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Good Afternoon Thomas,

As per our phone conversation, please find attached my public comment on the SAB
quality review of the Draft 4-26-16 SAB Review of the EPA's draft Assessment of the
Potential Impacts of Hydraulic Fracturing for Oil and Gas on Drinking Water
Resources.

Thank you and have a great weekend!

Marigrace Butela PQMC
Dunbar Twp Tax Collector
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Marigrace Butela, Public Comment 

SAB Review of the EPA’s draft 4-26-2016 Assessment of the Potential Impacts of Hydraulic Fracturing for Oil and Gas on Drinking Water Resources

June 14, 2016 Public Teleconference







Mr. Thomas Carpenter, Federal Officer

EPA Science Advisory Board

Carpenter.Thomas@eap.gov





I would like to thank the board for the opportunity to provide my public comment on the SAB’s Draft Report for Quality Review of the EPA’s draft Assessment of the Potential Impacts of Hydraulic Fracturing for Oil and Gas on Drinking Water Resources.



As a local elected official (tax collector of real estate), I am fortunate in that I am able to discuss issues with people on a daily basis that impact our community, state and country. Through these conversations, I have learned that water contamination is affecting nearly every person who has had drilling occur on his or her property.  It is essential that the EPA thoroughly investigate the source of these numerous water contamination cases. The logs and manifests of fresh water haulers must be retrieved in order to track the source of contamination, and all oil & gas records should be seized along with all signed non-disclosures.  The good Senator Whitehouse of Rhode Island once said that Big Oil seems to be acting like Big Tobacco.  We need to peel back the layers of deceit and denial and see what the industry is hiding from the EPA and the public concerning the contamination of water due to the hydraulic fracturing.  In my previous comment, I talked about public water contamination that occurred during 2011 in Greene County, Pennsylvania.  Mr. Dan Bailey, chairman for the Carmichaels Municipal Authority stated in a news article (see attached with permission) that the bromide in the Monongahela River, the authority’s water source, is causing a TTHM problem.  He said bromide does not naturally occur in fresh water and the DEP didn’t require public water authorities to test for bromide until gas drilling wastewater, known as frac water, started being dumped into the river (see attached news article “ Carmichaels Water Contaminated Again” by Steve Ferris, Greene County Messenger, July 17, 2011 with permission to copy).  Mr. Bailey confided in me that his life had been threatened, and he was told that his family would find him faced down dead in a so called frac pit if he continued to blame the industry for their water contamination.  Several months later, he resigned from his position as chairman.



Many water wells have been and continue to be contaminated, but the EPA is unaware of these issues due to the non-disclosure statements these companies are forcing people sign in exchange for obtaining clean drinking water.  Coercion in order to access safe water supplies is not something Americans should be facing in 2016, but here we are. Our US Justice Department should investigate this industry under the RICO act (Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organization Act) for their deceitful business practices and gross negligence.  A recent article entitled “Duke Study Finds A Legacy of Radioactivity,” Contamination from Thousands of Fracking Wastewater Spills” published by DeSmog Blog and Sharon Kelly www.commondreams.org, (copy attached with permission) raises additional alarms to this situation.



[bookmark: _GoBack]These authors show that widespread contamination from radioactive materials, heavy metals, and corrosive salts are placing the health, safety, and well being of the people in North Dakota at risk. We need immediate studies concerning fracking wastewater spills in all states.  These studies need to be fair, accurate, and should not be influenced by the Oil & Gas Industry or former and current political appointees, as supported in the March 3, 2015 article, “Internal Documents Reveal Extensive Industry  Influence Over EPA’s National Fracking Study,” by DeSmog Blog and Sharon Kelly www.commondreams.org  (copy attached with permission). We must encourage Congress to initiate hearings on the contamination of water from drilling and waste water spills.  The American people have the right to clean water and no industry, no matter what their stock price, wealth, or influence, has the right to destroy it.


Print

1ofl

hitps://us-mgh.mail yahoo.cont'neo/ launch? rand=4skimTk39veg=376...

Subject: Fw: Use of GCM aricle
From: Marigrace Butela (mbutela@rocketmail.com)
To: hanlon.edward@epa.gov,

Date: Wednesday, April 8, 2016 4:52 PM

Good Afternoon Edward,

| finally got the permission needed for you to submit the news article with my written public
comment dated February 1, 2016.

Thank you for all your assistance,

Marigrace Butela

Wednesday, April 6, 2016 11:13 AM, "Palm, Michael" <mpalm@heraldstandard com= wrote:

Mary Grace,

Yes. You can use a copy of the Greene County Messenger's article from June 2011. All that | ask is that
the full article be attached and that the byline and attribution are clearly visible.

Thank you.

Michael Palm
Executive Editor

Herald-Standard
724-425-7202

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email may contain information that is privileged, confidential or otherwise
protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient of this email, please notify the sender immediately
by return e-mail, purge it and do not disseminate or copy it. This email or portions there of may not be published or
reused in any way without consent of the sender.

6/9/2016 12:58 AM
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Subject: Re: Permission to attach articles

From: Jody Flynn (jody@commondreams.org)

To: mbutela@rocketmail.com;
Date: Friday, June 17, 2016 2:26 PM
Marigrace~

This is to confirm my recent telephone call granting vou permissiontto use the two Common Dreams’
articles vou requested in your presentation correspondence with the EPA. If vou have any questions,

please give me a call or send email. Enjoy your continued reading of Common Dreams and using it to

support the values we like to inspire in ourselves and others.

Jody

207-775-0488

On Fri, Jun 17, 2016 at 12:22 PM, Marigrace Butela <mbutela@rocketmail.com> wrote:

Good Afternoon,

My name is Marigrace Butela. | am an elected local official (collector of real estate tax)in
Dunbar Township, Fayette County, PA. | am submitting my public comment to the EPA
Science Advisory Board's review of the EPA's draft Assessment of the Potential Impacts of
Hydraulic Fracturing for Oil and Gas on Drinking Water Resources. Many wells have
become contaminated in my area and throughout my county. | would like to use 2 articles
as an attachment to my public comment. 1) Duke Study Finds A "legacy of Radioactivity,”
Contamination from Thousands of Fracking Wastewaster Spills by DeSmogBlog/Sharon
Kelly and 2) Internal Documents Reveal Extensive Industry Influence Over EPA's National
Fracking Study.

| must get my comment in this afternoon. Thank you so much for your time in this matter.
Marigrace Butela
Dunbar Township Tax Collector

Resident of Fayette County, PA
724-626-0804

6/17/2016 2:39 PM
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Carmichaels water contaminated again

By Steve Ferris, for the Greene County Messenger
| Posted: Friday, June 17, 2011 2:00 am

CARMICHAFLS - Carmichaels
Municipal Authority officials on
Monday tried to assurc a group of
residents, who were upset over a
recent notification that their water
didn’t meet state standards, that the

waler is safe to drink.

The authority sent a letter to its
customers on June 3 notifving them






Carmichaels water contarminated again - Greene County Messenger: ... hittp://www.heraldstandard.com/gem/news/local _news/carmichaels-...

letter were written by the DEP and the authority was required to send them to

customers. but they said they drink the walter and that it is safe.

The officials agreed to attend a public meeting that Terri Donald





Carmichaels water contaminated again - Greene County Messenger: ... hitp://www.heraldstandard. com/gem/news/local_news/carmichaels-...

Bailey said bromide in the Monongahela River, the authority’s water source, is
causing the TTHM problem. He said bromide does not naturally occur in fresh
water and the DEP didn’t require public water authorities to test for bromide until
gas drilling wastewater, known as frac water, started being dumped into the river.

“We never tested for it before,” Bailey said.

He said the mixture of bromide and algae in the raw river water with chlorine at
the plant produces TTHM.

“There is no good way to treat bromide,” Bailey said, pdinting out that the state
asked sewage treatment plants that accepted frac water to stop accepling it around
the same time the authority was under the boil water advisory.

He said the Franklin Township Sewage Authority was among those that accepted
frac water.

Richard said the algae problem that resulted in the boil water advisory started after
the DEP and chemical company chemists told them not to pre-treat the water with
chlorine.

Since then, the authority began using chlorine again, but in lower concentrations,
Richard said. adding that the authority has not yet received the test results on the
latest water samples that were taken in April. The next test samples have to be
taken in July, he said.

Bailey said all four water filters in the plant have been rebuilt at a cost of about
$150,000 over the last two years and the plant has modern digital and computer
equipment.

Richard said an electronic system to notify water customers via cell phones, home
phones and computer email about problems with the water has been mandated by
the DEP. but the state has encountered delays in establishing the system.

“There’s nothing wrong with the water.” Bailey said.

Richard said public water authorities arc required to test raw water, but he would
like to see the DEP assume that responsibility.

Jof3 a6/16/2016 8:57 PM






" Duke Study Finds A "Legacy of Radioactivity,”
Contamination from Thousands of Fracking Wastewater
Spills
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Duke Study Finds A "Legacy of Radioactivity,” Contamination from
Thousands of Fracking Wastewater Spills

by

Sharon Kelly

The Missouri River runs by a fracking site in North Dakota. (Photo: EcoFlight)

Thousands of oil and gas industry wastewater spills in North Dakota have caused “widespread” contamination from
radioactive materials, heavy metals and corrosive salts, putting the health of people and wildlife at risk, researchers
from Duke University concluded in a newly released peer-reviewed study.
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Some rivers and streams in North Dakota now carry levels of radioactive and toxic materials higher than federal
drinking water standards as a result of wastewater spills, the scientists found after testing near spills. Many cities
and towns draw their drinking water from rivers and streams, though federal law generally requires drinking water to
be treated before it reaches peoples' homes, and the scientists did not test tap water as part of their research.

High levels of lead — the same heavy metal that infamously contaminated water in Flint, Michigan — as well as the
radioactive element radium, were discovered near spill sites. One substance, selenium, was found in the state's
waters at levels as high as 35 times the federal thresholds

set to protect fish, mussels, and other wildlife, including those that people eat.

The pollution was found on land as well as in water. The soils in locations where wastewater spilled were laced with
significant levels of radium, and even higher levels of radium were discovered in the ground downstream from the
spills' origin points, showing that radioactive materials were soaking into the ground and building up as spills flowed
over the ground, the researchers said.

The sheer number of spills in the past several years is striking. All told, the Duke University researchers mapped out
a total of over 3,900 accidental spills of oil and gas wastewater in North Dakota alone.

Contamination remained at the oldest spill site tested, where roughly 300 barrels of wastewater were released in a
spill four years before the team of researchers arrived to take samples, demonstrating that any cleanup efforts at the
site had been insufficient.

“Unlike spilled oil, which starts to break down in soil, these spilled brines consist of inorganic chemicals, metals and
salts that are resistant to biodegradation,” said Nancy Lauer, a Duke University Ph.D. student who was lead author
of the study, which was published in Environmental Science & Technology. “They don't go away; they stay.”

“This has created a legacy of radioactivity at spill sites,” she said.

The highest level of radium the scientists found in soil measured over 4,600 Bequerels per kilogram [ba/kg] —
which translates to roughly two and half times the levels of fracking-related radioactive contamination discovered in
Pennsylvania in a 2013 report that drew national attention. To put those numbers in context, under North Dakota
law, waste over 185 bg/kg is considered too radioactive to dispose in regular landfills without a special permit or to
haul an roads without a specific license from the state.

And that radioactive contamination — in some places over 100 times the levels of radioactivity as found upstream
from the spill — will be here to stay for millennia, the researchers concluded, unless unprecedented spill clean-up
efforts are made.

“The results of this study indicate that the water contamination from brine spills is remarkably persistent in the
environment, resulting in elevated levels of salts and trace elements that can be preserved in spill sites for at least
months to years,” the study concluded. “The relatively long half-life of [Radium 226] (~1600 years) suggests that
[Radium] contamination in spill sites will remain for thousands of years.”

Cleanup efforts remain underway at three of the four sites that the Duke University research team sampled, a North
Dakota State Health Department official asked to comment on the research told the Bismarck Tribune, while the
fourth site had not yet been addressed. He criticized the researchers for failing to include any in-depth testing of
sites where the most extensive types of cleanup efforts had been completed.

The four sites the researchers sampled instead included the locations of two of the biggest spills in the state's
history, including a spill of 2.9 million gallons in January 2015, and two areas where smaller spills occurred in 2011,
The samples from the sites were collected in June 2015, with funding from the National Science Foundation and the
Natural Resources Defense Council, an environmental group.
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Qver the past decade, roughly 9,700 wells have been drilled in North Dakota's Bakken shale and Bottineu oilfield
region — meaning that there has been over one spill reported to regulators for every three wells drilled.

“Until now, research in many regions of the nation has shown that contamination from fracking has been fairly
sporadic and inconsistent,” Avner Vengosh, professor of geochemistry and water guality at Duke's Nicholas School
of the Environment, said when the study was released. “In North Dakota, however, we find it is widespread and
persistent, with clear evidence of direct water contamination from fracking.”

Dealing with wastewater generated by drilling and fracking has proved to be one of the shale industry's most
intractable problems.

The industry often pumps its toxic waste underground in a process known as wastewater injection. Every day,
roughly 2 billion gallons of oil and gas wastewater are injected into the ground nationwide, the

EPA estimates. Wastewater injection has been linked to swarms of earthquakes that have prompted a series of
legal challenges.

The sheer volume of waste generated by the industry — particularly from the type of high volume horizontal
hydraulic fracturing used to tap shale oil and gas — has often overwhelmed state regulators, especially because
federal laws leave the waste exempt from hazardous waste handling laws, no matter how toxic or dangerous it
might be, under an exception for the indusfry carved out in the 1980's.

This leaves policing fracking waste up to state inspectors, and not only do the rules vary widely from state to state,
but enforcing those rules brings its own difficulties.

State inspectors have faced escalating workloads as budgets have often failed to keep pace with the industry's
rapid expansion. In North Dakota, the number of wells per inspector climbed from roughly 359 each in 2012 to 500
per inspector last year. In other states, the ratios are even more challenging, with Wyoming oil and gas well
inspectors being responsible for more than 2,300 wells in 2015. And now, with the collapse of oil and gas prices,
funds earmarked for oil and gas inspection have also nosedived in many states.

Lax enforcement may help explain why wastewater spills are so common across the U.S. Maore than 180 million
gallons of wastewater was spilled between 2009 and 2014, according to an investigation by the Associated Press,
which tallied the amount of wastewater spilled in the 21,651 accidents that were reported to state or federal
regulators nationwide during that time.

The naturally occurring radioactive materials in that wastewater have drawn particular concern, partly because of
their longevity in the environment and partly because the drilling industry enjoys looser federal standards for their
radioactive waste than many other industries.

In January, North Dakota regulators further relaxed their standards for the dumping of radioactive materials, allowing
many landfills in the state to accept drilling waste at levels higher than previously permitted, citing tough economic
times for drillers.

But environmentalists argue that relaxing the rules for radioactive waste disposal could mean that radioactive
materials receive less careful handling. “If people think this study points to a building tragedy, just wait,” Darrell
Dorgan, who chairs the North Dakota Energy Industry Waste Coalition, told the Bismarck Tribune, when the Duke
University research was released. “The new rules allow radioactive waste that is 10 times more dangerous.”

The spills the Duke University researchers identified often resulted from a failure to maintain infrastructure including
pipelines and storage tanks. Roughly half of the wastewater spilled came from failed pipelines, followed by leaks
from valves and other pipe connectors, and then tank leaks or overflows.

But recent floods in Texas's Eagle Ford shale region also highlight the risks that natural disasters in drilling regions
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might pose. Texas regulators photographed plumes of contamination around submerged drilling sites, a repeat of
similar incidents in Colorado. “That's a potential disaster,” Dr. Walter Tsou, former president of the American Public
Health Association told the Dallas Morning News.

Risks associated with fracking in flood zones have drawn the attention of some federal agencies in the past, but
perhaps not in a way that locals in affected areas might find helpful.

In 2012, the Federal Emergency Management Agency's Hazard Mitigation Grant Program — a program designed to
help people move away from areas subject to recurring floods — ran into a series of conflicts over oil and gas leases
on properties that would otherwise be offered buy-outs. Some homeowners in Pennsylvania were denied the chance
to participate in the program because of oil and gas leases or pipelines on their properties, as DeSmog previously
reported. -

In other words, it may be harder for those who have signed oil and gas or pipeline leases to abandon flood-prone
areas, meaning that homeowners whose properties frequently flood could potentially face battles over cleanup costs
without aid from FEMA.

And the newly published research from North Dakota suggests that the less visible brines may ultimately be more of
a long-lasting environmental hazard than the spilled oil.

Even though their study included only leaks that were reported to state regulators, the researchers warned that little
is currently being done to clean up sites where spills have occurred — or even to track smaller spills, especially on
reservation lands, where roughly a quarter of the state's oil is produced.

This means that the real amount of wastewater spilled is likely even higher than currently reported.

“Many smaller spills have also occurred on tribal lands,” Prof. WVengosh said, “and as far as we know, no one is
monitoring them.”

© 2014 DeSmogBlog

Share This Article
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A fracking well in Shreveport, Louisiana. (Photo: Daniel Foster/ccfflickr)

In 2010, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) launched an ambitious and highly consequential study of the
risks that hydraulic fracturing, or fracking, poses to American drinking water supplies.

“This is about using the best possible science to do what the American people expect the EPA to do — ensure that the
health of their communities and families are protected,” Paul Anastas, Assistant Administrator for the agency's Office
of Research and Development, said in 2011.
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But the EPA's study has been largely shaped and re-shaped by the very industry it is supposed 10 investigate, as
energy company officials were allowed to edit planning documents, insisted on vetting agency contractors, and
demanded to review federal scientist's field notes, photographs and laboratory results prior to publication, according
to a review by DeSmog of over 3,000 pages of previously undisclosed emails, confidential draft study plans and other
internal documents obtained through open records requests.

Company officials imposed demands so infeasible that the EPA ultimately dropped a key goal of the research, their
plans to measure pollution levels before and after fracking at two new well sites, the documents show.

All told, the documents raise serious questions about the study's credibility and they highlight a certain coziness
between the EPA and Chesapeake Energy, one of the most aggressive oil and gas companies in the shale gas rush.

“[Y]ou guys are part of the team here,” one EPA representative wrote to Chesapeake Energy as they together edited
study planning documents in October 2013, “please write things in as you see fit”.

Chesapeake took them up on the offer.

Company officials repeatedly pushed EPA to narrow the scope of the national study to focus exclusively on the
fracturing stage. the documents show, even though the agency had already announced that the study would include
drilling, wastewater disposal and other parts of the process (times when water contamination can often occur).

“It appears the EPA has extended the scope of the study to include all development activities,” a company
representative wrote, objecting to language used in study plans in October 2013. "CHK recommends that the EPA
focus only on hydraulic fracturing.” CHK refers to Chesapeake Energy.

Though it is not clear whether Chesapeake’s attempts to wordsmith were adopted by the EPA, the company did
successfully pressure the agency to start its baseline testing at a Chesapeake site later in the oil and gas extraction
process, after drilling was completed.

The reason this matters to the public is that it meant that EPA's tests would not be able to spot problems that emerged
during the stages before the actual fracking stage, effectively narrowing the scope of the research.

In a sort of death-by-a-thousand lashes approach, the company created other delays in the study.

For example, EPA’s plans to focus on a Chesapeake site in the Haynesville Shale were put in jeopardy when the
company decided to move forward with drilling before the EPA would be able to take its baseline testing.

“We are disappointed that all our collective work associated with that site cannot be accomplished based on these
documents,” Chesapeake wrote to the EPA on February 6, 2012, “but will nonetheless work with you to find anather
prospective site.” A draft EPA statement asserted that this would not affect the study's overall timing — but the agency
went on to miss the deadline described in that document.

Chesapeake next used their ability to edit the documents to raise additional objections that ultimately led the EPAto
cancel their testing plans altogether.

“Given the current schedule, there does not appear to be enough time to capture the seasonal variation in sample
characteristics, however this is critical to determining if a change is significant,” Chesapeake wamed EPA in
October 2013.

Federal environmental officials later cited this issue in explaining why their agency has been unable to find any
suitable well sites to conduct its testing.

“For a location to be suitable, it is necessary to gather a minimum of one year of characterization data for ground
water and surface water prior to and following unconventional exploration activities in the study area, and for there to
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be no other hydraulic fracturing activities on adjacent properties, currently or potentially leased, during the entire
study period, which could last several years,” Claudia Meza-Cuadra, Office of Science Policy of the EPA, wrote in a
June 13, 2014 email to a Greenpeace representative who inquired if testing plans were cancelled. “Unfortunately, so
far we have not identified a suitable location.”

In essence, the industry successfully bogged the federal agency down, eventually forcing the EPA to lower
its ambitions.

The role Chesapeake and other industry officials are playing in re-shaping the EPA's study matters.

Historically, regulation of cil and gas drilling has largely been left to states. Federal lawmakers pushed for the EPA to
conduct its own national study as a potential first step toward imposing tighter and more uniform rules on the industry.
But this study, which has proceeded at a glacial pace, has progressively been watered down since the outset.

Initially, the study was supposed to consist of four distinct parts. It would use powerful computers to model theoretical
risks, investigate reported contamination in five states, devote itself to precise quality control. and crucially, directly
measure pollutant levels before and after fracking at two separate well sites, to show what changed after the industry
began its work.

But EPA's plan — especially for the direct measurement part of the study — called for a heavy reliance on industry
cooperation and voluntary agreements about access to drilling and fracking sites. Companies like Chesapeake
Energy and Range Resources used this to extract a series of promises from the EPA (and their leverage increased
as other companies in the industry declined to participate in the study). The documents reviewed by DeSmog were
provided by Greenpeace, which obtained them through an open records request.

Range Resources Enjoyed Favorable Treatment from EPA

For example, a confidential agreement between Range Resources and the EPA shows a series of concessions by
federal officials. Three days notice was to be given before scientists visited the well site. Scientists were to be
accompanied by a company expert at all times. Range was to be given accelerated access to any test results
showing possible contamination. Range would be given 30 days to review “any draft report” using data from their
sites before publication. The company would be provided with copies of all pictures and video taken at the site.

Companies were also promised the ability to take samples at the same time and locations as EPA, enabling them to
conduct their own shadow studies. The industry used that access to hire a contractor to conduct a review of the EPA's
study. Emails between top level EPA officials show repealed referances to those reviews.

EPA officials declined to respond to specific questions from DeSmog surrounding the documents, but did point to the
agency's commitment to robust involvement by stakeholders.

“[FJrom a scientific point of view and working with the budget Congress gave us, we have been gathering the data
necessary to best answer the scientific questions that were posed in the hydraulic fracturing study,” EPA
spokesperson Liz Purchia wrote in an email to DeSmog.

Over the past two years, while the federal research has dragged, in no small part due to the extensive energy
industry involvement, consensus opinion within the broader scientific community has begun to coalesce on the
serious risks posed by fracking. Two thirds of scientists surveyed in January by the Pew Research Center oppose
increased use of fracking, while 31 percent suppaort it.

A representative from AP failed to respond to a request for comment from DeSmog, but API has previously called for
EPA to pay greater attention to input from stakeholders such as oil and gas drillers.

And yet, the documents highlight that the industry has no shortage of access to the study.
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EPA officials repeatedly offered to allow Chesapeake Energy to fund additional sampling (“If CHK wants 3 [samples],
they can pay for it," an EPA official tells the company, for example). It is not clear whether Chesapeake paid for
additional tests or whether such data was integrated in the federal study. If either occurred it could raise guestions
about the independence of the federal agency's research.

“Review of the field results is very important and needs to be conducted immediately after sample collection by both
EPA and CHK jointly,” a company official wrote in the margins of EPA's planning documents, objecting to EPA’s plans
to have field results reviewed by EPA and its contractor.

The companies also used their access to planning documents to sow the seeds for later objections. For example,
Chesapeake officials called for all other possible sources of contamination within a three-mile radius of wells to be
identified. They pushed for the EPA to limit their testing to shallower depths af underground water supplies. They
criticized the types of testing and the substances to be tested for. They called for the EPA to describe exactly how they
will distinguish between various possible causes for any changes in chemical levels revealed by tests.

But the oil and gas industry is not the only outside interest group playing an active role in federal research that was
supposed to be independent.

'—’K/% he documents show active participation from former and current political appointees. i;

For instance, the documents show Heather Zichal, former Obama White House Deputy Assistant to the President for
Energy and Climate Change, was involved in discussions surrounding the study. Ms. Zichal has been nominated to
the board of directors of Cheniere Energy, which plans to export Liquified Natural Gas through a LNG terminal in
Corpus Cristi, as DeSmog recently reported.

The role played by White House level oversight drew some mild chiding from EPA officials involved in the study. “This
is after all a scientific study” Robert M. Sussman, a Senior Policy Counselor for the EPA, wrote in a June 2012 email
to others high up in the agency, including then-administrator Lisa Jackson, “and the scientists need some room to do
their work.”

© 2014 DeSmogBlog

Sharon Kelly

Sharon Kelly is an attorney and freelance writer based in Philadelphia. She has reported for The New
York Times, The Nation, National Wildlife, Earth Island Journal, and a variety of other publications.
Prior to beginning freelance writing, she worked as a law clerk for the ACLU of Delaware.
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