and hydrological studies 

of the formations into which the toxic waste is injected are not required. There are no MPI formulas to 

demonstrate appropriate pressure for the amount of toxic radioactive waste destined for these new wells. 

When Ohio EPA submits comments of concern, they are rudely tossed aside by ODNR. 

When Ohio submitted its request for primacy, a public hearing was required. If Ohio had to resubmit its 

application today and had a public hearing concerning whether Ohio has an effective SWIW program, you 

would find the people of Ohio responding with a resounding NO as an answer. Ohioans would demand that 

EPA remove the primacy status of this State and subject injection wells to the same policies as USEPA does in 

Region 5. Moreover, Ohio should be subjected to classifying SWIW wells as commercial and non-commercial 

and be subjected to the regulations applicable to those classifications. 

Remember the Aristech Class I well in Haverhill, Ohio, which was subjected to the strictest of federal laws? The 

hazardous waste was injected to a depth of 4.000 feet from which depth phenol migrated upward and was 

discovered when a new well was being drilled. Inspectors had NOT discovered this migration or problem 

during their routine inspections. It was determined that the amount of waste under constant pressure caused 

cracks in the rock formation allowing migration of the phenol. The MPI of the well was IN COMPLIANCE with 

regulations, but the problem occurred anyway. THIS is what we the public know, and THIS is what we know will 

happen to the SWIW wells in Ohio. One might say: ITPS 	 "It's The PRESSURE Stupid" (and I hate that 

word). 

The Administrator has the responsibility and broad discretion to take an in depth review of Ohio's UIC 

program. Minimum requirements meeting federal law does not mean elimination of the meaningful 

safeguards in the permitting process or in the regulatory obligations to keep USDWS from becoming 

contaminated. Insert some of these synonyms for "effective": "impressive," "powerful," "direct," 

"competent," "forceful," "sound," "virtuous." Is this Ohio's UIC program? Certainly not! 

One of the very major reasons Congress passed revolutionary environmental legislation in the latter part of the 

20th  century was to prevent the States from competing with each other by lowering or eliminating 

environmental oversight in order to attract business to the States. Unfortunately, that is exactly what has 

happened in Ohio. Lax oversight at the federal and state levels have allowed Ohio to attract business with its 

"no-touch, no-tell" regulations. Heaven forbid that a regulator will seek to enforce the law in Ohio. The 
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Governor will have that person fired (this happened recently to a veteran "by-the-book" regulator at the Ohio 

EPA). Comments of oil and gas personnel about Ohio's lax "no fines" regulatory atmosphere are rampant on 

the Internet. The Governor and some in the legislature openly taut this favorable low regulation business 

climate as they seek to attract industry. 

if one State in all of the United States fails to enforce the spirit and intent of the SDWA, the USEPA becomes an 

abject failure. Region 5, you have that State—Ohio. The day will come when, just as with exposure to 

radioactive materials, asbestos, and tobacco, there will be widespread litigation targeting those who have 

caused injury and suffering arising out of the current wave of oil and gas exploration. The day will come when 

many innocents will die or be caused to suffer lifelong illnesses as a result of the environmental (water and air, 

to be sure) contamination arising out of the current wave of oil and gas exploration. When that time comes, 

Ohio's serious transgressions and USEPA's blind eyes will no longer be ignored. USEPA administrators in 

Washington, D.C., fearing the blame themselves, will quickly look for those at fault in the agency. By that time, 

Administrator Hedman, you may have retired or those events may necessitate your early retirement. 

Whatever the circumstances, unless Region 5 takes swift, proactive, corrective action with respect to the Ohio 

program, Region 5 will be in the crosshairs. 

I respectfully request a copy of the audit at its completion. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Roxanne Groff 

‘CCERNIMINOSEEINERRer 
Amesville, Ohio 45711 
grofski@earthlink.net   

Attachments 



Public Comment 
	 Page 5 of 7 

1. The I 

2. Please Have a Public Hearing 

3. The Ginsburg Well Should Be Shut Down Immediately . 

4, Do Your lob of Protecting the Environment.. . 

5. Event Well Organized and Security was Appreciated . 

6. When is the Last Time the Ginsburg Injection Well Passed an MIT? 

7. As a Citizen, I Am Concerned. I Want a REAL Public Hearing . 

8. If the Ginsburg Well Has Been Ordered to Shut Down ... 

9. Pin Concerned That the Substance to Be Permitted .. 

10. Fracking Is Dangerous and Injection Wells are Not a Safe . . 

11. Don't Dump Poison Under the Same Land Your Children . 

12. Please Do Not Poison Our Families ... 

13. If You're Going to Poison the Land We All Share ... 

14. Why is the Ginsburg Well Mowed to Continue Operation? 

15. The Number of Armed Officers ... 

16. Why Do You Silence the People of Athens County? 

17. Thanks For the Informational Meeting .. 

18. Why Aren't We Allowed to Speak Our Minds in Publicly Owned . . 

19. Why is a Public Hearing Not Being Granted? 

20. At What Time During the Permitting Process Do You Assess ... 

21. Require Use of Flow Rate Gauges . . 

22. Why is Ohio Funding Groundwater Contamination ... 

23. Require Retrofitting of Existing Injection Wells ... 

24. Require Use of Electronic Transponder Technology .. . 

25. Please Stop All Fracking. We Need Energy Independence . . 

26. Great Idea for the Open House .. . 

27. Please Stop All Fracking. The Risks Aren't Worth It ... 

28. How Do You Expect to Survive if You Destroy Our Planet .. . 

29. How is a Layer of Rock Designated as Impermeable 

"How is a l ayer  of rock designated as impermeable? If there is an earthquake in the area rocks may slip out of place. There is no way to monitor this 

How ,s this sate?' 

Rocks are designated as impermeable due to the minute size of pore spaces or lack of permeability that is typical of fine grained rocks. Low 

permeability rock typically restricts vertical or hanzontal migration of fluids amber gas and are known as confining zones. 

Injection induced seismicity is extremely rarei however. seismologists can monitor the seismic activity through the une of seinmometern 

The DOGRM has purchased portable seismic units to monitor seismic activity around the state. Additionally, the Division has a seismologist 

(seismic ezpert) on staff to coordinate this effort and analyze the data collected by the high tech and sensitive equipment. 

httn .goilandgas.ohiodnuov/citizens/public-comment 	 9/16/2013 



How is a layer of rock designated as impermeable? If there is an earthquake in the area, rocks may slip out of 

place. There is no way to monitor this. How is this safe?' 

View Comment Card 

Rocks are designated as impermeable due to the minute size of pore spaces or lack of permeability 
that is typical of fine grained rocks. Low permeability rock typically restricts vertical or horizontal 

migration of fluids and/or gas and are known as confining zones. 

Injection induced seismicity is extremely rare; however, seismologists can monitor the seismic activity 

through the use of seismometers. The DOGRM has purchased portable seismic units to monitor 

seismic activity around the state. Additionally, the Division has a seismologist (seismic expert) on staff 

to coordinate this effort and analyze the data collected by the high tech and sensitive equipment. 



Public Comment 	 Page 6 of 7 

31. Fracking is Sociopathic Because it is Toxic ... 

32. Please Stop Fracking 

33. Is the Idea of a Hearing Really So Threatening ... 

34. If You, DNR, Care About the People ... 

35. If the Wastewater's Safe, Why Don't You Drink It? 

36. Shouldn't They (Older Wells) Be Upgraded ... 

37. Why Does Ohio Have to Be the Dumping Ground ... 

38. Stop Fracking!! Please 'lake Into Account 

39. What Chemicals - All Chemicals - Are Used In Fracking? 

40. ODNR's "Open House" in Athens Was a Farce... 

Ohio Department of 

Natural 
Resources 
OWISfON OF OIL 8 f;AS 
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FW: K&H SWIW #8 Public Records Request 	 Page 1 of 2 

FW: K&H SWIW #8 Public Records Request 

From: 
To: 

Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

"Kozlowski, Jocelyn" <Jocelyn.Kozlowski@dnr.state.oh.us > 

"grofski@earthlink.net " 
FW: K&H SWIW #8 Public Records Request 

Feb 5, 2013 2:14 PM 

K & H Partners additional documents.odf 

-lhank you for your inquiry. in response, please find additional documents from the Ke4H Partners 
well that were generated after the well was permitted. It is routine for a company to request 
changes to their surface facility after a permit has been issued; any and all changes are reviewed 
"dr:d approved by the Divi:;.fen. I this case, 	original application included initial plans for surface 
j-adiit y  constrncibri and, 7-rter the well was drillnd, K. 	Partners reuuested to change the plahs. 

jz due to the fact that the capacity of an injection well is unknown until the well is dfilled and 
the geologic formation is evaluated for injection capacity. The applicant provides the Division with a 
volume that it assumes the geologic format un can accept, but the actual volumes are unknown 
until the well is drilled_ Additionally, our rules require a maximum allowable surface injection 
pressure and volume limitations based on the mile or 'A mile area of review. A 7/2 mile area of 
review, which was conducted for KM Partners, allows the operator to inject volumes greater than 
200 barrels per day. 

re  <3r[ 	re,Guest for pipeline information, the division does not have any pipeiine 
Hect.:cm !)ipe!ine is required to be tested to the maximum allowable injection pressuie once it 

is ready for operation. Here, the pipeline test has not yet happened. 

K.,o-z i-Nvz;izL 
in-fors nation Officer 

Division of Oil and Gas Resources 'Management 

:-.:!o45 Morse Road, 6Idg. F-2 

C::!:_zirni)us, OH 1,11:. 

t11471-sc:, 

From: Roxanne Groff [mailtd:grofskigearthlink.net] 
Sent: Monday, January 28, 2013 4:30 PM 
To: DNR oilandgas 
Cc: Zehringer, James 
Subject: K&H SWIW #8 Public Records Request 

To whom it may concern and especially to Director Zehringer, 

1 just received from Jocelyn Kozlowski a copy of the schematic for an off loading area on State Rout 50 
West that is part of the SWIW#8 well, in Athens County. 
There was NOTHING in the original permit application nor any subsequent documents that indicated 
there would be an offloading area for this well. How could anyone have commented on this? This 
appears to be a separate part of the application, or worse a separate application altogether. 

httn://webmail.earthlink.net/wam/printablejsp?msgid=20230&x= - 1708528127 	 9/16/2013 



FW: K&H SW1W #8 Public Records Request 
	

Page 2 of 2 

How can ODNR allow an operation this big that has this much impact on an area and appears to have 
more bbls/day than what the injection well says is its capacity. In this regard, WHY would the public not 
be allowed to comment on this?! 

This needs an in depth explanation. 

I am requesting ALL documents that are in relation to when this schematic was submitted and all 
documents, correspondance, notes, letters, comments that ODNR has in its possession, in reviewing the 
permit and the same for the actual permitting of this well. 
WITH all drawings, notes comments on the off loading area. 
1 want to know when the off loading area became part of the permit application. 
There must be pipeline drawings and descriptions of this operation., please include them. 

Roxanne Groff 

Amesville Ohio 45711 

http://webmail.earthlink.net/wam/printable.j  sp?msgid=20230&x=-1708528127 	 9/16/2013 
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Another plea for a Public Hearing ..Not for Tom Tomastik! 
Thank you Kelly. 

From: 	 Roxanne Groff <grofski@earthlink.net> 

To: 	 'James zehringer , rick simmers 

Cc: 	 kelly.rollins@dnr state oh.us 

Subject: 	Another plea for a Public Hearing Not for Tom Tomastik! Thank you Kelly. 

Date: 	 Oct 25, 2012 9:32 AM 

Dear Gentlemen, 

If you could take time from your busy schedule to kindly answer my email to you it will be greatly 
appreciated. I continue to be baffled by DOGRM's response to the requests for public hearings. I have 
read and reread the statutes and rules and can find no wording regarding replacing public hearings with 
public meetings to respond to substantive concerns. 

Indeed I realize this is the Chiefs discretionary responsibilty to determine the "validity" of a substantive 
comment but I just cannot understand how DOGRM would ignore the scores of letters from concerned 
citizens!!!! 

I am forwarding an excerpt from a note from Tom Tomastik to Elisa Young in a request she made for 
public records in regard to a pending SWIW permit application. He is commenting on her questioning 
why there are no public hearings also. 

You were informed on how the administration at ODNR will handle comments and objections to a permit 
application. Read the Ohio Administrative Code Section 1501: 9-3-06 (H) (2) (c). It states that "...the chief shall 
rule upon the validity of the objection." This means is there is an objection based upon health and safety, the chief 
evaluates the objection. If the chief determines that additional testing or evaluations can address the relevant 
health and safety objections, then those provisions and conditions to a permit will be attached. This means that 
there is no longer any "relevant" objection to health and safety as it has been addressed by provisions and 
conditions to a permit. No public hearing is required. ODNR is willing to hold informational meetings/open-houses 
to allow the public to express their concerns and to provide relevant information to the public about Class 11 
injection wells. 

Tom Tomastik, Geologist 4 
Division of Oil and Gas Resources Management 
2045 Morse Road, F-2 
Columbus, Ohio 43229-6693 
(614) 265-10320 

This is an excerpt as I stated( I can forward the entire note if necessary) but if this is the response from 
your division telling the public that our concerns are no longer relevant, we are cast aside with no regard 
to the public process let alone DUE PROCESS UNDER THE LAW! If you have already determined 
that our objections and comments are "invalid" then we deserve a response from the Chief to explain 
why. This does NOT mean that you can attach documents to the permit as a response to each letter. This 
then is in contradiction to the laws that allows the public to comment on a completed permit application. 

I AGAIN, implore you to grant the hearing for the DT Atha well application. If you are going to hold a 
public meeting, bring your recording equipment, recorder and have a meeting first then a hearing 
following. I guarantee you the turn out will be in great numbers no matter how long the meeting/ hearing 

http://webmaiLearthlink.net/wam/printablc.jsp?msgid=86&x-1408620914 	 9/16/2013 
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lasts. 

Again, 
Respectfully, 

Roxanne Groff 
Athens County 
1000111111111111111e,- 

http://webmail.carthlink.net/wam/printable.jsp?msgid=868a=1408620914 	 9/16/2013 





Heather Cantino testimony to USEPA re Ohio UIC program 
September 18, 2013 

Ms. Susan Hedman 
Regional Administrator 
USEPA Region 5 
77 W. Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 
h ed man.susa n*epa. gov  cc Steven. Blalock(&,ohiosenate. gov , Rep94@ohiohouse.gov  

Dear Ms. Hedman, 
I write to urge USEPA to act swiftly and thoroughly to curtail Ohio's UIC illegal, 
ineffective, and dangerous UIC program, which jeopardizes drinking water supplies, 
human health and community safety. Ohio primacy must be revoked and USEPA take 
control of permitting and enforcement as required by federal mandate (see R. Groff 
testimony for legal basis). 

As an Athens County resident, I was one of nearly one hundred people to protest the 
permitting of the D.T. Atha injection well on State Rte. 144 in Troy Township, Athens 
County (Application #aAMY0000706, D.T. Atha Permit # 3761) in September 2012. All 
comments addressed substantive issues of health, safety, and environmental conservation. 
By law, the Chief of Oil and Gas should therefore have granted a public hearing. He did 
not. Even the Athens County Commissioners received the same form letter in reply to 
their comments of concern. The well has since been permitted. The latest travesty 
concerning the Atha permit is a letter from the well owner to the superintendent of the 
local public school district (attached) acknowledging the risk of truck-bus accidents, 
which residents had addressed in dozens of letters, due to the narrow, winding road and 
proximity of the well to the regional public high school. If this well were under the 
jurisdiction of USEPA, truck contents would be tracked and disclosed, because this is 
would be a commercial well subject to commercial well application requirements. As it is 
not, there is no restriction on contents or any information on contents, including 
radioactive hazards, available to emergency responders in the case of the accident that 
Mr. Atha now fears and that the public has warned about for over a year. 

I am also one of over a hundred writers who protested the likely imminent granting of the 
permit by K&H Partners of West Virginia, UIC Permit Application APATT022697 for 
yet another Class II Injection Well in Athens County. Our concerns addressed the highly 
deficient application that will not prevent pollution of land, surface water, and drinking 
water sources as required by Ohio law (OAC 1501:9-3-04). 

We requested a public hearing in Athens County based on substantive concerns with the 
serious deficiencies of this permit application to prevent contamination and pollution of 
surface of the land, surface water and groundwater, as required by Ohio Administrative 
Code 1501:9-3-04, which states: (A) All persons engaged in any phase of saltwater 
disposal operations shall conduct such operations in a manner which [sic] will not 
contaminate or pollute the surface of the land, or water on the surface or in the 



subsurface..." Our concerns, substantive and relevant to public health, safety, and 
environmental conservation, merit a public hearing because Ohio law requires that the 
Chief grant a public hearing if ANY comments are substantive and relevant to health, 
safety, or good conservation practices. (OAC 1501:9-3-06 (H)(2) (c)). Ohio has NEVER 
granted a public hearing on an injection well permit application. 

My concerns addressed the following substantive and relevant deficiencies of the K&H2 
permit application: 
1. The application states, "K&H #1 Unloading and Containment Facility will be used 

for the #2 well." There is no schematic or description of this facility, built for K&H 
Partners #1 well. How does this existing facility get evaluated by the public? How 
does the public know the facility's capacity for containment and mitigation? 

2. In #32-D -- nothing attached. Therefore the unloading facility, which can affect the 
likelihood of spills and explosions and therefore surface contamination of land and 
water as well as air pollution affecting the health, safety, and environment, including 
wildlife and environmental protection required by "good environmental conservation" 
(OAC 1501:9-3-04), cannot receive public scrutiny here. It did not receive scrutiny 
when K&H 1 was permitted because it was only added to the application after the 
comment period closed. This is a serious and substantive concern, especially given 
that the total volume daily for K&H Partners' #1 and 2 wells is 5500 barrels a day or 
almost 84,000,000 gallons a year to be unloaded ad infinitum at this facility that has 
not received any public scrutiny. 

3. There is no information on how the waste will be transferred from the holding area to 
the injection well. This is a serious and substantive deficiency of this application that 
affects the operator's legal obligation to prevent pollution of the surface of the land, 
surface, and groundwater and public health, safety, and environmental conservation 
(OAC 1501:9-3-04). (See also #2 above) 

4. How can a maximum psi also be an average as stated in the public notice? 
5. How can the average psi be zero as listed on this application? This is a serious and 

substantive concern with this application that will affect public health, safety, and 
environmental conservation, given that the permit application allows up to 4000 
barrels a day of injectate, or 60,000,000 gallons a year, more than 10% of the total 
amount injected into over 170 Ohio Class II wells in 2012. Together with the 
allowable volumes in the nearby K&H 1, the volumes permitted into the land near 
Torch and the Ohio River come to more than 83 million gallons a year, more than 125 
Olympic size swimming pools worth of fluids ANNUALLY AND WITH NO LIMIT 
EVER, YEAR AFTER YEAR. This application does not and cannot support the 
Division's legal mandate to require that this operation will not pollute groundwater 
or surface water or area drinking water supplies. 

6. The unrealistically low maximum psi, given the high volumes that can be injected 
daily into non-porous shale through a 2 3/8" tube, suggest that the psi will likely be 
increased after the permit is granted as occurred in Youngstown, where levels of 2500 
p.s.i. were eventually allowed and earthquakes occurred. 

7. Earthquakes associated with injection of fluid have no upper bounds according to 
emerging peer-reviewed literature. Furthermore, the 5.1 quake in Oklahoma linked to 
injection wells occurred years after initial injection, and in Colorado, "the largest 
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earthquake (Mw 5.2) occurred on 10 April 1967 more than a year after injection 
ceased on February 1966 [Healy et al., 1968]." 1  

8. Whether seismic activity occurs immediately or not does not mean it won't happen 
years later, meaning that reducing pressure at that point may be too late to prevent 
future quakes. Given that nearby Washington County has experienced recent 
earthquakes associated with increased deep well activity and that Youngstown, which 
had never experienced quakes, had close to 100 earthquakes associated with injection 
wells,2  please provide to the public, in a manner in which the public can respond 
before a permit is issued, the evidence used to determine that seismic testing was not 
necessary for this well and the peer-reviewed science on which this determination 
was made. 

9. The application does not provide information that allows citizens to determine how 
the director reached the conclusion that seismic testing and a seismic survey were not 
necessary. Given the huge amount of frack waste liquids permitted for injection in 
this well and for the nearby K&H #1 and the recent documentation of the problems 
caused by injection wells in Youngstown, this is a serious and substantive deficiency. 

10. What is the seismic detection capability of the region, as is necessary to know if your 
assessment of no seismic potential (assumed) is incorrect? Authors Kim et al. 3  state 
that "the locations of these shocks [initial small quakes] were not very accurate due to 
sparse seismic station coverage." Where is evidence that ODNR has determined that 
drinking water, surface land and water, public health and safety can be adequately 
protected per state and federal mandates if this issue is nowhere addressed? 

11. No analysis is provided to show how the maximum p.s.i and maximum allowable 
injectate volume were determined. If Ohio were not a state with primacy, the 
applicant would be required to determine maximum p.s.i. based on the largest specific 
gravity of waste contents, as necessary to be protective of water resources and public 
health and safety in setting maximum p.s.i.,, which it cannot do because OHIO DOES 
NOT REQUIRE REPORTING OR ANALYSIS OF COMPLETE WASTE 
COMPOSITION. This is a substantive concern relevant to public health, safety, and 
environmental conservation that warrants a public hearing. The application cannot 
provide protection of groundwater, surface water, and public health and safety as 
required by Ohio law and therefore USEPA must intervene as required by federal 
statute. 
USEPA REQUIREMENTS TO DETERMINE MAXIMUM P.S.I: 

As a reminder to operators, permit conditions in Class II UIC permits are established at 
the time the application is reviewed and the fmal permit issued. It is UIC Branch's 
policy when calculating maximum injection pressure  (MIP) for Class II commercial 
wells to use the specific gravity  of the heaviest brine from the various approved 
sources of fluids because the maximum injection pressure is dependent on the 
specific gravity. As you can see in the equation below, the allowable pressure decreases 
with an increase in specific gravity. Therefore, any proposed new source with a 
specific gravity higher than the value used to calculate the permitted Mil' will 
require a recalculation of the MTh using the higher specific gravity. This revised 

Kim, W.-Y. (2013), Induced seismicity associated with fluid injection into a deep well in Youngstown, Ohio, J. 
Geophys. Res. Solid Earth, 118, 3506-3518, doi:10.1002/jgrb.50247, p. 3515 
2  ibid. 
3  op cit. p. 3508 
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MTh will be incorporated into the permit by a minor permit modification to reflect 
the appropriate reduction in the maximum injection pressure. [emphasis added} 

USEPA permit application for a Class II injection well require the operator to list 
"Specific gravity from chemical analysis: 	+.05 = 	" and "Composition of the 
annulus fluid." Ohio's much less specific permit requirements cannot possibly be 
comparably protective of groundwater, surface water, health, safety, and 
environmental conservation as required by Ohio and federal law, since this 
information is totally lacking and unavailable because Ohio does not require tracking 
of this data. 

12. Weight and thickness of 2 3/8" tubing are not specified. How can the applicant assure 
that it will hold up under continued exposure to unknown corrosive chemical 
mixtures for eternity? How will ODNR know whether tubing or casing has failed 
given that no monitoring of surrounding soil and groundwater is required or done? 

13. What is the expected longevity of this well and how was it determined, given that 
Ohio well standards do not even meet industry standards for well construction? Given 
requirements of OAC 1501:9-3-04 and 40 CFR 144.12 to prevent pollution and 
contamination of drinking water, land, surface, and subsurface waters, this question is 
relevant and substantive to health, safety, and environmental conservation. 

14. ODNR repeatedly claims that its permitted wells have not caused contamination. Yet 
it does no monitoring of surface or groundwater to determine how often 
contamination has already occurred. Since this monitoring is not done, ODNR has no 
basis on which to claim that it has not and will not contaminate our ground-, surface 
waters and drinking water supplies per OAC 1501:9-3-04 and 40 CFR 144.12. This is 
a flagrant breach of its responsibility and of USEPA's responsibility to ensure that 
drinking water sources are not endangered through Ohio primacy. 

15. Whether or not some of the toxic material injected as "brine" into Class II wells has 
been exempted from regulation as "hazardous waste" does not mean it is not highly 
toxic and therefore must be handled in a way so as not to endanger drinking water 
supplies per Ohio and federal law. This exemption does not relieve USEPA of its 
responsibility for protecting drinking water supplies per federal law (see Groff 
testimony, attached). Benzene is benzene is benzene. According to USEPA 
documents, "We all should recognize...that some Class II fluids are ten times nastier 
than some Class I injectates..." (water.epa.govilearn/training/dwatraining/upload/dwaUIC-
uicpermit.pdf, p.1 -7) This USEPA document further states, "There are many solvents, 
for example, that would be classified as hazardous and the wells injecting them as 
Class I if they were not used in conjunction with oil and gas production... On any 
given day, the injectate of a Class II-D well has the potential to contain hazardous 
concentrations of solvents, acids, and other listed and characteristic RCRA hazardous 
wastes." (p. 1-8) Whether or not the injectate has been exempted from hazardous 
waste regulation does not obviate the Ohio UIC program and USEPA Region 5 of 
preventing pollution and contamination by these toxic, radioactive waste constituents 
per OAC 1501 and 40 CFR 144.12 and other federal mandates. 

16. Ohio is required to protect drinking water sources per 40 CFR 144.12. Primacy is 
based on being able to fulfill this requirement. USEPA Commercial Class II Injection 
Well permit application requirements indicate a standard that at least considers 
protection of groundwater resources. If Ohio did not have primacy over its UIC —
underground injection well control program and a USEPA permit were required, 

4 



K&H Partners would be subject to USEPA Region 5 Commercial Class II well permit 
requirements because K&H Partners will be injecting waste that it does not produce. 
(epa.gov/r5water/uic/forms/commercial.htm)  This USEPA Commercial Class II permit 
would mandate, among other requirements, the following, NONE OF WHICH IS 
REQUIRED BY OHIO: 

• Restrictions on injected fluids, approval of new sources and exceptional 
circumstances [Part I(E)(18)],... 

• Restriction offluids injected to a list approved by USEPA for injection into the 
commercial well and contained in the permit [Part HI(D)]; 

• Submission of the brine manifest records (or equivalent information) associated with 
hauling brine to the well [Part II(B)(3)1,-  and 

• Submission of quarterly analyses of samples taken from the location identified in the 
permit [Part II(B)(3)) for the normal brine constituents: sodium, calcium, total iron, 
magnesium, barium, sulfate, chloride, bicarbonate, carbonate, sulfide, total dissolved 
solids, pH, resistivity, and specific gravity__ 

An owner/operator applying for a new (proposed) commercial permit must include the 
following information with the permit application: 
• Information regarding site security; 
• Brine analysis, locational information, field name* and formation name for each 

source known at the time of the application. [further requirements must be met 
for additional sources the operator wishes to add later] 

Other USEPA requirements that are not met in Ohio's application include provision 
of information on: 
• For Class II wells the testing program must be designed to obtain data on fluid pressure, 

estimated fracture pressure, physical and chemical characteristics of the injection zone... 
• Construction Procedures -Discuss the construction procedures (according to §146.22 for 

Class II) to be utilized This should include details of the casing and cementing program, 
logging procedures, deviation checks, and the drilling, testing and coring program, and 
proposed annulus fluid 

• Operating Data- source and analysis of the physical and chemical characteristics of the 
injection fluid [Instructions director the applicant to:] Estimate the proposed maximum 
injection rate in barrels per day (BBL/Day). The proposed maximum injection pressure 
should be calculated using the following formula: Pmax={[0.8-(0.433) (specc gravity 
of injection fluid + 0.05 )1 X upper depth of injection formation)-14.7. For a fracture 
gradient above 0.8 psi/ft, the owner/operator needs to submit justification data such as 
charts, graphs and jobs tickets from a step rate test or fracturing operation. Field data 
from a well in the same field, which is injecting in the same formation, may be used to 
justibi a fracture gradient of greater than 0.8 psi/ft. This data should include charts, 
graphs and job tickets from a step rate test or fracturing operation on the well.... 

• Formation Testing Program: The testing program, if necessary, must be designed to 
obtain data on fluid pressure, estimated fracture pressure, physical characteristics of the 
injection zone. The permittee must notify the UIC Branch at least (30) days prior to any 
testing and wait for approval. 

• Construction Procedures-This should include details of the casing and cementing 
program, logging procedures, deviation checks, drilling, testing program, and the nature 
of the annulus fluid 

o Surface casing size and weight, setting depth, # of sacks of cement, hole size 
o Intermediate casing size and weight, setting depth, # of sacks of cement, hole size 
o Longstring casing size and weight, setting depth, # of sacks of cement, hole size 
o Size and weight and length of the tubing, 
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o Size and model of the packer and the setting depth ... 
• Attachment M: Construction Details-Submit schematic or other appropriate drawings of 

the surface and subsurface construction details of the well. Include a description of the 
exact point at which the injection fluid will be sampled Sample well schematics are 
attached... 

• Attachment R: Necessary Resources: Submit evidence to verifi, that the financial 
resources that are necessary to close, plug and abandon the well are available. One of 
the following mechanisms may be used to meet the UIC requirements: 
o A Surety Bond along with a Standby Trust Fund 
o A Letter of Credit along with a Standby Trust Fund 
o A Trust Fund 
o State Mechanisms (the permittee needs to provide a copy of the state mechanism such 

as a surety bond, a letter of credit, a certificate of deposit or a blanket bond) along 
with a letter requesting acceptance of the state mechanism. Whenever a state blanket 
bond is used as a financial mechanism to cover the cost of plugging the well, the 
permittee is required to provide a list of all wells (producers and injectors) covered by 
the blanket bond and the estimated plugging cost for each well. 

o Financial Statement Coverage - the following are required when financial statement 
coverage is used as financial mechanism: chief financial officer's letter, an 
independent auditor's opinion of examination of the company's financial statements 
and a public accounting firm's statement of validation of the financial information in 
the chief financial officer's letter. Enclosed is a brochure discussing financial 
mechanisms. 

• Attachment S: Aquifer Exemptions-If an aquifer exemption is requested, submit data 
necessary to demonstrate that the aquifer meets the following criteria: (1) does not serve as 
a source of drinking water; (2) cannot now and will not in the future serve as a source of 
drinking water; and (3) the TDS content of the ground water is more than 3,000 and less 
than 10,000 mg/I and is not reasonably expected to supply a public water system. Submit 
data to demonstrate that the aquifer is expected to be mineral or hydrocarbon producing, 
or can be demonstrated by a permit applicant as part of a permit application for a Class II 
operation to contain hydrocarbons that considering their quantity and location are 
expected to be commercially producible. (epagov/region5/water/uic/forms/act-samp.pdfi 

among other requirements. 

ODNR's permit application CANNOT provide a comparable level of protection as 
required to protect water resources (OAC 1501:9-3-04 and 40 CFR 144.12), given 
especially that corrosive action of fracking waste increases the rate of well 
degradation and likelihood of leaks. The inability of Ohio's application to be 
protective of water resources is a substantive concern and relevant to health, safety, 
and good conservation practices. ODNR has until Oct. 9 to grant a public hearing on 
this substantive concern with the K&H2 permit application. We will soon see if 
Ohio's record of zero public hearings on Class II injection wells is broken! 

17. The K&H2 application lacks description of aquifers in the area or "method of 
identification and/or sources of information used to identify the USDW location" as 
would be required under a USEPA application. The application CANNOT provide 
comparable protection of surface and groundwater supplies per Ohio law and 40 CFR 
144.12. FURTHERMORE, THERE IS NO MAPPING OF AQUIFERS 
THROUGHOUT SE OHIO, so ODNR cannot possibly meet its requirement per Ohio 
and federal law to protect aquifers, especially given its shoddy application process, 
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well construction standards that don't even meet industry standards, and complete 
and consistent disregard for science, water monitoring data collection, public 
concerns, waste constituent tracking, enforcement of penalties, adequate staffing, and 
truth. 

18. According to USEPA, primacy means a state program has to be "at least as stringent" 
as USEPA's program; 40 CFR 144.120 requires the state protect drinking water 
sources. To meet this standard would require that the K&H application list "all 
USDWs that may be affected by the injection operation. Note that this may require 
evaluation of formations extending some distance from the site, especially in areas 
where pressures may be affected by injection activities for a significant lateral area 
from the injection well. The list must include the geologic name and the depth to the 
base of all USDWs that may be affected. Again, unless some extraordinary 
circumstance arises, it is likely that any USDW near the facility is going to potentially 
be affected by injection, especially if one considers a worst case scenario of a release 
into USDWs from a major mechanical integrity failure in a well...The permit 
applicant should provide detailed information regarding USDWs. Citations should be 
provided that will allow...review [of] information the applicant used and check it to 
see if it is accurate and complete." (water.epa.govilearn/training/dwatraining/upload/dwaUIC-
uicpermit.pdf)  See #17 above for discussion. 

19. This K&H application lacks complete information on Geologic Data on Injection and 
Confining Zones as would be required for a non-primacy state under USEPA 
jurisdiction. USEPA requires the applicant to "Provide the name, depth, thickness, 
and lithologic descriptions of the injection and confining zones." ODNR's application 
CANNOT provide comparable protection of surface and groundwater supplies as 
required by OAC 1501:9-3-04. No mapping of geology is provided. USEPA 
documents state, "There are multiple ways that injected fluids could get into a USDW 
to endanger it. The review of geologic data helps ensure that natural conduits do not 
exist that may endanger a USDW. It is important that the formations intended to seal 
the injection interval from the USDWs are free of intersecting faults and fractures. If 
faults or fractures are present, the injected fluid, introduced into the injection interval 
at an elevated pressure, will seek the path of lower pressure and move upward into a 
USDW." (water.epa.govileaniltraining/dwatraining/uploadidwaUIC-uicpermit.pdf per 40 CFR 
146.22(a)) ODNR does not require this review and necessary assurance that there are 
no faults, fractures, or fissures that could provide pathways for toxic injectate to get 
into drinking water sources. 

20. There are no core samples or reports of porosity and permeability of the formation or 
data to determine the structural setting of the reservoir. There is no geologist's report 
with any reference to the formation into which the waste will be injected. The 
assumption made by ODNR apparently is that whatever formation is in this permit 
application is already deemed safe with no explanation of why there would never be 
any penetration of the formation by the toxic, radioactive waste, as indicated in the 
following written response from ODNR to a written question asked at an "open 
house" put on by ODNR in November, 2012 in Athens about how a rock formation is 
determined to be impermeable: "Rocks are designated as impermeable due to the minute 
size of pore spaces or lack of permeability that is typical of fine grained rocks. Low permeability 
rock typically restricts vertical or horizontal migration of fluids and/or gas and are known as 
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confining zones." "Typically"?! This certainly does not meet the standards of NO 
POLLUTION OR CONTAMINATION required by OAC 1501:9-3-04. 

21. There is no documentation required in Ohio of any provisions made to determine the 
financial viability of the company and capability to plug or remediate well failure as 
required by USEPA for commercial Class II wells. 
(epa.goviregion5/water/uic/forms/techrev2.pdf)  Given that OAC 1501:9-3-04 requires 
prevention of contamination and pollution, this question is substantive and relevant to 
health, safety, and environmental conservation. Will ODNR grant a public hearing 
based on expression of this concern by numerous area residents during the public 
comment period? If not, will USEPA step in to rectify this abrogation of 
responsibility as mandated by federal law? 

22. My K&H2 public comments asked what emergency provisions are in place to protect 
the surrounding communities and water supplies in the event of accidents or well 
failure. Given that OAC 1501:9-3-04 requires prevention of contamination and 
pollution of "surface of the land, or water on the surface or in the subsurface" this 
question is substantive and relevant to health, safety, and environmental conservation. 

23. If Ohio did not have primacy and this operator were subject to USEPA application 
requirements, he would be subject to the following rules: 

Should upward fluid migration occur through the well bore of any previously unknown, 
improperly plugged or unplugged well due to injection of permitted fluids, injection will 
be shutin until proper plugging can be accomplished The Underground Injection Control 
Branch of the USEPA must be notified immediately. Should any problems develop in the 
casing of the injection well, injection will be shut-in until such repairs can be made to 
remedy the situation. Operations shall not be resumed until the Director gives approval 
to recommence injection in writing. (epa.goviregion5/water/uic/forms/act-same.pdf)  

I asked ODNR: How does this application, with no equivalent requirements, provide 
sufficient protection of surface and groundwater supplies as required by OAC 1501:9- 
3-04? Since ODNR does not assure this protection, it is up to USEPA to step in. 
Federal mandate requires this. 

24. How can the local water system, Tuppers Plains, whose wells are downstream from 
this injection well and which serves 13-14,000 people, be assured that their water 
source — groundwater obtained from water wells drawn from the Ohio River Valley 
Aquifer — is protected as required by Ohio law, based on this highly deficient 
application that does not even map nearby aquifers? Where are the maps to show that 
this application will not lead to aquifer contamination? USEPA must step in to protect 
this water supply in accordance with its Congressional legal mandates. 

25. ODNR has no evidence on which to base its repeated claims that Ohio injection well 
permitting does not lead to contamination. My K&H2 comments asked, "Where are 
the latest EPA reports on ground water surveys that have been conducted since the 
increase in the number of new injection wells in Ohio? Since there are no laws 
requiring monitoring wells for Class II wells, how is it determined that there is no 
contamination? Heidi Hetzel-Evans' baseless statement to me at Wayne National 
Forest Headquarters in July, 2012, that 'We would know if there was contamination' 
is not reassuring." USEPA must step in to curtail the illegal and irresponsible 
behaviors of this rogue agency per its federal mandates. 

26. My K&H2 comments asked, "On what basis will the operator be limited to the 
"brine" specified in #31 of the application since tracking of truck contents is not 
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required except in an annual report that does not specify complete contents of the 
injectate?" Such a question addresses relevant and substantive issues and warrants a 
public hearing. Will Ohio respond by the fast-approaching 30-day deadline to this 
clearly substantive and relevant concern? 

27. How will radiological testing of this frack waste be conducted and reported that 
would assure the public that workers and anyone exposed to the injectate or the 
equipment over time will not be exposed to unsafe levels of the strontium, barium, 
beryllium4, and other radiologically active materials found in Marcellus waste at over 
3600 times safe drinking water levels by U.S. Geological Survey in 2011? 

28. How will the complete lack of testing for radiation comply with OAC 1501:9-3-04 
that this permit will not lead to pollution or contamination of surface land, surface 
water, ground water, or drinking water supplies? 

It is clear that the K&H application, like the Atha application, now permitted, can not 
assure the public that this well will meet USEPA's requirement that: 

All UIC wells are prohibited from endangering USDWs (40 CFR 144.12). The 
prohibition on endangerment includes not only everyday operations, but 
construction, conversion, well maintenance and plugging and abandonment. The 
entire purpose of EPA's requiring permits, your reviewing the application and 
writing conditions into the permit is focused on this one goal. The non-
endangerment standard applies from the time the well begins construction until 
the end of time! As stated in the nonendangerment standard of 144.12: 'The 
applicant for a permit shall have the burden of showing that the requirements of 
this paragraph are met.' So, the permit application must clearly demonstrate that 
USDWs will be protected and will not be contaminated throughout well 
construction through the operational life of the well, and even during and after 
plugging and abandonment of the well. 
(watenepa.govilearn/training/dwatraining/upload/dwaUIC-uicpermit.pdf p. 1-25) 

Damaged aquifers and contaminated water sources cannot be restored to their original 
state. This is a significant concern since there are over 55,300 oil and gas wells in Ohio, 
197 injection wells and fewer than 50 inspectors. These and other public health and 
safety issues must be addressed by USEPA since ODNR refuses to comply with ANY 
standards of safety or respond to ANY concerns, no matter how relevant and substantive, 
raised by Ohioans. 

We in Ohio are at the mercy of a criminal state government that is enabling discharge of 
highly toxic, radioactive waste directly and with absolutely no restriction into our 
communities exactly because its laws and regulations do not and cannot protect us or our 
drinking water, as USEPA jurisdiction would at least minimally. We are subject to 
hundreds of millions of gallons of waste per year injected into our communities, MOST 
FROM OUT-OF —STATE BECAUSE USEPA REQUIREMENTS DISCOURAGE 
WELL PERMITTING IN NEARBY STATES. 

It is incumbent on USEPA to initiate removal of primacy forthwith, based on its 
mandate from Congress as codified in 42 USC 300h-4, to ensure "effective program 

4  acfan.orW2013/bervIlium-one-of-most-toxic-substances-known-in-fracking-flowback/ 
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(including adequate record-keeping and reporting) to prevent underground injection 
which endangers drinking water sources." Section 1425(a) and (b) (42 USC 300h-4(a) & 
(b)) require USEPA to assure continued effectiveness whenever "...new information 
about the endangerment of drinking water supplies necessitates..." House Report No. 96-
1348 affirms that this demonstration must be rigorous (see testimony submitted by 
Roxanne Groff on further legal basis for this requirement that USEPA prevent further 
endangerment by Ohio of public and private drinking water supplies). 

There is certainly plenty of "new information" about potential and actual endangerment 
of drinking water supplies that requires a thorough review of Ohio's primacy and an 
urgent end to this dangerous abrogation of USEPA responsibility for drinking water 
protection. 

Such new information includes but is not limited to: 
1) the advent of exemptions to federal environmental laws in 1988 5, the 2005 Energy 

Bill, and elsewhere, which led even USEPA's own training manuals to note, "We all 
should recognize...that some Class II fluids are ten times nastier than some Class I 
injectates..." (watenepa.govilearn/training/dwatraining/upload/dwaUIC-uicpermit.pdf,  p.1 -7), and 
"There are many solvents, for example, that would be classified as hazardous and the 
wells injecting them as Class I if they were not used in conjunction with oil and gas 
production...On any given day, the injectate of a Class II-D well has the potential to 
contain hazardous concentrations of solvents, acids, and other listed and characteristic 
RCRA hazardous wastes." (p. 1-8)) as well as state non-disclosure laws 6, 

2) the advent of high-volume, horizontal fracturing and concomitant increased volumes 
and concentrations of highly toxic 7, radioactive waste produced and entering Ohio in 
large volumes, especially because adjacent states are not permitting injection wells 
(98% of PA waste came to Ohio wells in 2011), 

3) the growing peer-reviewed science and documentation, of fluid migration, often 
associated with excessive pressure, even in Ohio Class I wells 10; inevitable well 
failures"; and earthquakes 12  associated with waste injection, again often due to 

6 
morrowcountysentinel.com/2013/03/local-organizati  on-seeks-right-know-fracicing-waste-transported-to-stored- 

county-wells/ 
Colborn et al., Natural Gas Operations from a Public Health Perspective, Int. J. of Human and Ecological Risk 

Assessment, 17 (5), 2011; vindy.com/news/2013/feb/14/1upo-charged-with-federal-law-violations/?nw;  
ecowatch.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/07/Brine-Testing-Results-API-
34009227040000.pdt.athensohiotoday.com/news/prof-says-purported-athens-countv-well-sample-is-
hazardous/article  2037aa44-c47b- I lel -b6e4-0019bb2963f4.html;  
tiles.dep.state.pa.us/OilGas/BOGM/BOGMPortalFiles/MarcellusShale/Frac%201ist%206-30-2010.pdf  
8 

ellwoodcityledger.com/news/energy/report-radioactive-waste-from-fracking-plagues-ohio/article_8a66ff33-598d- 
5d51-941b-43d156f6770fhtml; pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2011/5135/pdf/sir2011-5135.pdf  
9 

Bloomberg businessweek.com/articles/2012-03-22/fracking-fluid-soaks-ohio  
10 

propublica.org/article/injection-wells-the-poison-beneath-us  
11 	. 	. 

screntrficamerican.com/article.cfm?id=are-fracking-wastewater-wells-poisoning-ground-beneath-our-feeth&page=6;  
scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=are-fracking-wastewater-wells-poisoning-ground-beneath-our-feeth&page=7,  
scribd.corn/doc/80574646/Well-Failures, scribd.com/doc/65577477/How-Gas-Wells-Leak,  
switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/ksinding/cracks  in the foundation new i.html; damascuscitizensforsustainability.org/wp-
content/uploads/2012/II/PSECementFailureCausesRateAnalysisIngraffea.pdf,  hydroquest.com/Hydrofracking/Ohio%20-  
%20Muskingum%20Watershed%20Hydraulic%20Fracking°7020Repore/02010-17- I 2.pdf 

5 
sidocumentcloud.org/documents/371040/epa-rcra-exemptions-oil-gas.pdf  
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increased pressure and volume, which are not adequately controlled in most Ohio 
injection wells or calculated based on specific gravity of injectate contents, 

4) the extensive and numerous substantive and relevant public comments submitted to 
ODNR on Athens County Class II injection well applications in the past year: the 
Atha Application #aAMY0000706, D.T. Atha Permit # 3761, in September 2012 and 
the K&H2 well Permit Application APATT022697 in September, 2013 (attached), 
including comments by Athens County Commissioners and statehouse representatives 

5) ODNR's refusal to grant a public hearing on the D.T. Atha permit in spite of the 
approximately one hundred substantive and relevant public comments that included 
comments from the Athens County Commissioners, who received the same standard 
response form letter that other commenters received, 

6) the complete lack of ANY public hearings and ANY denials of permits by ODNR in 
spite of outrageously flawed and inadequate permit applications and extensive 
relevant and substantive public comments and concerns expressed, including by local 
government officials, 

7) extensive financial conflicts of interest rampant in Ohio's regulatory, administrative, 
and legislative structures, including ODNR's funding from waste disposal permits 
issued (none of which have EVER been denied), 

8) the violation history of Ohio class II injection wells (examples attached), 
9) photographic record documented by Ohioans (attached), 

10) violations and criminal records of operators allowed to continue operations (Ben 
Lupo 13 ; Harch Environmental Services I4, among others), 

11) virtual lack of fines imposed by ODNR I5, 
12) lack of documented remediation before wells in violation re-open, 
13) length of time during which wells in non-compliance continue to receive waste I6, 
14) complete inadequacy of Ohio regulations and enforcement to protect drinking water 

supplies from radioactive contamination from waste shipped to and injected into Ohio 
land resulting from ODNR's weak UIC program" 

15) arrogance, non-answers, inaccessibility and incompleteness of records I8, and 
downright falsehoods (for example, Ms. Hetzel-Evans' repeated claim that Ohio wells 
have not contaminated groundwater is contradicted by Groundwater Protection 
Council data citing close to 200 cases of water contamination in Ohio wells between 
1983 and 2007 19) in virtually every ODNR communication with the public, 

16) and complete inability of the public to be heard or in the slightest way be effective in 
mitigating or preventing ODNR's criminal endangerment of drinking water supplies. 

Ohio primacy should be ended as quickly as possible before any further irresponsibly 
permitted wells are forced upon our helpless communities. It is USEPA's legal 

12 
earth.columbia.edu/articles/view/3072#.UVLIDgJPNPI   

13  vindy.com/news/2013/feb/17/ben-lupo-has-history-brine-dumping-violations-stre/?fracking  
14 	. 

themtelhgencer.net/page/content.detail/id/586317/Accused-Companv-Still-Operating.html?nav=515  
15 

earthworksaction.org/issues/detail/ohio  oil gas enforcementpenalties sanctions#.Uj-sS204VEw 
16 

acfan.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/05/Ginsburg-report2.pdf  
17 

rwma.com/OHIO  FACT SHEET 6-13-13.pdf 
18 

acfan.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/05/Ginsburg-report2.pdf  
19 eenews.net/stories/1059969729  
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responsibility to step in immediately before any more wells are permitted, before any 
more criminal operators continue violating Ohio and federal law, and before Ohioans are 
subject to any more threat of the inevitable contamination of our water supplies and 
ruination of our communities. 

USEPA is allowing Ohio to be the sacrifice zone for the region and even the nation, 
especially once barging is permitted on the Ohio River. THIS IS ILLEGAL AND 
CRIMINAL as well as immoral and unjust. You have the legal and moral responsibility 
to act NOW!! The need for action is urgent and long overdue. 

I look forward to your prompt attention to this grave situation. 

Heather Cantino 
IIMEMMIN 
Athens Ohio 45701 
heather.cantino@gmail.com  
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Charlie Adkins 
cadkins@athensoh.org  

Chris Chmiel 
cchmiel@athensoh.org  

Lenny Eliason, MPA 
leliason@athensoh.org  

mibt"" 
15 South Court St. 

Athens, Ohio 45701 
(740) 592-3219 

Visit us at our website: 
co.athensoh.oru 

Ginsburg Injection Well Resolution 

JoAnn Sikorski 
Clerk/Admin. Assistant 
jsikorski@athensoh.org  

Telephone (740) 592-3292 
Fax (740) 594-8010 

Whereas, the Athens County Ginsburg injection well has a 25-year history of violations, well failures, 
notices to be shut down, and incomplete inspection reports; and 

Whereas, the said well has an unfenced open pit that receives toxic, radioactive waste [citation] left to 
evaporate into the air; and 

Whereas, there have been reports of evidence that its pit has overflowed or leaked; and 

Whereas, the worker staffing the well has reported to citizens that he does not wear gloves when he 
handles the used filter every week or two and has been seen to emerge from a little shed adjacent to the 
pit where he apparently waits for trucks, with his only visible "protection" from fumes a box window fan 
located between him and the pit and blowing away from him; and 

Whereas, the used filter is reportedly dumped with regular trash into a dumpster, which is emptied by a 
worker who reports being uninformed and unconcerned about the radioactivity and toxicity of the waste; 
and 

Whereas, the surrounding surface-, ground- and drinking water supplies have never been tested by 
ODNR for contamination; and 

Whereas, ODNR receives financial gain from the operation of this well while also being the agency in 
charge of regulating it; and 

Whereas, people spending time on the public road near the well have consistently experienced 
headaches, nausea, and burning eyes within ten minutes or less; and 

Whereas, the Ginsburg well does not meet USEPA commercial well permitting requirements or even 
current Ohio permitting standards, which are also inadequate to protect drinking water and communities 
from toxic, radioactive contamination; and 

Whereas, loopholes in federal environmental laws mean that the toxic, radioactive waste receives no 
scrutiny or restriction; and 

Whereas. this body has supported Ohio HB 148 and SB 178 and stated support for "strong regulation of 

The Board of Athens County Commissioners is an Affirmative Action employer 
and does not discriminate for reasons of race, gender, age, religion or disability. ® Pnnted or recycled paper 



hydraulic fracturing at the state and federal levels," and "our responsibility to support economic 
development without degradation of the environmental and agricultural integrity of the county," and called 
upon Congress to "pass the Fracturing Responsibility and Awareness Act ("FRAC Act"), currently pending 
in Congress, which would repeal the fracking exemption to the Safe Drinking Water Act and require 
disclosure of chemicals used in fracking," and called "upon the state of Ohio and the Ohio Department of 
Natural Resources to...require full disclosure of the chemical constituents used in deep shale drilling and 
hydraulic fracturing and the[il disposal methods"; and 

Whereas, the community has expressed grave concern about the Ginsburg well, including people moving 
from the area due to their concern about air- and water pollution, extensive appeals to ODNR and 
state legislators, and peaceful civil disobedience to highlight the extent of the risks; and 

We hereby call on Ohio Department of Natural Resources to immediately and permanently shut down 
operations of the Ginsburg Well. 

Signed this 15th  of October, 2013. 

Len Eliason, President 

Chris Chmiel, Vice President 

Charlie Adkins 





S. Jane Jacobs 
ffENSWINNMESONNefl 

Albany, Ohio 45710 
SIMUSEINE 

Splendidharkfarm@yahoo.com  

September 21, 2013 

Ms. Susan Hedman 
Regional Administrator 
US EPA Region 5 
Chicago, IL 60604 

RE: Testimony Submitted for US EPA Audit of Ohio, ODNR UIC Program 

Dear Ms. Hedman, 

My name is S. Jane Jacobs. I am a resident of Alexander Twp., Athens County, 7031 
Meadowbrook Road, Albany, Ohio 45710. I worked for 30 years in the fields of mining 
engineering, hydraulic engineering with the federal Natural Resources Conservation 
Service, regulating the coal mining industry with ODNR, administrating the ground water 
complaint program (coal and industrial minerals), and I recently retired from Ohio 
Environmental Protection Agency. At Ohio EPA, I worked in all aspects of regulating 
and protecting Ohio's ground water. I am on good terms with the people in the industries 
I regulated (power plants, superfund sites, domestic landfills, municipal wellfields, 
RCRA sites, major city WWTPs,) and the citizens who involved me in their issues. I am 
an expert witness in hydrogeology and have won cases that have gone to court. In my 
environmental career, I participated in countless well run public meetings and have 
written responsiveness summaries. 

1. I hope you will address the concerns of the smarter citizens of Ohio pertaining to 
an outdated set of UIC Class II regulations that have not been enforced. Please, 
via your audit, provide forward thinking and forward planning water protection 
with full transparency and engagement of the public as every other environmental 
regulatory agency has been able to accomplish, yet ODNR — Division of Oil and 
Gas refuses to. The ODNR - Division of Oil and Gas are running their program 
like a bunch of wildcatters (2 nd  definition). They refuse to host public meetings 
with all documents related to the project available for public comment. They are 
not responsive to inquiries. It appears they are colluding in environmental 
injustice. They taunt, ridicule, and bully the environmental community. They 
have not been brought up to speed with the stakeholder model of environmental 
reonlations Please insist that the ODNR — Division of Oil and Gas make all 



records pertaining to UIC injection wells available in a manner that is helpful to 
citizens who what to know what is in the injection fluid, how much injection fluid 
from where, is going where. Please be sure the records are complete and address 
the possibility that fluids may be migrating outside of the target injection zone. 

2. Regulators, Engineers, and Designers of the nuclear power industry in Japan 
were confident to believe their projects were fail safe. Regulators in Ohio and US 
EPA did not believe earth quakes would be caused by UIC wells. Colorado did 
not expect flooding in their oil and gas fields. 
As a hydrogeologist for Ohio EPA, I inspected the Aristech UIC Class I 
injection well at Haverhill, Ohio. For several years I witnessed the MIT, RAT, 
Gama Log and Cement Bond Log and every year this Class I well passed the 
inspection tests to determine if the well was properly constructed and maintained. 
Although the Class I well passed all integrity tests, the injection waste fluids 
migrated 1300 feet upward into the Rose Run formation. The injection zone was 
the Mt. Simon at about 5500 feet deep. Because the company exceeded the 
injection pressure of the target zone, the Mt. Simon formation was damaged by 
the excessive injection pressure and fluids left the target zone and migrated 
upward. If a big company like Aristech can not install and maintain a 
functioning UIC well, where is the confidence that the mom and pop UIC Class 
II disposal wells in Ohio and the major player wells are functioning according to 
the designed? 

3. Please consider revising the UIC Class II well design standards for frack fluids to 
be comparable to Class I well designs. The volume and quantity of frack fluid is 
more similar to a hazardous waste than historical oil field brine. 

4. Please be aware there are no regulations prohibiting injection of frack fluids into 
Source Water Protection Areas of public water supplies. What is the point of the 
effort by water purveyors and regulators to define environmentally sensitive areas 
around their well fields and reservoirs if there are not companion siting 
regulations for UIC Class II wells? Please consider the extreme need for siting 
prohibitions and preclude locating UIC Class II wells in Source Water Protection 
Areas. 

5. Please consider the need to install ground water monitoring wells to determine the 
location of the waste front movement from the UIC well to surrounding sensitive 
areas. 

6. Please consider the fact that Ohio may one day be a water exporting state. 
Forward thinkers envision the future need to export water to drought prone 
regions of the nation. Please consider the future use of our water resources and do 
not let lax regulation and poor regulations pertaining to oil and gas frack disposal 
wastes turn a renewable resource into a non renewable resource. Why is Ohio the 
dumping ground for frack wastes from other states? What is the difference in 



Class II regulations? Why do drillers want to dispose of frack waste in Ohio? 
Why is it more economical? Is it a Region 3/ Region 5 regulatory approach? 

7. The UIC Class II Ginsberg well in Athens County, Ohio is an old, violation 
prone, outdated well. If the well was an airplane, or even a car I am sure you 
would not fly on it or drive it. The Ginsberg well has a history of pressure 
problems and violations that have gone unmitigated. Perhaps in the old days 
when the well was taking a small amount of brine, pressure violations did not 
concern ODNR. Since the well is now a large frack waste UIC well, I believe it is 
not suitable and is not functioning as it was designed. I believe this well has 
outlived its useful life and should be properly abandoned. Please conduct a 
thorough investigation to determine if the Ginsberg well is really the kind of well 
that is suitable for frack waste. There are unmapped orphan gas wells in the area 
of the Ginsberg well. 

8. Please send me a copy of your audit results. 

Thank You for your work to protect the environment. Please help Ohio ODNR Class II 
UIC program become a stake holder friendly program to all stake holders, not just the 
stake holders who pay their salary from the UIC waste disposal fee. It is bad enough that 
the well operator does not have to lease the land that is being ruined by frack waste. 

Please do not hesitate to call me if you have questions. 

Very Truly Yours, 

S. Jane Jacobs 
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Athens County Injection Wells 	 Katie O'Neill 
Nelsonville, Ohio 

Ms. Susan Hedman 
Regional Administrator 
US EPA Region 5 
77 W. Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Dear EPA and Representatives, 

I would like you to look at all the injection wells in Athens County during your audit. I 
believe strongly that the Hazel Ginsburg injection well should be shut down. The Paul Hahn 
injection well makes me think that some wells should not be used because no matter what 
construction is done, problems always occur. These wells have proven time and time again that 
they present an imminent danger to the public health and safety and could create substantial 
damage to natural resources. 

I am writing as a concerned citizen of Athens County. I moved to a wonderful house at 
1234 Pleasant Hill Road in Athens County. A national pipeline owned by Texas Eastern 
Transmission ran along the property (which I was renting). That was my first clue that I should 
start looking at what is around me. Then I found a compression station within two miles and the 
Hazel Ginsburg injection well within five miles. I visited the Hazel Ginsburg well with my local 
Representative Debbie Phillips and the Athens County Frocking Action Network. I was nauseous 
within a half an hour of standing next to the open toxic pit that was designed to evaporate waste 
into the atmosphere. I was extremely scared because it was spring time and Athens County 
floods quite often. I also cried when I returned home because the rain started and I knew that it 
was no longer safe to enjoy a thunderstorm for I no longer trusted the purity of our water cycle. 

The Hazel Ginsburg well site was frightening. There were only three sides to the fence 
so any animal or person could fall in. There were no signs indicating that this was a toxic 
injection well pit and to stay away. There was a garbage man, a veteran of three tours in Iraq that 
came by while we were there. I approached him immediately because he was not wearing any 
gloves. He was not aware of the radioactive material that he was picking up twice a month. He 
just threw it in the back of the garbage truck with everything else which made me very 
concerned for him and all those involved in picking through this trash, all of it would be 
contaminated. I moved soon after visiting the Hazel Ginsburg well because I no longer felt safe 
living so close to this facility. 

At a safe distance I began investigating the injection wells in Athens County. I have 
found it extremely difficult to find the facility reports on injection wells, you have to request 
them and have the facility reports sent to you. We need transparency, often times the reporting of 
the inspections cut off mid-sentence. After reading them I found many things that concerned me 
further. I am outraged that the Hazel Ginsburg and Paul Hahn injection wells are still in use after 
multiple violations and they do not seem to follow orders. This is the public health and the water 
source of an entire region, a region that has been polluted by Dupont's C8 in recent history. The 
children of that criminal disaster are around my age, thirty-two. 
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Therefore I demand that inspections of industrial waste be better than ever. Yet these 
inspectors only have to watch the well for fifteen minutes during their inspection. There are 
many violations but rarely do I find it written that the problem has been fixed. What really 
shocked me was that "no violation" does not mean that everything is good; which it implies in 
my mind. There is also a common occurrence where the injection wells go on vacuum mode, the 
earth sucks the waste into a pocket or hole and no one seems to care where it is actually going. 
There are no maps of our aquifers so the danger is very real. I am concerned that there are no 
seismic tests that are conducted before an injection well is engaged. There are no porosity tests 
either, the earth can only hold a certain amount. Nor is there an endangered species review in the 
area where an injection well is going. It is as if no one cares about our environment, our health, 
or our future generations and what we are leaving behind. But I know that people care, I am one 
of them. 

As of last year Ohio had 190 injection wells, I know that one has been added this year in 
Athens County, making the list at least 191. More than 14.2 million barrels of toxic fracking 
fluids were pumped into these disposal wells. We increased the portion of waste being injected 
into our state by 12 percent last year more than half of the barrels came from Pennsylvania. Ohio 
Department of Natural Resources only charged twenty cents for each of these out of state barrels 
of toxic waste, which is clearly not enough to cover any accidents or damage done by these 
companies. 

We have a history of industry here in Southeast Ohio so our risks are high for 
contamination because our geology cannot be predicted. There are many abandoned wells. No 
one knows all the cracks and bends in the ground beneath us and the ways in which this toxic 
waste is going to flow. Injection wells get cracks in them, that is a common problem that is 
noted by the inspectors. The Paul Hahn containment pit has cracks in it right now, for the facility 
reports do not indicate that they have been sealed. The Paul Hahn well also has a leak since 
August 15, 2013. The line test revealed a leak on the top half of the line. 

Changing stress levels, temperature, pressure, even if the job was done perfectly, can 
create cracks, a flow path, microannuli in the cement. The history of these injection wells in 
Athens County proves that cracks happen. Plus these chemicals have unknown effects on rock 
formations underground. We have construction work on our roads every year because of natural 
and man-made elements creating cracks and holes in our cement, you cannot convince me that 
this is not happening underground and in the containment pits. 

An article from Scientific America in June 21, 2012 states, "A ProPublica review of well 
records, case histories and government summaries of more than 220,000 well inspections found 
that structural failures inside injection wells are routine. From late 2007 to 2010, one well 
integrity violation was issued for every six deep injection wells examined — more than 17,000 
violations nationally. More than 7,000 wells showed signs that their walls were leaking. Records 
also show wells are frequently operated in violation of safety regulations and under conditions 
that greatly increase the risk of fluid leakage and the threat of water contamination." 

From (1983-2007) Ohio documented 185 groundwater contamination incidents caused by 
historic or regulated oilfield activities. Of those, 144 groundwater contamination incidents were 
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caused by regulated activities, 78%. Mario Salazar, An engineer who worked for 25 years as a 
technical expert with the EPA's underground injection program in Washington has stated 
publically, "In 10 to 100 years we are going to find out that most of our groundwater is polluted, 
a lot of people are going to get sick and a lot of people may die." 

We know the dangers. In 1989 Aristech Chemical Corp now owned by Haverhill 
Chemicals, located along the Ohio River between Franklin Furnace and fronton, had phenol a 
deadly chemical used in Aristech's processes (that is known to cause internal burns, muscle 
spasms and organ failure) appeared in the water after being injected into a well. It traveled 1,400 
feet and this was after the stringent environmental regulations had taken effect for injection 
wells. They had to prove to the EPA that their waste would not migrate anywhere near water 
supplies for 10,000 years. It only took 23 years for it to appear in the water. The well site was 
next to two older Aristech disposal wells, in a spot where federal and state regulators believed 
hazardous materials would remain safely tucked away almost 6,000 feet under the earth's 
surface. 

The risks are too real to minimize. I do not want to be a victim or a case study volunteer 
for this industry that has been able to say to the public with the approval of the EPA since 1988, 
that all material resulting from the oil and gas drilling process is considered non-hazardous, 
regardless of its content or toxicity. This proves that the regulations are not efficient enough 
because we know that the content is dangerous to our health. I am a graduate of Ohio University, 
so are both my aunts, both my uncles, my father and my sister. I want to be able to continue the 
tradition of recommending the oldest university in Ohio to everyone I know. I want to grow old 
here, please protect the values and ideals of conservation that have always balanced industry 
here. 

Athens County has two wells, the Hazel Ginsburg injection well and the Paul Hahn 
injection well, that have been ordered to be shut down and are still in operation. They are a 
danger to our health, environment and the nationally recognized agricultural section of our 
economy. Agriculture provides one in every seven jobs in Ohio, nothing is more important than 
our food and water. I would like to share the research that my community and I have done on the 
Ginsburg, Hahn, and Akers wells. There is a pattern of cracks, violations and corrective 
measures taking at least a year to be completed. The Ginsberg Well demonstrates that ODNR's 
UIC program is NOT effective in carrying out its responsibilities to mitigate endangering 
USDWs in Ohio. As Administrator of the office overseeing Ohio's UIC program it is your 
responsibility to bring this agency into compliance with federal regulations. 

Please audit: Hazel Ginsburg well (34-009-22704-00-00) 
Paul Hahn well (34-009-21899-00-00) 
Earl Akers well (34-009-23480-00-00) 
K&H well (34-009-23821-00-00) 
Carless Miller Etal well (34-009-21892-00-00) 

Sincerely, 
Katie O'Neill 
Nelsonville, Ohio 45764 
440-708-3584 
katiecorrinoneill@gmail.com  
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Hazel Ginsburg Well, Alexander Township 

(Suspension 1986) 

Permit number: 34-009-22704-00-00 
Owner: Carper Well Service 
Alexander Township, Athens County 

Theresa Mills, coordinator for the Buckeye Forest Council has called the Ginsburg injection well 
located on Ladd Ridge Road, "The worst injection well in Ohio", in terms of the threat it causes 
to public health and safety. In fact, ODNR has ordered that the Ginsburg well be "Properly 
plugged and abandoned", numerous times, yet the Ginsburg well has been found to be operating 
while under suspension. 

The Ginsburg injection well has been repeatedly out of compliance, citing spills, improper 
cleaning and maintenance, failure to pass Mechanical integrity tests, and failure to properly 
regulate fluid levels in the impoundment tank. The following is a summary of a few of the more 
glaring examples of this well's history of noncompliance. 

December 9, 1986: The ODNR Chief of the Division of Oil and Gas ordered that the Ginsburg 
Well "cease all injection operations at the Ginsburg Well #1" due to its failure of the Mechanical 
Integrity Test (MIT)required by the ODNR. By June 15th 1987, the well was still non 
operational and fluids were still sitting in the open pit "Impoundment facility". The ODNR 
Chief of the division of oil and gas ordered that the Ginsburg Well be "Plugged and abandoned" 
within 30 days and that proper restoration of the land be completed within 6 months. The ODNR 
reported that the condition of the well "represents an imminent danger to public health or safety, 
or is likely to result in immediate substantial damage to natural resources." At that time, Royal 
Petroleum Properties owned the well. They appealed the ODNR's order, stating that the 
company had "substantial investments in the subject well" and was being deprived of its property 
rights without due process of the law. The company further claimed that the shut-down order was 
"arbitrary and capricious", and not reasonably related to the state's legitimate interest in 
protecting the health and safety of its citizens or natural resources. 

June 24, 1987: A well inspector notes that, although the well is under ordered suspension the 
barrel meter shows a 266.6 barrel increase since the last visit, evidence that the well was still 
being used for injection. 

September 23, 1988: Dr. Pough, a veterinarian and resident living in the neighborhood of the 
Ginsburg well contacted ODNR to report that his horses had become sick after drinking from the 
creek on his property. Dr. Pough said he had "done studies on fish and various animals in the 
area and found them to have cancerous tumors." Two days later, inspector Robert Martin visited 
the site. He noted a 6' x 6' stain on the lower side of the Ginsburg well's impoundment tank, 
indicating that there had been a spill, and that used filters by the impoundment tank were 
improperly stored, with "half of them in a plastic container, and half on a plastic bag." 
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Hazel Ginsburg Well, Alexander Township 

1988 — 2000: No inspection record was found relating to these years. There is no indication of 
use, nor is there any indication that remediation, repair, or oversight of the well took place. 

2000: An inspector noted that "This well is idle, and incapable of injecting brine. This (sic) is no 
pressure on the injec. or annulus of well, weeds are growing up in the storage pit area. Poor 
equipment at site, talked to Leo Altier, he said well was going to be sold at Sherriff s Office in 
Athens County on 12/13/2000 at 10:00 am." In these missing years, the well changed hands 4 
times, finally falling into the hands of Carper well service. 

2002: In its inspection reports, the ODNR repeatedly ordered Ginsburg well owners to "clean up 
all oily soil around tank, and storage impoundment. Seed, mulch, and lime bare area below well 
on Well site", to the point where the inspectors started typing it in capital letters. 

April 22, 2003: An inspector arrived to find that a ditch had been dug across the lease road to 
the well. He contacted Mr. Carper and was told that "Athens County had cut the ditch across the 
road to stop trucks from entering the site." 

April 17, 2006: The Ginsburg well again failed to pass a MIT. The injection pump had been 
removed. The well owner was ordered to submit a plan within ten days, and complete it within 
45 or plug the well within 90 days. 

December, 2006: By the end of that year, the Ginsburg well was still not in compliance. It had 
not passed an MIT, nor had the well been plugged. 

February 21, 2007: An inspector notes, "The well remains in noncompliance." Yet the well 
continued to operate. During each inspection of the well the pit was found full, and the owner 
was ordered to take a load out of the pit ASAP. Despite the order to do so within 90 days, the 
well was never plugged. 

June 17, 2008: An inspector "witnessed the installation of the packer and tubing", 

June 28, 2008: Ginsburg well failed a pressure test, then passed it three days later. 

August 24, 2010: An inspector noted an oil skim on water in the dike area, and zero pressure on 
the annulus. 

November 29, 2011: An inspector noted that "Company gauges had seized up and I was unable 
to remove them for the test. Company's gauges read 385 psi on annulus and 30 psi on injection." 

5 



September 2013 	 Athens County Injection Wells 	 Katie O'Neill 
Nelsonville, Ohio 

Hazel Ginsburg Well, Alexander Township 

April 2, 2012: Evidence of the failure of the annulus was recorded. "Opened 4 1/2" annulus and 
released pressure. 2 7/8" annulus dropped at the same rate. Left 4 1/2" annulus valve open and 
pressured up the 2 7/8" annulus, both annulus spaces have communication. Put gauge on the 8 
518" annulus gauge read 59(psi. Closed 4 112" annulus and tested to 310 psi for 15 minutes no 
loss. 1 1/2" injection tubing was pressurized with 500 psi. Contacted Tom Tomastik 
Underground Injection Control Geologist. Torn said to monitor the well at this time. There is no 
evidence of communication out side of the 4 1/2" casing." 

February 28, 2013: BD Oil Gathering Trucks do not have correct labeling on their trucks, with 
UIC numbers and four inch height BRINE lettering. 

March 11, 2013: Hauling log currently at 11,380 barrels 

There have been waste samples taken twice, February 6, 2013 and March 21, 2013 
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Paul Hahn Well, Rome Township 

(Suspension in 1988 and 2000) 

Permit number: 34009218990000. 
Owner: Stonebridge Operating Co. 
Rome Township, Athens County 

October 23, 1978: Permitted as oil/gas well. 
November 10, 1982: Convert to injection well. 750 bbl day average, maximum 1450 bbl day. 

1500 PSI. 

2002: Permitted as enhanced recovery. 
420 PSI, 200 bbl/day average. 200 bbl/day/ave X 365 = 73,000 bbls year. 
In 2012 reported injecting 74,116 bbl. 

April 18,1988: ORDERED BY THE CHIEF. 
To: Strata Corp. permit number 1899 
RE: Suspension of injection operations at SWIW #1 well. 

The chief of the division of oil and gas ("division"), having given due consideration to the matter 
contained herein makes the following findings and issues the following orders: 

FINDINGS:  
(1) On April 12, 1988 the division conducted an inspection SWIW #1 well site. 
(2) The inspection revealed that the injection line was leaking. 
(3) The above stated condition presents an imminent danger to public health and safety, or is 

likely to result in and immediate substantial damage to natural resources. 

ORDERS:  
(A)it is hereby ordered that strata Corporation shall immediately cease all injection 

operations at the SWIW #1 
(B) prior to resuming injection operations, strata Corporation shall take the following 

measures with respect to the SWIW #1 well: 
(1) Make all necessary repairs to injection line. 
(2) Test the line for mechanical integrity under the supervision of the division 
representative. 

Signed by: J. Michael Biddison, Chief. 
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Paul Hahn Well, Rome Township 

January 3, 1992: ORDERED BY THE CHIEF. 
To: B. T. Energy Corp. 
RT: Permit number 1899. 
Subject: maximum injection pressure. 

Pursuant to Ohio revised code section 1509.03, the chief of the division of oil and gas hereby 
makes the following findings and issues the following orders: 

FINDINGS:  
(1) On November 10, 1982, the division issued Athens County permit number 18992 convert 

the Hahn #2 well for the purpose of salt water injection. 
(2) The permit for the Hahn #2 well established a maximum injection pressure of 1450 PSI. 
(3) On July 24, 1991, the division requested documentation of step — rate tests performed on 

the Hahn #2 well. 
(4) B. T. Energy has not submitted step — a rate dated to the division. 
(5) On November 21, 1991, B. T. Energy notified the division that it did not wish to 

perform a new step — rate tests. 

ORDERS:  
(6) The maximum injection pressure for the Hahn #2 well shall be based on section 1501:9-

3-07 of the Ohio administrative code. 
(7) Surface injection pressure at the Hahn #2 well shall not exceed 1160 PSI. 

Signed by: Donald L. Mason. 

March 6, 1995: Violation,  1501:9-9-05 (A) (10) identification. 

June 9, 1997: Violation,  1501:9-3-04 (A) pollution and contamination. 

June 22, 1999: Violation,  1501:9 — 03 — 07 (E) (F) annual reports. 

May 30, 2000: Violation, no comment. 
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Paul Hahn Well, Rome Township 

July 25, 2000: Letter to BT energy, RE: permit number 1899, 
SUBJECT: PREVENTION OF CONTAMINATION AND POLLUTION. 

Dear Sirs: on May 30, 2000, the division of mineral resource management conducted an 
inspection at the referenced well site. Based on that inspection, the division believes that 
material or substantial violations of chapter 1509, Ohio revised code, or the rules promulgated 
thereunder, exist at this well site. 

Section 1509.08, ORC grants the chief of the division the authority to refuse to issue permits to 
anyone who is in material or substantial violation of chapter 1509 ORC, or the rules promulgated 
thereunder. Permit applications received while the violations exist may be denied. 

Upon receipt of this notice, BT energy, may within five calendar days, request an informal 
hearing. At this hearing, I will provide you with an opportunity to present evidence or mitigating 
factors that show the violations do not exist, or are not material or substantial violations of the 
law. To arrange a hearing, contact me at (614) 265 — 6893 to make an appointment. 

If a hearing is requested and if, at the conclusion of the hearing I find that BT energy is not in 
material or substantial violation, any permit applied for will be processed pursuant to standard 
operating procedures. 

If a hearing is not requested within five calendar days upon receipt of this notice, at that time the 
division will place BT energy on permit hold. 
Signed by: Michael Sponsler, Chief. 

October 26, 2000: no violations. 
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Paul Hahn Well, Rome Township 

November 20, 2000: 
ORDER BY THE CHIEF. 
To: BT energy Corp. 
Re: Permit number 1899. 
Subject: SUSPENSION OF INJECTION OPERATIONS. 

The chief of the division of mineral resource management, having given due consideration to the 
matter contained herein makes the following findings and issues the following orders: 
FINDINGS  

(1) On October 20, 2000, the division conducted an inspection at the Hahn #2 well site. 
(2) This inspection revealed that the injection to being has been removed from the well and 

the Packer was stuck in the hole. 
(3) The condition stated in paragraph 2 indicates that either the tubing or the Packer has lost 

mechanical integrity. 
(4) The above stated condition presents an imminent danger to public health or safety, or is 

likely to result in immediate substantial damage to natural resources. 
ORDERS:  

(5) It is hereby ORDERED that BT energy Corporation immediately cease all operations at 
the well. 

(6) Prior to resuming injection operations, BT energy Corporation shall take the following 
measures with respect to the Hahn #2 well. 
(a) Within 10 days after receipt of this order, submit a written plan to the division for 
repairing and testing the Hahn #2 well pursuant to section 1501:9 — 3 — 07 (H), OCA. 
(b) Within 45 days after the division's approval of the written plan for the well, perform 
the repair work and test the well for mechanical integrity with the division representative 
present. 

(7) If BT energy Corp. chooses not to repair the Hahn #2 well, the well shall be plugged 
within 90 days after receipt of this order. 

(8) BT energy Corporation shall contact Dan Goins, mineral resource inspector adds 
(740) 347 — 48472 have a division representative present to witness the work outlined 
above. 

Signed by: Michael Sponsler 

January 4, 2001: Followed — up on NOTICE OF VIOLATION AND CHIEFS ORDER, 
noncompliance, well is still incapable of injecting at this time. Why is this not listed as a 
violation? 

January 19, 2001: Followed — up on Chiefs order, well still idle and not injecting at this time. 
At a later date around spring some cleanup will be needed on storage impoundment and the area 
around impoundment. Why is this not listed as a violation? 

April 25, 2001: Followed — up on Chiefs order, well not capable of injecting at this time. 
Contaminated soils below and around impoundment. 

10 



September 2013 	 Athens County Injection Wells 	 Katie O'Neill 
Nelsonville, Ohio 

Paul Hahn Well, Rome Township 

April 25, 2001: Violation, no comment. 

March 7, 2002: Follow-up, well still idle, company has not been working on well for several 
months. The company has not put well into production, or plugged the well within 30 days, an 
order will be issued to have well plugged. 

April 23, 2002: Violation, follow up on NOTICE OF VIOLATION, noncompliance, well still 
idle and not injecting brine 

September 4, 2002: Violation, company has not placed well into production, well is still 
incapable of injecting brine. Tubing has been removed from well and is in a pile on the well site. 

December 12, 2002: Violation, follow-up on NOTICE OF VIOLATION, noncompliance, well 
still incapable of injecting brine. 

January 16, 2003: Violation, follow-up on Chiefs order, noncompliance, company has not 
complied with Chiefs order to plug well, well is still incapable of injecting brine. 

February 6, 2003: Violation, well still incapable of injecting, tubing on the ground, no action 
taken to get well in compliance with the notice of violation. 

March 17, 2003: Violation, follow-up on NOTICE OF VIOLATION and Chiefs order, 
noncompliance, well still idle and not capable of injecting brine. 

April 22, 2003: Violation, follow-up on NOTICE OF VIOLATION and Chiefs order, non-
compliance, well still idle and not capable of injecting brine. 

May 14, 2003: Follow-up on Chiefs order, noncompliance, well still incapable of injecting brine. 

August 14, 2003: Cementing 4.5 inch casing. 

September 17, 2003: Witnessed Packer installation and tested mechanical integrity. See the 
construction and testing report. 

November 4, 2003: Well is shut in. Valves are locked. 

February 11, 2004: Well is shut in. Valves are locked. Work, on the facility, continues. Fluid 
level, in storage pits, approximately 3 feet from the top. 

March 25, 2004: Well is shut in. Valves are locked. No appeared activity since last inspection. 

April 14, 2004: Well was found shut in with valves locked. No activity since last inspection. 
Updated well latitude and longitude. 
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Paul Hahn Well Rome Township 

May 5, 2004: Well remains shut in with all valves locked. No action has been taken since last 
inspection. 

July 15, 2004: The well remains shut in with locked valves. 

October 7, 2004: The well remains shut it with valves locked. 

January 19, 2005: There were no violations at time of inspection. 

May 10, 2005: Pump appears to be leaking. 

June 28, 2005: No violations. 

October 13, 2005: Operator was performing maintenance on the facility. 

January 25, 2006: No violation at time of inspection. 

April 4, 2006: There were no violations at the time of inspection. 

May 31, 2006: No violations, 

July 14, 2006: No violations. 

August 16, 2006: There were no violations at the time. 

October 19, 2006: No violations at the time. 

December 15, 2006: There were no violations found. 

February 21, 2007: All conditions were acceptable. 

April 12, 2007: Located the well for a potential buyer. There was no ID. 

July 16, 2007: There were no violations at the time. 

March 10, 2008: There were no violations at time of inspection. 

April 29, 2008: There were no violations. 

June 17, 2008: There were no violations found. 

September 18, 2008: No violations were found the time of inspection. 

March 13, 2009: No violations were found at the time of inspection. 
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Paul Hahn Well, Rome Township 

June 2, 2009: There were no violations at the time. 

March 2, 2010: Inspection this day found well not in use. Pumper says they haven't used all 
winter, water is light and will freeze easily. Test on well showed tubing on a vacuum, annulus 
has 282 on it. Location around well clean, unloading clean but storage facility (report drops 
here).  

August 24, 2010: Inspection this day found pump running, tubing, showed a vacuum and no 
pressure (but no vacuum) on the annulus. No violation. 

Date listed with the word "question": Inspection this day found the well not in production, 
pump not running. Had Columbus change status from PR to AL but now back to PR. Good IDs, 
no violations. 

August 16, 2011: Violation,  and inspection of the well revealed pump not being used for 
disposal at the time, unloading Pad has several cracks retaining wall and retaining wall for 
storage pits has several cracks. No pressure on annulus or injection site of well. Cracks need to 
(report drops here).  

December 12, 2011: Received call from Stonebridge operating two weeks ago and they let me 
know they had begun pumping water again. No violation at time of inspection. 

January 1, 2012: Follow-up on Compliance Notice, company has not repaired unloading pad, 
pad has been removed from site. Company has installed a lime stone and it appears have been 
using this as a pad. No ID at well head, and building door is locked not able to inspect injection 
pump. Spoke with John Schneider from the company and explained what still needed corrected, 
unloading pad built, ID at well head, access to injection pump in building and update production 
statement with the Division. John stated the well has been shut down until they can complete 
work at site and it has been approved by the Division. He also stated they have not had 20 brine 
trucks per day arriving at site. 

January 13, 2012: Follow-up on compliance notice, company has not repaired unloading Pad, 
pad has been removed from site. Company has installed a limestone and it appears have been 
using this as a pad. No ID as well. I had, and building door is locked not able to inspect inj 
(report drops here).  

January 18, 2012: The injection operations have ceased temporarily while the unloading pad is 
reconstructed. 0 pounds per square inch pressure was recorded on injection tubing wellhead. I 
was unable to test annular pressure because the 2 inch ball valve (report drops here). 

January 25, 2012: I witnessed the concrete pad being poured with senior inspector Dan Goins. 
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Paul Hahn Well, Rome Township 

January 25, 2012: Follow-up inspection, witnessed unloading pad being built in concrete 
poured. ID still needs corrected and the company is submitting production reports to the 
division, will allow pad to set one to two weeks before it is approved for hauling. 
Josh Garland Athens. 

February 10, 2012: Check pressure on well with Dan Groins. 

February 10, 2012: Follow-up on compliance notice, in compliance. 

February 15, 2012: Checked unloading pad in storage area with manager Rocky King, may 
need gravel on lease road this spring. 

February 17, 2012: There is an identification tag at the wellhead. No violation. 

March 21, 2012: Inspected well in storage area with inspector Dan Goins. 

March 22, 2012: Met Jon Scott at well to review records and reports and explain history on well 
to him before he takes over well for inspections. 

May 24, 2012: Witnessed pouring of concrete unloading pad. 

June 14, 2012: No violation. Injection on vacuum. 

July 31, 2012: Brine samples were taken from the filter in the pump house. Two 1 liter glass 
amber jars, 4 cubi-taners, and 4 glass vials were used to collect samples. I was accompanied by 
Morgan Button, MRI 2. The samples were taken to Marietta, where we met Dan from th (report 
drops here). 

August 1, 2012: No violation at time of inspection. 

October 22, 2012: Surface facility gates were locked. No activity during inspection. Inspected 
the concrete pit, pump house, and unloading pad. Access road gate was locked along with the 
injection line valve and the annulus valve. Good identification at surface facility. 

January 15, 2013: The facility was inspected and no violations were noted. Good identification 
at the well in the facility. No evidence of leaking lines or contamination. The off loading pad 
was in good shape. The difference in pressures at the wellhead show mechanical in (report drops 
here). 

February 12, 2013: Inspected the injection tubing pressure in the annulus pressure at the 
wellhead good identification at the well and the containment dike. Inspected the unloading pad, 
containment dike and pump house. 
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Paul Hahn Well, Rome Township 

March 4, 2013: Inspected containment dike, unloading pad, injection pressure and annulus 
pressure. Collected a water sample from a select energy service truck UIC 359. Water was from 
Gastar Co, Shields lease, Marshall, WV. 110 barrels of flow back. 

March 11, 2013: Inspected injection pressure and annulus pressure. Inspected the unloading pad, 
concrete pit, and injection pump building. Fittings have been replaced on the wellhead. The 
annulus pressure was lowered to allow a safe work environment. The well annulus is scheduled 
to be pressured back up this week. I discussed with Stonebridge office (by phone) the need to 
patch some small cracks that were observed in the containment well. A field test for chlorides 
below the cracks in the containment wall was negative. 

April 9, 2013: Inspected containment pit, injection pressure and annulus pressure. Good 
identification on well and on fence around containment pit. No change in status of the small 
cracks in the containment pit. I called and talked to Dave from Stonebridge and he told me that 
they are keeping the water levels in the pit as low as possible until they can repair the cracks. 

April 29, 2013: Attempted to test annulus, pump 714.8 gallons freshwater into annulus and was 
unable to gain more than 200 PSI injection tubing pressure was monitored during the annulus 
testing, and was observed to increase from vacuum to 43 PSI. Testing was stopp (report drops 
here). 

April 29, 2013: I accompanied John Scott and Josh Garland to an injection well inspection. 
Operator was on location pumping water down the annulus to better help determine the down-
hole issue. MIT test was expected however will occur in the next few days. Once the service 
(report drops here). 

May 9, 2013: Compliance notice. Follow up well is shut in. Ball valve on injection line is 
closed. No injection operations. Gates at service facility are closed and locked. I called and 
talked to Dave Krippin and he told me that he is working on getting a service (report drops  
here). 

May 13, 2013: Service rig is rigging up to hold the tubing and Packer. 

May 14, 2013: Released Packer. Extracted tubing and Packer from well. Tubing tally was 1759 
feet with a 2.1 inch Packer. Wellhead was assembled with 1 joint of to being in the slips. 
(Tubing joint had a collar installed on both ends.) A change over nipple and ball valve was insta 
(report drops here).  

May 30, 2013: Installed new 2 3/8 inch upset J — 55 8 rounds tubing, new T607 team oil toward 
patriot Packer (stainless steel) and a new valve —T574-20A DFV ball valve. Ran a killed joint of 
tubing below the Packer. Tubing set down at 1783 feet. Multiple attempts were made to set 
(report drops here).  
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Paul Hahn Well, Rome Township 

May 30, 2013: I was on location with John Scott to witness the installation of the Packer 
followed by a mechanical integrity test. On first try, the Packer would not set, so the operator 
had to trip out in order to retrieve the Packer. They will not be performing th (report drops here). 

June 14, 2013: Service rig on well pulling tubing. A two pronged fishing tool was used to grab 
the tools that were dropped in the whole two weeks ago at about 1780 feet. Polling tools out of 
whole. 

June 25, 2013: Witnessed installation of a new T607 team oil tools patriot Packer with a new 
valve T574-20A DFV ball valve installed above the Packer. New 8 round J-55 2 3/8 inch upset 
tubing. Packer said at 1775.9 feet pulled 8000 pounds over string weight. Strung out the valve 
and (report drops here).  

June 25, 2013: Accompanied John Scott. Packer being reset inside casing. 

July 2, 2013: Company attempted and MIT. The annular space was on vacuum and it took 
roughly 114 barrels of fresh water to fill the annular space. Pressure on the annulus space 
dropped after multiple attempts at a steady rate. A gauge was placed on the backside of the 4 
(report drops here).  

July 30, 2013: Company topped off annulus with 117 gallons of fresh water. Packer was 
released (set at 1775 feet). Pulled a 6 foot plug joints out of well and reset the Packer at 1769 
feet. Pulled 14,000 over string weight. Philip annulus to surface with 89 gallons fresh wat 
(report drops here).  

August 14, 2013: I called John Schneider at 1:15 and left a message for him to call and let you 
know how the testing is going and when they will be back in operation. 

August 14, 2013: Inspected the containment pits, unloading pad, pump house, injection line, 
annulus pressure, and injection pressure. Containment pit has 32.5"of fluid in it. Currently 
testing injection line from the pump house to the injection well. Identification is pos (report 
drops here). 

August 15, 2013: I received a call from John Schneider at 8:09 am. He informed me that the 
line test revealed a leak on the top half of the line. They are going to continue to test and fix the 
leak. If they are unable to locate the leak then they plan on replacing the se (report drops here). 

August 19, 2013: No violations at wellhead. Fluids in holding pit, well does not appear to be 
injecting. 
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Earl Akers Well, Lee Township 

Permit number: 34-009-23480-00-00 
Owner: Lee Oil & Gas Co. 
Lee Township, Athens County 

March 14, 2012: Well on vacuum. Injection line valve was closed during inspection. Annulus is 
equipped with an air valve. Concrete dike has cracks. 

April 18, 2012: No effort has been made to repair cracks in concrete block dike. 

June 16, 2012: No violations. Injection on vacuum. Dike still has not been reworked. 

August 2, 2012: No violations 

October 23, 2012: Dike walls have been sealed. Dike is free of water. Good identification at 
wellhead. 

February 27, 2013: The sump pump line was running over the hill. I spoke with the producer to 
have the line plumbed back into the tanks. The pump was not running during the time of 
inspection. 

April 15, 2013: Follow up to compliance notice #134264713 and 612837572 issued by Dan 
Goins 8/03/11 and 1/25/12 respectively. The dike walls have been sealed and are not leaking. 
The well pressures show mechanical integrity. The identification at the well is good. 
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September 30, 2013 

Ms. Susan Hedman 
Regional Administrator 
USEPA Region 5 
77 W. Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Ms. Hedman: 

I am writing to urge USEPA to take control of Ohio's Underground Injection Control (UIC) 
program. Inspections, oversight, and correction of violations have been inadequate for 
decades, but recently there has been a sharp increase in the number of wells granted 
permits, and the quantities of waste involved have increased by several orders of 
magnitude. (For documentation, see reports by Teresa Mills of Ohio's Center for Health, 
Environment and Justice [CHEJ].) The waste is hazardous: according to the applicable 
regulations, the same type of waste would have to be treated as hazardous waste if it came 
from any industry other than the oil and gas industry. And the Ohio Department of Natural 
Resources (ODNR) has in many instances displayed apparent negligence in conducting its 
permitting as well as inspection and oversight procedures. For example, according to 
documentation available from the Athens County Frocking Action Network (ACFAN) and 
CHEJ, for 25 years ODNR has issued permits for injection wells to D&L Energy, owned by 
Ben Lupo, despite this company's history of at least 120 citations, violations, and permit 
suspensions. A news report last February stated: "Lupo has been charged with violating 
federal laws after he admitted to instructing employees to dump hundreds of thousands of 
gallons of drilling waste into a storm drain that discharged into a nearby creek and into the 
Mahoning River," and his violations "stretch back to the 1970s." 
(http://www.vindy.cominews/2013/feb/14/1upo-charged-with-federal-law-violations/) . 
In addition, ODNR has allowed Athens County's Ginsburg well to continue receiving wastes 
despite decades of serious violations and well failures (for documentation, contact ACFAN 
or CHEJ). 

I am a professor in Ohio University's Philosophy Department. I teach ethics and political 
philosophy. I was twice awarded a post-doctoral Fellowship at the Carr Center for Human 
Rights at Harvard University's Kennedy School of Government, and for two years I assisted 
the teaching of an ethics course in the Kennedy School's Master's Degree Program in Public 
Administration: "The Responsibilities of Public Action." Now I am the Director of Ohio 
University's Institute for Applied and Professional Ethics. Over the past couple of years I 
have been learning about the history of ODNR's oversight, permitting, and inspection 
procedures and about the issues relating to disposal of hazardous wastes in underground 
injection wells. I have attended a number of public informational events and I have myself 
convened multiple panels of experts (in hydrogeology, environmental law, local 
government, agriculture, health, and environmental economics) providing information 
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about aspects of the fossil fuel industries including the drilling of the Marcellus and Utica 
shales, the associated wastes, and means of disposing of them. These panels engaged in 
post-presentation question-and-answer sessions with large audiences, which included 
members of the Ohio University community as well as the Athens County area. 

I have been living in Athens County, Ohio for more than a decade, and my husband and in-
laws have been living here for many decades. I and my family, our neighbors and friends, 
and our many colleagues and other associates love this region and want to continue living 
here. But Ohio's UIC threatens our health and livelihoods both directly and indirectly. 

I am writing to you because the shortcomings of Ohio's UIC program not only endanger 
many people's health, livelihoods, and lives here in Ohio but also have consequences for 
America's national interests (including in particular our country's supply of drinking water, 
which is dangerously low in a number of states in the west, the southwest, and the south, 
and is rapidly getting depleted in Ohio, partly due to industrial activities including water 
bottling as well as high-pressure hydraulic shale-fracturing); and I believe the USEPA can 
mitigate the dangers by ending Ohio's primacy, and that it has the responsibility to do so. 

Contamination of underground sources of drinking water can be irreversible. If such 
contamination were caused deliberately by foreigners, it would be called terrorism. Given 
the value of domestic sources of uncontaminated fresh water for American national security 
as well as for the lives, health, and livelihoods of the people most directly affected, the 
irreversible contamination of a major source of drinking water cannot be compensated 
financially (whether by profits for private commercial corporations, American or foreign, or 
by job-creation in Ohio, even if the jobs were permanent and numerous). Yet the 
contamination of underground sources of drinking water as well as of surface sources is 
facilitated by ODNR's sometimes extremely cursory procedures of permitting, oversight, 
and inspection of injection wells. 

For documentation of the water shortages in the USA, see, for example, the book Last Call at 
the Oasis, edited by Karl Weber (2012), as well as the documentary films "Blue Gold" 
(http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=B1a3tjqQiBI)  and "Flow: For Love of Water." 

For references to relevant state and federal laws, see, for example, the letter of testimony 

submitted to USEPA by Roxanne Groff, dated September 18, 2013. 

For further information about ODNR's negligence in relation to the permitting, inspection, 
and oversight processes, see, for example, the letter of testimony submitted to USEPA by 
Heather Cantino, dated September 18, 2013, in addition to Groff s letter. 

For further information about relevant health hazards, see, for example, Colborn T, 
Kwiatkowski C, Schultz K, Bachran M, (2011) Natural Gas Operations from a Public Health 
Perspective, in Human and Ecological Risk Assessment: An International Journal, 17:5 

(accessible at http://www.endocrinedisruption.com/files/Oct2011HERA10-48forweb3-3-  

11.pdt) and the American Academy of Pediatrics: Preventive Medicine and Family Health 
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Committee of the Medical Society of the State of New York: "Update on Hydrofracking" 
(http://aapdistrictii.org/update-on-hydrofracking/,  read ). 

Given the hazardous nature of the wastes from shale fracturing for fossil fuels, given the 
risks of disposal of hazardous wastes in Class II injection wells, and given that the risks can 
be reduced by proper injection well design, construction, and operation, it is extremely 
important for ODNR to carry out its duties. Given that there is ample evidence that ODNR 
has issued injection-well permits improperly and without regard to the interests, concerns, 
or arguments expressed by affected citizens and organizations; and because such 
malfeasance encourages well constructors, well operators, and hazardous-waste 
transporters to be careless and disrespectful of the relevant laws and regulations; and also 
because there is ample evidence that well constructors, well operators, and hazardous-
waste transporters have indeed been careless and disrespectful of the relevant laws and 
regulations, and that many injection wells permitted in Ohio have been and are improperly 
operated; and furthermore because ODNR's inspection and oversight of injection wells have 
for decades been inadequate, there is sufficient reason to revoke Ohio's primacy regarding 
its UIC program. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Alyssa Bernstein 

Athens, OH 45701 





September 18, 2013 

Hello — My name is Andrea Reik, a resident of Athens County for over 40 years. I have recently 
retired after 35 years of public service, I retired as director of Athens County Children Services. 
I am married and have raised two young women in this community. I am an avid outdoor 
enthusiast. I share all of this, to let you know that I made a choice to live in this community, I 
love this community but with what I see happening environmentally, I am not sure if I will 
remain due to these concerns. 

I am here to say that I am very distraught, shocked and angry as I see the shoddy operation of 
the Ohio Injection well program under the Ohio Department of Natural Resources. The ODNR is 
a public state agency, their mission statement is a follows: To ensure a balance between wise  
use and protection of our natural resources for the benefit of all".  They are responsible to 
the Ohio tax payers. Instead I see their lack oversight, their willingness to not hold oil and gas 
companies accountable for the infractions which are polluting Ohio ground waters, air and soil 
as a total disregard of demands of the citizens they are to serve. 

Ohio citizens, informed environmental groups and the media have had to raise up to address 
these shoddy, polluting practices in Ohio. The Buckeye Forest Council took the lead in filling 
petitions to the US EPA regarding concerns about the ODNR injection well program. It took 
citizens and local media in Youngstown to compel ODNR to reign in Ben Lupo, D and L Energy 
for dumping over 252,000 gallons thousands of toxic frack waste into the Mahoning River. This 
is after over 121 reported violations for noncompliance. ODNR did not hold them accountable, 
Lupo continued to have permits. 

Turning a blind eye, keeping the oil and gas companies satisfied seems to be their practice. 

In Athens County, 	ye an open pit injection well, the Ginsb&g Well, which has had 
complaints since, 	, rowever, this well is still in operation. This well spews toxic fumes into 
the air, the pit is partially fenced and with no signs letting community know about the toxicity. 
ODNR has not made the company responsible to address these violations. On a recent visit, 
from the road, I had to leave the area due to irritation my throat that lead to continuing 
coughing. It is a continuing issue, with no consequences by ODNR for those companies that 
violate regulations. 

ODNR application process is flawed. In fall 2012, ODNR refused to hold a public hearing in 

Athens when they received 100 letters of comments expressing specific concerns related to the 
Atha injection well application. There comments were submitted by citizens as well as the 
Athens County Commissioners. Telephone calls to the ODNR Director by the Athens County 
Commissioners were never returned. Instead, ODNR hosted an "open house" but refused to 
accept any testimony. 



Submitted by: 

Andrea Reik, M.Ed., L 

740.591.1736 

areik@frontier.com  

And the application was approved. 

In 2013, K and H Partners, Parkersburg, W.Va., was able to submit an incomplete application for 

a second injection well near Torch, Ohio in Athens County. This application led to public 

comment period. Concerns were raised about key areas not being containing key information. 

Why would ODNR not require K and H to have a completed application before moving onto the 

public comment section?. Over 100 people have submitted written comments to ODNR. We 

are requesting a public hearing, which we are not sure will be allowed. Well, we the citizens of 

Athens County will hold a public hearing, whether or not ODNR approves. 

ODNR released data in 2012, this data shows that over 53% of the toxic waste injected into 

class II wells was from outside the state of Ohio. Why not? ODNR does not meet the standards 

of the US EPA standards. They blatantly dismiss the concerns of the citizens. And neighboring 

states can pump toxic frack waste into unsafe, Class II injection wells. They are being smart 

business people, and the agency, ODNR responsible for injection well program is turning a blind 

eye. 

I am asking that the US EPA assume responsibility of managing the injection wells in the State of 

Ohio. I believe the Governor and the ODNR have only the interests of the oil and gas companies 

in mind, over the desires of the citizens and the safety and well-being of the citizens as well as 

our environment. 
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The history of the Department of Natural Resources is rich and varied, beginning with 
its creation by the Ohio Legislature in 1949. 

At that time, the department was charged with the responsibility of formulating and 
putting into execution a long term comprehensive plan and program for the 
development and wise use of the natural resources of the state, to the end that the 
health, happiness and wholesome enjoyment of life of the people of Ohio may be 
further encouraged 

A department of incredible diversity, ODNR owns and manages more than 590,000 
acres of land including 75 state parks, 21 state forests, 134 state nature 
preserves, and 138 wildlife areas. The department also has jurisdiction over more 
than 120,000 acres of inland waters: 7,000 miles of streams; 481 miles of Ohio River: and 2-1/4 million acres of Lake Erie. 

In addition, ODNR licenses all hunting, fishing, and watercraft in the state and is responsible for overseeing and permitting all mineral extraction, 
monitoring dam safety, managing water resources, coordinating the activity of Ohio's 88 county soil and water conservation districts, mapping the 
state's major geologic structures and mineral resources, and promoting recycling and litter prevention through grant programs in local communities. 

As an umbrella organization for such diverse interests, the department pulls all these activities into four fundamental mission components: 

Resource management by sustained productivity of Ohio's renewable natural resources, promoting the wise use of non-renewable natural 
resources, and protecting Ohio's invaluable threatened and endangered natural resources. 

• Economic development through job creation/expansion/retention, stimulating local economies, developing industry and tourism 
opportunities, and supporting the present and future economic health of the state. 

• Recreation by providing leisure services and recreation opportunities for the public at all levels. 
• Health and safety through fair and consistent law enforcement participating in regulatory matters and identifying and responding to 

environmental hazards. 

Resources Management 

Managing Ohio's resources is one of ODNR's primary responsibilities. This involves sustaining the productivity of Ohio's renewable natural 
resources such as timber and wildlife; promoting wise use of Ohio's non-renewable resources such as oil and gas; and protecting Ohio's 
threatened and endangered natural resources such as rare plants and animals. 

Eight of ODNR's 11 divisions are actively involved in resource management_ These include the divisions of 

Mission Statement: 
To ensure a balance between 
wise use and protection of our 
natural resources for the 
benefit of all. 
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Forestry 
Geological Survey 
Mineral Resources Management 
Natural Areas and Preserves 
Recycling and Litter Prevention 
Soil and Water 
Watercraft 
Wildlife 

FEATURES 
SHALE DEVELOPMENT 
PUTTING SAFETY FIRST 

OHIO TRAVEL AND TOURISM 
EVENTS AND INFORMATION 

GRAND LAKE ST. MARYS 
WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT 
INITIATIVES 

AGRICULTURAL NUTRIENT PL AN 

ODNR LAND INVENTORY 

Though each division typically has its own mandates and responsibilities, they often combine their efforts, working together on various 
management projects to achieve similar goals. 

Economic Development 

Economic development is another responsibility of the Ohio Department of Natural Resources. This involves job creation, expansion, and retention: 
stimulation of local economies; industry development, promotion of tourism, and management of natural resources to support the present and 
future economic health of Ohio. All 11 divisions within the department play a role in our state's economic development. 

Recreation 

Recreation --perhaps what ODNR is best known for Whether it's hiking, biking, camping, boating, hunting or fishing, the Ohio Department of 
Natural Resources provides leisure services and recreational opportunities to all Ohioans. With 21 state forests, 134 nature preserves, 75 parks, 
and 138 wildlife areas, the activities are numerous and appealing. The five divisions providing you with all these opportunities are the Divisions of: 

• Forestry 
• Natural Areas and Preserves 
• Ohio State Parks 
• Watercraft 
• Wildlife 

/Health and Safety: 

Perhaps least recognized by the general public, but of great importance, is the role the Ohio Department of Natural Resources plays in protecting lc. 
the health and safety of Ohio's citizens. ODNR does this by enforcing regulations, providing law enforcement, and responding to and treating 
hazardous situations or substances. The divisions responsible for your health and safety are the Divisions of 
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FOOD SUPPLY DANGER 

Why Fracking and Farming Don't Mix 
catskillmountainkeeper.org/our-programs/f  racking/whats-wrong-with-f racking-
2/farming-and-fracking/ n.d. 

Much of the land sitting on top of the giant underground Marcellus shale field in 

New York State that is targeted for gas drilling using hydrof racking is active 

farmland. Fracking this land has the potential to disrupt farming productivity, 

endanger livestock health and affect produce and livestock quality. It presents a 

huge danger to our food supply.Below are some of the many reasons why fracking 

and farming are incompatible. 

Contamination of the Soil 
Acidity and Methane - Soil acidity increases in the vicinity of oil and gas pipelines 

where flaring occurs, reducing the amount of usable essential nutrients in the soil 

such as carbon, nitrogen, and phosphorous. The reduction of these nutrients makes 

it much more difficult for plants to grow and produce healthy vegetables and fruits. 

When methane, the primary component of natural gas, leaks from gas pipelines it 

changes the oxygen and bacterial content of the soil. This reduces a plant's ability 

to fix nitrogen (the process by which nitrogen, an essential nutrient, is made 

available for biological purposes), create cellulose (the essential component for plant 

growth), and also limits a plant's ability to maintain proper hydration. 



Soil Erosion and Compaction 
Heavy truck traffic from the building and running of gas wells compacts soils and 

creates impermeable surfaces. Compacted soil cannot be used for growing and it is 

difficult if not impossible for farmers to return this compacted soil to a usable 

form. Chemical residue from trucks is left on access roads and the runoff erodes 

soils and strips them of their vital nutrients. 

Water Use 
Each gas well drilled for hydrof racking requires the use of millions of gallons of 

water. This water is taken from nearby lakes, streams, and rivers and is then loaded 

with tens of thousands of pounds of toxic chemicals and sand. Unlike the water 

used in farming, which remains a part of the water cycle, water used for fracking fluid 

becomes largely irrecoverable and the risk of pumping aquifers, rivers, lakes, and 

streams dry is serious. Between 60-80% of the water used in fracking remains 

underground where it can potentially leak into and contaminate underground 

aquifers. The remaining 20-40% of the water returns to the surface, where it can 

poison nearby water sources if it is not dealt with properly. 

Livestock Poisonings 
Surface water contaminated by improperly handled f racking fluids has killed many 

animals nationwide. Even a small spill of the highly toxic mixture can have large 

impacts on the surrounding livestock and wildlife. Unfortunately, animals are 

attracted to the saltiness of the f racking fluids, leading them to imbibe lethal 

quantities of the fluids and die. 

Fragmented Farmland 
When access roads cut across farms or well pads are constructed within existing 

farm fields, productive farmland is fragmented. In addition to taking away parcels of 

usable farmland, fragmented farmland requires much more work to cultivate than 

contiguous farmland. This can mean that farmers either have to exert more effort to 

receive a pre-well site wage, or accept lower profits with the risk going out of 

business. As farms go out of business, local businesses that function to support 

farms also go out of business, which makes it harder for farmers who did not lease 

their land to continue farming. The effects of fracking are not limited to only those 

farmers who choose to lease their lands. 
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"Under Ohio law, it's not legal for one or a few land owners to keep 
the vast majority of land owners from exercising their rights to 
develop their minerals and get the benefits," said Heidi Hetzel Evans, 
a spokeswoman with the state's Department of Natural Resources, 
which rules on such requests. (Oct 2012) 

http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/10/02/us-chesapeake-landgrab-substory-

idUSBRE8910E920121002  

and: 

(

Hetzel-Evans also claimed that in Ohio there's no recorded instance of 
groundwater being contaminated as a result of an oil and gas injection 
well, or any hydraulically fractured well for that matter. (June 2012) 
http://www.athensnews.com/ohio/article-37204-law-enforcement-tries-
to-remove-protester-chained-to-injection-well.html  

gpf . 

1(:o 	
r -ex • v, e,r• 

,,aLm`e 

6,1),eirY\Ar\-V\- 1" 

I 
W Li icsrv\ci  

W4;--fre- 	c) 

Of)." 
oij; tit)  a:frg 	/Aar--  -11/-4){- US -FM 

v1/4-) 	
0)esfr 	

pa-5 0115; 1:); (4, 

otP-  5*.tC-e- 

• 

c,J 


	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9
	Page 10
	Page 11
	Page 12
	Page 13
	Page 14
	Page 15
	Page 16
	Page 17
	Page 18
	Page 19
	Page 20
	Page 21
	Page 22
	Page 23
	Page 24
	Page 25



