
loretta Slattery 
1079 Highland Street Extension 

DuBois, PA 15801 

RE: Windfall Oil & Gas, Inc. 
PE MIT#: PAS2D020BCLE 
PE MITIED FACILITY: Class 11-D injection well, Zelman #1 

No ember 18, 2014 

Clerk of the Board 
U .. Environmental Protection Agency 
En ironmental Appeals Board 
12 0 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 

M~il Code 1103M 
wrhington, Dc 2o46o-ooo1 

De~r Environmental Appeals Board, 

I 

RECEIVED 
U.S. E.P.A. 

201~ HOY 25 P1112: 18 

ENVIR. APPEALS BOARD 

Thils is a request to appeal (petition to review) to deny the permit of an injection well so close 
I 

to ~ residential area as ours. This letter is to show my concern about my drinking water being 
aff~cted by this proposed injection well to dispose of wastewater. I have two working wells and 
a 1ird well with a pump stuck. In this area, we all depend on private water wells. As stated in 
m EPA testimony on December 1, 2012, "a retired driller said inferior casing can rust through 
in . 0 years and cause leaks being too close to homes. There are coal mines throughout our 
aria, also. Property values will drop." 

M~ neighbor lost his water temporarily when a deep gas well was put in near my home and this 
ga~ well also affects my water when any work is done on it just like it affects my neighbors (this 
wals cited in comments to the EPA during the public comment period). This happened 
w~enever the gas company did any maintenance with that gas well and it affected our water. 
W~ know that our water is affected by this well. This is why we are concerned that the 
pr;posed injection well will cause the fluids to migrate to our water sources. My water wells 
ar not the only water wells affected by this gas well already in the injection zone. This gas well 
is lso known to have brine constantly being removed on an almost daily basis when the well 
w,s being operated previously. 

As lstated in testimony to the EPA, "In this area, we all have private water wells and history has 
sh~wn that in 1968 in Erie, this type of waste traveled underground for 5 miles." Migration of 
flu~ds will also happen with this disposal injection well. The proposed injection well waste will 
pufh other fluids to migrate like the brine being removed off the old gas wells, so other fluids 
un' erground will be displaced and would potentially push up around the old gas well casings. 
Th plugging of the old deep gas well records show many differences that were questioned by 
re idents that cause many concerns, since these penetrate into the injection zone (See binder 
fr m Darlene Marshall comment #7, #8 & #13). These penetrations will allow fluid migration, 
es. ecially since some of these old gas wells show signs of problems. Plugging is only good for 
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abJut twenty years if done correctly and these plugged wells have already exceeded that time 

pe1iod. 

Adbitionally, the area has recently been surveyed and a map has been made available of the 
ar~a being reviewed for a planned Marcellus well for this entire area. After this appeal process 

I 

is qver we will not be able to do anything to appeal if the Marcellus well goes into the area and 
th~y penetrate into the confining layer zones and fracture. This would be a disaster for the 
en~ire area with so many other fractures through the confining layers already. 

I 

Fra1 tures of the old deep gas wells would go into various zones and be fractured. More 
im ortantly the injection zone has fractures from these old deep gas wells that are located on 
th edge of the 1/4 mile area of review. The gas well logs show where the fractures have been 
do.l eon each well and also into the injection zone area show fracturing. Even using a 
co~servative estimate on fracturing being 500 feet, from an old Department of Energy test well 
in Wennsylvania done in the early 1980's, fractures would be throughout the review area. More 
reclent Department of Energy testing shows fractures can go 1,800 feet that would put fractures 
throughout the entire proposed injection zone. Response Summary page 15 #13 the zone of 
en~angering influence even being 400 feet has potential to affect our area if anything happens 
or1 fracture exists in the confining layer above the injection well, especially with a shallower 
ga well right above the proposed site that had fracturing done. Residents request the permit 
be denied. 

I 

Te~timony to the EPA by Mr. & Mrs. Lawson stated, "The area of concern as noted by the EPA is 
1/4 mile radius of the injection well. Every time the gas company does anything to the one 
de¢p well near the injection well our water turns murky for several days. We are outside the 
114 mile radius of review. This radius needs to be expanded to at 'least' one mile." This old 
de$p gas well also affects my water. This concern was not addressed in the EPA response 

I 

surrmary. This old gas well may even be in the 1/4 mile area of review. A small map in the 
pe~mit noted that the map was based on accuracy of 10 feet+/- so the 1/4 mile area of review 
m~y be different than drawn on all the permit maps. These+/- affects the location of each gas 
welll on the maps. 

As previously cited in this letter the old deep gas well casings are a major concern. The EPA and 
EA need to not ignore what was cited in the Lawson EPA testimony, "There are many mine 
sh fts in the area going in different directions. We are concerned that if a leak or malfunction 
oc urs with the injection well it could enter the mine shafts which travel clear to and under 
Du,Bois Mall. Also these could affect the Highland Street School. This would impact an area 
greater than the 1/4 mile radius and not just Brady Township." The EPA not addressing the old 
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p gas well casing issues and plugging issues in the response summary appropriately is not 
pr tecting residents' water resources. As Mr. & Mrs. Lawson stated in EPA testimony, "The 
de p wells in the area and the injection well will all be in the underground formation of 
Ori kany sand. The pressure of the injection well could compromise the structure of other 
we Is in the area." 

In PA testimony, "There are also faults in the area. There have been minor earthquakes here 
th t could possibly crack the fault lines, thereby making a path way for the waste water to 
tra el." All the faults, fractures and coal mines in the area make for a potential disaster that 
woluld be unable to be cleaned up especially if it took time to figure out something accidentally 
ha~pened for an extended period of time. This appeal shows many concerns for two 
re~ulations that give basis to deny the permit. 40 C.F.R. §146.22 (a) All new Class II wells shall 
be lsited in such a fashion that they inject into a formation which is separated from any USDW 
bytconfining zone that is free of known open faults or fractures within the area of review. 40 
C.F.R. §146.22 (c) (2) & (d) (2) Well injection will not result in the movement of fluids into an 
un erground source of drinking water so as to create a significant risk to the health of persons. 
Ho will you protect residents' water sources with our knowledge that old deep gas wells 
alrfady have conduits to our water wells? This must be addressed now and not later after 

sorething happens to us. 

EP~ testimony by Mr. Lawson stated, "My father worked the gas and oil fields his whole life. 
M~ny times he commented that when they sealed a well, it wasn't always done to 
sp~cifications." This area can take no chances based on old well logs that the EPA even stated 
ol~ gas wells were built inferiorly. As stated to the EPA, "There have been documentations of 
ot~er injection wells failing." A well failure in this area is unacceptable as my water will be one 

of fhe first to be affected. 

I 

As IMr. Lawson's EPA testimony stated, "This is like playing Russian roulette. Would you want to 
taie a chance of this injection well being put in your neighborhood?" As I stated to the EPA in 
m testimony, "We don't need another 'Love Canal' situation." Now the new Government 
Ac ountability Office report findings show our concerns from June 2014 on the "EPA Program 
to rrotect Underground Sources from Injection of Fluids Associated With Oil and Gas 
Pr9duction Needs Improvement leading to pollution of underground sources of drinking water 
(U$m~s)." We a~e unable to afford any risk in our residential area with our private water wells 
an~ th1s level of nsk should be unacceptable to the EPA and the EAB. ·. 

I 

This is my petition for review (appeal) of the EPA permit for Windfall Oil & Gas for a disposal 
inj~ction well in Brady Township. This petition for review provided sufficient evidence that the 
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I 

pe mit be denied for this proposed location. It is my opinion, the permit decision and the 
pe mit's conditions appealed are objectionable because of: 1) factual error and 2) the EAB 
sh uld review a policy consideration. 

An penetrations in the injection zone should be researched, especially since they are conduits 
fordisposal fluids in the future to reach private water wells due to prior problems cited by 
resiidents, especially Mr. & Mrs. Lawson and myself. These gas wells are on the edge of the 1/4 
mille area of review and might actually be inside the review area. This was an incorrect 
stal~ement in the EPA Response Summary #12 Page 13 that these gas wells are over half a mile 
or mile away (See binder from Darlene Marshall comment #7, #8 & #13). They are right on 
th edge of the 1/4 mile area of review not half a mile away. 

WJ request this permit be denied because of the proximity of so many other Oriskany wells {6 
tole exact, so close or inside the 1/4 mile) along with a shallow gas well close to the proposed 
sit~ that was also fractured. These wells would have been fractured and these fractures would 
ha~e went into the 1/4 mile area of review. (See binder from Darlene Marshall #57). In 
ad~ition, coal mines are throughout the review area and technically they also had fracturing 
dore. This means that this permit would violate the 40 C.F.R. §146.22 regulations previously 
cit,d. Response Summary page 13 #12 concerning fractures, no one.knows what will happen or 
whft is below our ground here. This data is insufficient to protect residents from prior 
fra turing at various depths due to drilling in prior years. Residents request the permit be 
de ied. 

Plulgged wells not producing is an inaccurate statement. The old deep gas well that affects my 
wa~er was never plugged and has been used till more recently and might be inside the 1/4 mile 
ar~a of review if any calculations are inaccurate based on +/-noted on all maps. 

i 
I 

Fa~lts exist in the area. No information is provided to explain the depths of the faults that 
mitht be or might not be transmissive (no way to prove if the faults are non-transmissive). No 
faylt is shown that would block the fluid from migrating towards the Carlson well or coal 
mi~es; the two faults on the permit would actually block the fluid towards these areas. The 
infprmation on a fault block is inaccurate (#8 page 10). The EAB should consider the testimony 
prEfsented at the public hearing by Ric.k Atkinson on the zone of endangering influence 
cal

1 

ulation that demonstrated based on the permit assumptions that non-transmissive faults 
w uld change the zone of endangering influence making it larger so that the area of review 
sh uld be extended. The Carlson gas well should also be considered as it is in the same 
formation as the injection zone and is a source of concern for neighbors as mentioned in 
te~timony because the casing is suspect due to fumes it emits. (See binder from Darlene 
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M rshall comment #8 & #13) 

Re~ponse Summary page 12 #11 shows confining layer thickness varied & applicant stated 50 
fe t of thickness yet nothing in the permit application shows this figure as accurate, so what 
els is inaccurate. It looks to residents that this confining layer varies in thickness from 11 feet 
to 8 feet in thickness and is not always 14 feet thick as stated in the permit. This is a huge 
co~cern to peace of mind & knowledge that fluids would be confined, especially with fracturing 
of ld gas wells that have actually fractured the confining layers or all surrounding layers. 
Re idents request the permit be denied on this basis. 

Re ponse Summary page 10 #8 proves interesting since we are unable to compare other areas 
wi h our geology for seismic activities yet we can compare our area for the permit to all the 
ot er injection wells that seem to have never contaminated water wells. Yet residents 
pr sented that Pennsylvania has a very limited number of injection wells for disposal, which the 
nu ber varies depending on circumstances like the Irvin well violation & other injection wells 
being shut down. Yet we don't present evidence of more than 10 injection wells in 
Pe~nsylvania before 12/2012 plus fluids came to the surface or affected USDWs in cases 
re~idents cited. We cite these because we believe this could happen if this disposal well is 
permitted here due to so many known gas wells penetrating the zone proposed for the disposal 
of waste. The McKean County incident could happen here again based on the information we 

pr~vided. 
I 

Retponse Summary page 12 #10 even though Clearfield has two other injection wells doesn't 
m an this site should be permitted since all these sites are different and a mile away would be 
ve y different than this site. Residents presented data on fractures, faults and concerns with 

I 

olq deep gas wells in the same formation near or inside the 1/4 mile & we continue to request 
re~iew of these other deep gas wells. Residents request the permit be denied based on these 

fa9ts. 

M~ny reviews of the maps on file at the library show no one mile radius topographic map. The 
EP permit requested a one mile topographic map from the boundary lines. The library had the 
m ps noted and none of them show one mile from the boundary lines. Even if the maps show 
a 1/2 mile radius that is still not a one mile from all boundary line map. These maps show our 
ne ghbor Gelnett's property to the main highway Route 322 and even driving this distance on 
ou road is not over a mile, so the maps should be required. If the EPA thought they had a 
be ter map then they should have provided it to the library for residents to view and no new 
m p was added to the library documentation when last we checked. 
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W request monitoring of other gas wells to protect citizens based on all the comments 
suimitted to protect resident's water supplies. We requested a comprehensive monitoring plan 
if trs permit is not denied. Gas wells exist that have not been plugged and could be used. 

Th! recharging zone for this area is located right where the disposal injection well is proposed. 
Re idents cited many concerns & request further study that will deny the permit. Residents 
ne d assurances of future protection like insurance & a $1 million+ bond. We feel this disposal 
inj ction well, if not denied, may fail due to concerns we see from knowledge of the industry, 
sore ask the EAB to give us more protection & ensure water will be provided. Residents are 
no~ willing to take any chances with our water wells and already know it would cost over $1 
mil ion to bring water to our area. We already know our water authority in our township has 
pr blems that would make it unrealistic to bring water to us for years and they are having 
pr blems letting the fire company use hydrants due to the old water lines. This permit needs to 
be enied to protect our residents now, not after something happens. 

I 

Sinperely, 
I 

i 
I 

~~~ 
Lo1etta Slattery 

I 

I 
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