UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460
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Introduction and Content

Any State, industry, well owner/operator, etc., may reguest
approval to use alternate methods to prove inijection well
mechanical integrity in accordance with 40 CFR Section 146.8(d).
This quidance explains wnat must be included in such a request,
to whom the recquest should ce submitted, and how the approval
process will proceed. The request must be accompanied by a

‘ustification for the method's use and include, at a minimum,
the following information:

I. & narrative cescrigtion of the mechanical Intecritv
test (MIT' -ethcc with a Ziscussicn Cf:

D

A. When :t !z to re applied:
B, How it i1c csuprosed to work !include zrerat:ional
techricues);

Z. The criteria usecd to -tudge the *rest'z cuccesg;

D. The cencitivity of rthe test ~etheo o.o., n
2stimata ~f +he cize ~f leak wrnicr -an re fotecton
my bhie o cothod) ana

- “he naluoos b t Y :



ZITI. A precsentation cf 2xamples of how the croccsed method (/
nas veen used In the past to detect leakage (Fart 1 of \

mechanical integrity), cocr fluid movement [(Zart Z of
mechanical inteqgrity), or both. The examples must
provide a comparison of rasults between an zcproved

MIT method and this proposed method. The ccmparison
should be between wells which have failed mechanical
integrity as well as tetween wells which have
demonstrated mechanical integrity.

Final approval will be considered for those alternative
test proposals which demonstrate ecuivalence with an
approved MIT. 1If at the time of submission a
demonstration can not be made, the proposed alternative
will be considered for interim approval if & protocol
is provided which outlines how the demonstrztion of
equivalence is to be accomplished.

The examples must include:
A. TCepiction of the geologic setting;

B. Any logs utilized, their analysis, and interpretation.
The logs sutmitted should be complete showing
the well's entire length and appropriate loag
headings should also be provided; and

C. Reasons for wanting to use this method, why cther
MIT methods are inappropriate, and an explanation

of the advantages ¢f this method versus approved
methods.

IV. A discussion 9of -he method's limitations f(i.z.,
weaknessesg), if anv, should be 1included.

J. The UIC Program Tirectcor or the equivalent <f at
least the Vice-Ffrecident of a company (if tne
alternative has teen supplied by a well owner or
operator) must certify that all information, results
and methodologies submitted are accurate to the cest
of his/her knowledge.

The applicant should refer to this guidance and the
secticn of the regulations under which the apprecval iz cel
souznt when preparing the ‘ustification. Promotiocnal rats
will 2e accepted only for the descriptive portion of e
‘ustification. Technical articles, when croperly refsre
anc iZentified mav be submitti=zd toc crove the effectivene
the -—ethod groposed.



Aprroval Procedure

The applicant should sutmit the ‘ustification thrcuah the
State cor, if the request is made from a State Program cdirectly
implemented by EPA (DI), through the EPA Regional UIC Program
Directecr, as aprropriate. A State UIC Program Director, after
his approval, zhall submit the <ustification for the MIT to
the Tirector of the Office of Crinking water (ODW) at EPA

Headgquarters, and concurrently to the appropriate EPA Regional
UIC Program Official.

Primacy States administering their UIC program under §1425
of the Safe Drinking Water Act will fall into one of two categories.
In most cases, the state will have agreed in their Memorandum
of Agreement or Understanding (MO2 or MOU) to seek EPA approval
before allowing the use of new alternative MITs. The acproval
process in these states should follow the submission procedure
outlined above. 1In §1425 States without such agreements, the
crccecure is ecsentially the same, ~ut the standard for zpproval
mav ce slightly different. In thece states, the 2gencv will
evaluate whether the approval of an alternative would compromise
the effectiveness of the State's program, rather than evaluating
the efficacy of the individual test. TIf, after consultation,
the Region and the Director, ODW, determined that approval of
the test would render the State's program ineffective, such
notice would be sent to the State.

The Director, ODW, and the EPA Regional UIC Frogram Official,
after consultation, will refer the justification to the appropriate
ZEPA MIT Workgroup member listed in Table 1, who will review
the ‘ustification for completeness. 1If the alternative croposal
submitted is judced complete ry the P2 “IT Workgroup mercer,
the zlternative will te forwarced toc the full EPA MIT Worxgroup
tor review and rfrocessing. in incemplete ‘ustificaticn will
e returrecd to tne Primacy State Srogram Director indicating
#hy the -ustification was consicdered deficient, what is necessary
for Improvement, and the time cermitted to the applicant tc
submit more information.

“nce the *IT alternative iz fcund acceptable py the 73 MIT
Workcrcocug, it will te forwarded -<c the Tirector, ZDW, :in tne
form cf =z Tederal FRegister notice for final review and ap
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or “erial. If trne Cirectcr, "DW, crants aprroval, the
will e zurlisnec in the Federzl Fecister. The notice w _
indicate : rer:od of time cpen :or ruclic comment. Tf rianmriloant
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Table Z is a flow chart which illustrates the process
outlined acove. Generally, it requires approximately six (6)
months from the time a complete application, with all necessary
informaticn is received by the Regional MIT Workgroup
representative, until a final decisicn con the proposal is made.

Other Tnformation

Presentations of alternative MIT methods may be given
before the EPA MIT Workgroup as long as they provide the
information requested in the justification and utilize
appropriate visual aids and/or handouts for discussion purposes.

If a presentation is desired or requested, adequate time
should be allowed to schedule the presentation at a regularly
scheduled MIT Workgroup meeting. EPA MIT Workgroup meetings
are usually held three to four times per year at or near an

EPA regional office, laboratory, or EPA Headcuarters, Washington,
D.C.

Questions reqgarding this guidance should be directed to
_Bruce J. Kobelski, CThairman of the EPA MIT Workgroup, S. Stephen
Platt, EPA Region III Workgroup representative, or the MIT
Workgroup member in the appropriate EPA Region.

Attachments



TARLE 1: “ECHANICAL INTEGRITY T=ST wORKGROUP

Allison Hess

ZPA Region II

26 Federal Plaza
New York, NY 10273
TS 264-1800
212-264-1800

Steve Platt

EPA Region IIT

841 Chestnut Blda.
Philadelphia, P2 19107
FTS 597-2537
215-597-2537

Gene Coker

ZPA Region 1V

345 Cortland St., N.E.
Atlanta, GA 20365
FTS 257-3866
404-347-4727

Dan Arthur

EPA Region V

230 South Dearborn =t.
Chicago, IL 60604
FTS 886-~-4280
312~353~2000

Richard Peckham

TPA Region VI

1445 Ross Ave.

callas, TX 75202-27323
TS 255~7165
214-c£55-6444

Ted Fritz

ZPA Pegion VII

T26 Minnesota Ave.
vansas City, S ~6lCl
TS T87-281°%
%13~-236-2800

“aul Tsborne
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alan Feckham

National ZInforcement
Investications Center/QOECM
Ruilding 33

Box 25227

Denver, CO 80225

FTS 776-5128

303~226-5100

Jerry Thornhill

Robert S&. Rerr Environmental

Research Lab/ORD
P.O. Box 1198
Ada, COK ~4820
pTe ~43-2210

405~:32-%800

Aldo Mazzella
Environmental ¥onitoring
Systems Lab/ORD

p.0. Box 15027

Las Vegas, IV 890114-5027
FTS 545-22%54

702-738~-2100

Bruce Xotelski (Chairman)
EPA Heacgouart=rs

Office of Trinking Water
WH-220

401 ¥ Strzet, I.W.
Wasnincton, T 20460

TS :82-727%

202-282-727°2

2111 Zohrer
ZPA Fegicn IX
215 fFremont Zt.
San “rancl
FTS 454-7%
418~ Ta-E0 T



TABLE 2:

MIT

l: Proposal

PROCESS FOR APPROVING ALTHERNATIVE MITs

Denial

D.T. Primacy State :
Program Program Director

EPA Reqgional

1. pitecton
UIC Official

onw

_jconsu]t)

Region MIT Workgroup
Member Review

Incomplete Complete

\

Return Proposal
to State NDirector

—>

Notification

Draft FR Notice ___ MIT Workgroup _ Draft ¥R <o
Preparation Review > Notice to
l/ Headquart ers
Acceptable Revision Acceptable
< T and Approved
l\ .
Publication
of FR Notice
MIT Workgroup N/
Review Public Comment
l, Period
Unacceptable or No Revision Revision |

More Data Needed

Alternative MIT
Approved as
Interim or Final




