Excellence Delivered As Promised

February 15, 2018
File # 55929.005

Ms. Mae Willkom & Mr. William Myers

Bureau of Remediation and Redevelopment
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, WCR
1300 West Clairemont Avenue

P.O. Box 4001

Eau Claire, WI 54702-4001

Re:  Injection Work Plan & Permit Request
WRR Environmental Services
WDNR BRRTS No. 02-18-000274
WDNR FID No. 618 026 530
EPA ID No. WID 990 829 475

Dear Ms. Willkom & Mr. Myers:

On behalf of WRR Environmental Services Co. Inc. (WRR), Gannett Fleming, Inc. (GF) is
submitting this work plan and permit request for the injection of reducing reagents into the
groundwater at WRR’s facility in Eau Claire. Figure 1 is a site location map. The proposed
reducing reagents that would be injected would be a combination of emulsified vegetable oil
(EVO) and micro-scale zero valent iron (ZVI) suspended in glycerol. Additional compounds that
would be used during the injections include sodium bicarbonate to maintain a pH of 7 to 8 the
injected mixture and a culture of the microbes that facilitate reductive dichlorination of
chlorinated volatile organic compounds (CVOCs).

If the proposed reducing reagents and injection permit are approved, pilot tests injections would
be conducted in the spring of 2018, followed by full-scale injections later in the year.
Groundwater samples would be collected approximately two and four months after the pilot test
is conducted to assess the rate of degradation and how the aquifer responded to the injected
reagents. The scope of the full-scale injections (i.e. the number and spacing of the injection
borings and the mass of reagents injected into each boring) would be based on the results of the
pilot test. Figure 2 shows the proposed locations of the pilot test and full-scale injection areas.

Site Contact Information

Below is site contact information, as required by the WDNR's Infiltration and Injection Requests
guidance document (RR-935).
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Gannett Fleming

Ms. Mae Willkom & Mr. William Myers
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, WCR
February 15, 2018

Site Owner Information

BRRTS #: 02-18-000274
Site Name: WRR Environmental Services, Co., Inc.
Site Owner:  Jim Hager - CEO WRR Environmental

Address: 5200 Ryder Road, Eau Claire, WI 54701
Phone: 715-834-9624
Email: hagerjl@WRRES.com

Consultant Information

Contact: Anthony Miller, Gannett Fleming, Inc.
Address: 8025 Excelsior Drive, Madison, WI 53717
Phone: 608-836-1500 - ext. 6716

Email: awmilller@gfnet.com

WDNR Project Manager Information

Contact: Mae Willkom — Hydrogeologist - West Central Region

Address: 1300 West Clairemont Avenue - P.O. Box 4001 - Eau Claire, WI 54702-4001
Phone: 715-839-3748

Email: Mae. Willkom@Wisconsin.gov

Additional site information is included on the Request for Coverage Under Wisconsin Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (WPDES) Wastewater Discharge Permit (WI-0046566-06) for
Contaminated Groundwater from Remedial Action Operations form included with this work
plan as Appendix A.

Project Background

WRR recycles used solvents at its facility in Eau Claire. Results of site investigations conducted
by several consultants, including GF, have identified that three suites of volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) have been released at the site, impacting the soil and groundwater. The three
suites of compounds are CVOCs, petroleum-related compounds (PRC), and ketones and alcohols.

Since 2013, GF has conducted supplemental investigations to better define the extent and
magnitude of VOCs in the soil and groundwater. The following reports summarize the results
of the supplemental investigations and monitoring activities conducted through July 2017.

e GF’s June 2014 Evaluation of Corrective Measures & Plan of Activities Report
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e GF’s December 22, 2014, Semiannual Groundwater Operations & Maintenance Report
o GF’s February 13, 2017, Semiannual Operations & Maintenance Report
e GF’s September 28, 2017, Semiannual Operations & Maintenance Report

Since the mid-1980s. various remedial activities have been conducted to reduce or remove VOCs
from the subsurface. Those activities include the installation and operation of groundwater
recovery wells and the air injection and soil vapor extraction (SVE) pilot tests. Groundwater
pumped as part of the remediation activities has been treated onsite with an air stripper to remove
VOCs before being discharged to the aerated reservoir. The treated water from the aerated
reservoir is then discharged to an adsorption pond southwest of the facility under WDPES permit
No. WI-00587 18-05-0 to WRR. See the reports listed above for a summary of the remedial
activities conducted through July 2017.

Based on the results of the various investigations and monitoring events conducted to date, there
are several areas onsite where the three suites of compounds are comingled in the soil and/or
groundwater. However, only CVOCs are present in the subsurface in the northern portion of the
site. Because CVOCs degrade under anaerobic conditions that are favorable to microbes that
facilitate reductive dechlorination, we believe that area is conducive to conducting injections of
reducing reagents to reduce CVOC concentrations in the groundwater.

Proposed Injection Reagents and Activities

To reduce CVOC concentrations in the groundwater, GF proposes to inject a mixture of the
following reagents into the groundwater:

e Z-Loy — micro-scale zero valent iron (uZVI) in a glycerol solution

e Newman Zone 55 emulsified vegetable oil (EVO)

¢ Newman Zone HRO - a slow release EVO

e Newman Zone OS - an oxygen scavenger (OS)

e SDC-9 — a concentrated solution of microbes that facilitate the breakdown of ethanes and
ethenes

e Sodium bicarbonate

Newman Zone 55 and Zone HRO EVOs are food-grade, soybean-oil blended with sodium lactate

that slowly ferment to hydrogen and volatile fatty acids (lactic acid) and support anaerobic
biodegradation for up to five years after injection.
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Z-Loy is a mixture of pZVI in glycerol to keep the iron from settling out of the mixture before
being injected. The pZVI creates reducing conditions in the groundwater and chemically
degrades the CVOCs on contact.

SDC-9 is a concentrated solution of the microbes that facilitate the breakdown of ethanes and
ethenes.

Newman Zone 55 and HRO EVOs are delivered to the site as a powder and would be mixed with
water and Z-Loy and SDC-9 microbes before being injected. However, prior to mixing all of the
reagents together, Newman Zone OS is mixed with the make-up water two hours beforehand to
reduce the water’s dissolved oxygen concentration and create a negative oxidation-reduction
potential conductive to the growth of microbes. Newman Zone OS also contains Vitamin B1 that
is beneficial to the growth of microbes. If necessary, sodium bicarbonate would be added to raise
the pH of mixture to 7.5 prior to adding the microbes. Product information and the material
safety data sheets for the reagents listed above are included with this work plan as Appendix B.

Under anaerobic conditions, certain microbes can use chlorinated ethanes (i.e. tri- and di-
chloroethane [TCA and DCA]) and ethenes (tetra-, tri-, and dichloroethylene [PCE, TCE, DCE]
and vinyl chloride [VC]) as electron acceptors in a process called reductive dichlorination. The
microbes that facilitate reductive dichlorination cleave the bonds holding the chlorine ions to the
rest of the compound. The chlorine ions are replaced by hydrogen ions supplied by the
breakdown of lactate, which is included with Newman Zone 55 and HRO and produces lactic
acid and the hydrogen ions. Below is a diagram (supplied by Microbial Insights, Inc. Laboratory)
that shows the sequential dichlorination process of PCE. The dechlorination of trichloroethane
(TCA) to dichloroethane (DCA), chloroethane (CA), and eventually ethane and chlorine is similar.

Carbon, supplied by the vegetable 0il, serves as an energy source for the microbes that facilitate
the degradation of chlorinated solvents. Based on the USEPA’s (et al) September 1994 Technical
Protocol for Evaluating Natural Attenuation of Chlorinated Solvents in Groundwater, a total organic
carbon (TOC) concentration of 20 mg/t or more is considered adequate to facilitate the microbial
degradation of chlorinated compounds. The microbes that facilitate the breakdown of ethanes
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and ethenes are sensitive to pH and can live in groundwater that has a pH between 5.0 and 8.0.
However, the microbes generally thrive in groundwater with a pH range between 6.5 and 7.8 and
other favorable reducing conditions (i.e. elevated chlorinated VOC concentrations, a low
dissolved oxygen [DO] concentration less than 2.0 mg/¢, a TOC concentration above 20 mg/¢, and
a negative oxygen-reduction potential [ORP] less than -50 mV, etc.).

GF proposes to conduct pilot test injections in the spring of 2018 to determine sustainable flow
rates of the proposed reagents at different depths in the aquifer. Pre- and post-injection
groundwater samples would be collected from wells within the area where the pilot tests would
be conducted to determine the radius of influence created in the groundwater by the injection
activities. The amount of reducing reagents that would be used in the pilot test and full-scale
injections and the groundwater sampling program are discussed in more detail below.

Pilot Test Injections — Spring 2018

GF proposes to conduct pilot test injections in the area east of Dock #6 in the northeastern portion
of the WRR facility where elevated CVOC concentrations were measured in groundwater
samples collected from GP-77 and W-34. The pilot test would consist of injecting up to 5,000
gallons of a mixture containing a total of the following reagents:

e Z-Loy-600 lbs

¢ Newman Zone 55 EVO - 1,100 lbs

e Newman Zone HRO - 350 lbs

e Newman Zone OS - 50 lbs

e SDC-9 DHC microbes — 3 liters

e Sodium bicarbonate — up to 100 Ibs, as needed, to raise pH of mixture to 7.5

The reagents would be injected into 15 borings using a Geoprobe drill rig at a rate of 2 to 5 gallons
per minute, dependent on the aquifer’s ability to accept the injected mixture. Figure 3 shows the
locations of the proposed pilot-test injection borings. The mixture injected into each boring would
include Newman Zone OS, sodium bicarbonate (as necessary), and SDC-9. Additional
information regarding the pilot test injections follow:

e Borings #1 through #5 would be injected from 0 to 10 ft below the water table at 50 gallons of
mixture per linear foot. The mixture injected into borings #1 through #5 would include a 5%
solution mixture of Newman Zone-55 and 10 grams/liter of Z-Loy.

e Borings #6 through #11 would be injected from 0 to 7.5 ft below the water table at 50 gallons
of mixture per 1.5 linear feet. The mixture injected into borings #6 through #11 would include
a 2% solution mixture of Newman Zone-HRO and 5 grams/liter of Z-Loy.
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e Borings #12 through #15 would be injected from 0 to 4.5 ft below the water table at 50 gallons
of mixture per 1.5 linear feet. The mixture injected into borings #12 through #15 would
include a 2% solution mixture of Newman Zone-HRO and no Z-Loy.

Additionally, up to 400 gallons of mixture would be “injected” via gravity feed into well SVE-4,
which has a screened interval that extends 5 feet below the water table. Following the injections
at each location, a mixture of water and Newman Zone OS would be injected into the borings and
well to flush reducing reagents out of the injection equipment and into the aquifer.
Approximately 10 and 50 gallons of the water and Newman Zone OS mixture would be used to
flush out the borings and SVE-4, respectively, after they have been injected.

The purpose of the pilot test is to determine the infiltration rate for the aquifer at various depths
and gauge the effectiveness of the chemical reagents in reducing the relatively high CVOC
concentrations in the groundwater. Pre- and post-injection groundwater samples would be
collected, as described below, to determine the effect of the pilot test injections.

Following completion of the pilot test injections and collection of post-injection groundwater
samples, GF would prepare a report summarizing the results of the pilot test injections. That
report would include a table listing the mass of reagents injected into each boring and SVE-4, the
observed injection flow rates, the depths at which each boring was injected, a discussion of the
groundwater sample results as they pertain to the breakdown of CVOCs, and our
recommendations for full-scale injections.

Full-Scale Injections

The full-scale injections would be conducted in Area A in the fall of 2018. The scope of the full-
scale injections (i.e. the number and spacing of the injection borings and the mass of reagents
injected into each boring) would be based on the results of the pilot test. Additionally, WRR may
decide to inject reducing reagents into Area B in the southeastern portion of the site where CVOCs
are the primary compounds of concern. The proposed areas where the full-scale injections would
occur are shown on Figure 2. A report summarizing the pilot test results with recommendations
for the full-scale injections would be submitted to the WDNR prior to conducting the full-scale
injections. That said, GF anticipates that we would inject the following quantities of the reducing
reagents into Area A shown on Figure 2 in the fall of 2018.

e Z-Loy-2,5001bs

e Newman Zone 55 EVO - 6,000 Ibs
e Newman Zone HRO - 2,000 lbs

e Newman Zone OS - 300 Ibs
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e SDC-9 DHC microbes — 15 liters
e Sodium bicarbonate — up to 500 lbs, as needed, to raise pH of mixture to 7.5

As discussed above, the final scope of work, including the recommended dosage and spacing of
the injection borings, would be included in the report summarizing the pilot-test injections.

Proposed Monitoring Activities

To measure the effectiveness of the pilot-test injection activities, groundwater samples would be
collected from W-32 and W-34 for the analyses of the following parameters:

e VOCs

e Sulfate

e Dissolved iron and manganese

e Total organic carbon (TOC)

o Alkalinity

¢ Remediation by Natural Attenuation (RNA) parameters measured in the field. RNA
parameters include DO, pH, ORP, temperature, and conductivity. The RNA parameters
would be measured in-situ using a YSI 55 multimeter probe.

Baseline samples were collected from W-34 in August 2017 for all parameters listed above.
Baseline samples would be collected from W-32, located downgradient of the pilot-test area, for
all of the parameters above and from W-34 for RNA parameters and VOC analyses only prior to
conducting the pilot tests in the spring of 2018. Additionally, groundwater samples would be
collected from W-32 and W-34 for analyses of the DHC microbes and the functional genes
responsible for the breakdown of CVOCs prior to the pilot test injections. The locations of W-32
and W-34 are shown on Figure 3.

Follow-up samples would be collected from W-34 for analyses of the parameters listed above
approximately two and four months after the pilot test has been conducted. Because it is unlikely
that measurable effects of the reducing reagents will migrate downgradient to W-32 within a four-
month period, groundwater samples from that well would only be collected four months after
the pilot test has been completed and only analyzed for VOCs. However, the results of the
baseline samples collected from W-32 would be used in preparing the scope of work for the full-
scale injections.
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Schedule and Closing

If approved by the WDNR, the pilot test injections would take place in April 2018, with the follow-
up groundwater samples collected from W-32 and W-34 in June and August 2018. A report
summarizing the pilot test injection results would be submitted to the WDNR in September 2018.
That report would include a discussion of the analytical results of the groundwater samples and
RNA parameters measured in the field and how they relate to the degradation of the CVOCs in
the groundwater. Following this schedule, the full-scale injections in Area A would be conducted
in October 2018. However, because supplement injection activities may be necessary in Area
and/or Area B, we are requesting approval to inject the following mass of reducing reagents into
the groundwater through 2021.

e Z-Loy-5,000 Ibs

e Newman Zone 55 EVO - 10,000 lbs

e Newman Zone HRO - 5,000 lbs

e Newman Zone OS - 600 lbs

e SDC-9 DHC microbes — 30 liters

¢ Sodium bicarbonate — 600 lbs, as needed, to raise the pH of the mixture to 7.5

As requested, a hard copy of the work plan will be mailed to Mae Willkom, along with a check
for $700 for the WDNR’s Technical Assistance fee, as per NR 749. Please review the enclosed
information, and let me know if you have any questions or need additional information to
complete your review and approve the work plan.

Sincerely,

GANNETT FLEMING, INC.

Anthony W. Miller, P.S.S. Dennis F. @
Senior Environmental Scientist Senior Project Manager
AWMJjec

Enc.

Ecc:  Jim Hager, Bob Fuller, Becky Anderson (WRR)
Doug Coenen (WDNR — Hazardous Waste Specialist)
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FIGURE 1

SITE LOCATION
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APPENDIX A

REQUEST FOR COVERAGE UNDER
WISCONSIN POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (WPDES)
WASTEWATER DISCHARGE PERMIT (WI-0046566-060 FOR
CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER FROM REMEDIATION ACTION OPERATIONS
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Date Received

(Leave blank)
Request for Coverage Under
Wisconsin Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (WPDES)
Wastewater Discharge Permit (WI-0046566-06) for

Contaminated Groundwater from Remedial Action Operations
(Revised 8/2012)

Please type or print required information, except for the signature.

I. GENERAL INFORMATION

A: FACILITY LOCATION INFORMATION

Name of Facility / Project Official Representative Onsite Title

WRR Environmental Services Co., Inc. James Hager President and Owner
(Address or Highway / Road with Distance and Direction from nearest City) Telephone No.: Fax #

5200 Ryder Road (State Highway 93) 715-852-1653 715-836-8785

City, State, Zip Code County Email Address

Eau Claire, WI 54701 Eau Claire hagerjl@WRRES.com

B: Individual, parent company, or organization with direct control over the facility. Enter full official legal name
of the owner or parent company, if there is one, the mailing address, and the name and title of the official representative
(responsible party) signing this application if he/she is located at address of parent company.

Parent Company/Owner Company Contact Title

WRR Environmental Services Co., Inc. James Hager President and Owner
Mailing Address - PO Box, Street, or Route Telephone No.: Fax #

5200 Ryder Road (State Highway 93) 715-852-1653 715-836-8785

City, State, Zip Code Email Address

Eau Claire, WI 54701 hagerjl@WRRES.com

C: Consulting Firm for Groundwater

Company Name Company Contact Title
Gannett Fleming, Inc. Anthony W. Miller Sr. Environmental Scientist
Mailing Address - PO Box, Street, or Route Telephone No.: Fax #

8025 Excelsior Drive 608-835-1500 (ex 6716) 608-831-3337
City, State, Zip Code Email Address

Madison, WI 53717 awmiller@gfnet.com

D. Name of Person to Receive Discharge Monitoring Report Forms from Department:

Anthony Miller, Gannett Fleming for this request, Becky Anderson for existing WPDES Permit No. WI-
00587 18-04-0

E. Any Other Necessary Contact Person (name, phone, email)

F. DNR Environmental Response & Repair Project Number, and DNR Project Manager name:

BRRTS #02-18-00274 - Mae Willkom (WDNR Project Manager)




Remediation WPDES WI-0046566-06 Discharge Permit — Request For Continued Coverage -2-

II. SPECIFIC INFORMATION ON PROJECT

A. Pollutants

1. The suspected sources of the pollutants (estimate of material release quantity and contributing activities)
An unknown quantity of solvents and petroleum-related compounds were released at this chemical recycling facility.

2. Check all fuel and waste types suspected in the contamination at this site:

X] Unleaded Gasoline [ ] Jet Fuel [ ] Pesticides
X] Leaded Gasoline [ ] Waste Oil [ ] Fertilizers

[ ] Diesel Fuel X Solvents

[] Heating Oil [ ] Other:

3. Check all pollutants identified at this site:

X BETX (Benzene, Ethylbenzene, Toluene, Xylene) [] Pesticides/Fertilizers
[] PAHs (Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons) [] Total Recoverable Lead *
X] VOCs (Volatile Organic Chemicals) [] Other

* Include upstream receiving water hardness analysis if lead is detected.

B. Treatment
Treatment Techniques Used

1. Describe the existing treatment system: [] Pump & Treat
[ ] Air stripping
[ ] GAC (Granular Activated Carbon)

[] Augmented Insitu Bioremediation
(with chemicals or nutrient addition)

[ ] Other (describe)

2. If any cleaning, softening or descaling of the treatment system. See cover letter.

See cover letter accompanying permit request for information
regarding proposed injection activities.

a. Identify any additives that are proposed or being used for cleaning, softening, or descaling of the treatment
system. Provide Material Safety Data Sheets, and describe dosage.

b. Describe what is done to clean, soften or descale, and how often it is done.

c. Where is the reject water from cleaning and descaling discharged?

[] same discharge point as treated effluent [] sanitary sewer ] other (please
describe)

3. Anticipated operating schedule during the new permit term (2012 — 2017)
Pilot test and first full-scale injections to be conducted in 2018. Additional injections may be conducted in 2019-20, as

and where necessary, to reduce VOC concentrations in groundwater.

4. Anticipated flowrate (in gpm), and total volume of treated water to be discharged per month:
Flow rate during injections will likely be 2 to 5 gpm at each boring.

5. Effluent discharge point location:
All reagents will be injected directly into the groundwater.

6. Is an air permit from the DNR air management program required? If not, why not?
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No air permit is necessary because all regents will be injected directly into the groundwater with no air emissions.
III. DISCHARGE MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE
Include the following information:
1. A summary of analytical results for contaminants detected at the site. Included in previous reports.

2. Results from the most recent volatile organic compounds (VOC) scan, including methods used and
detection levels. Included in previous reports.

3. Results from an analysis of the poly-nuclear aromatic benzo(a)anthracene dibenzo(a,h)anthracene
hydrocarbons (PAHs) shown on the right, including benzo(a)pyrene Fluoranthene
methods used and detection levels (unless PAH data benzo(b)fluoranthene indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene
are already submitted). Groundwater was not benzo(g,h,i)perylene naphthalene
analyzed for PAHs. benzo(k)fluoranthene phenanthrene
chrysene pyrene

The lab needs to reach the lowest detection level
achievable for each parameter because of the low limit for total PAHs. EPA test method SW-846 8310 is
recommended.

4. Contaminants proposed for periodic monitoring and demonstration of why any monitoring required in the
permit should be exempted due to low level of contaminants in the wastewater discharge. All groundwater
samples will be analyzed for VOCs using Method 8260 and other parameters discussed in cover letter.

5. Information to support request for any alternate effluent limit for discharges to groundwater (Part 5 of
permit) or request for temporary exemption for in-situ discharges (Part 6 of permit). Not applicable.

6. Plans and specifications for the proposed treatment system identifying sampling points. For supplier
furnished package treatment units, only a flow diagram, design summary, and unit sizing calculations are
required. See cover letter.

7. General description of operations, identifying operational tasks, who is responsible to do that task, and
how frequently the task is done (particularly needed at pump & treat systems). See cover letter.

8. A site plan that identifies general land uses, underground storage tanks and pipelines, groundwater
monitoring and recovery wells, contaminant plume definition and zone of influence, other known spills in the
area, septic tanks and drain fields, separation distances to potable water supply wells and residences, and
other pertinent information. See cover letter.

9. A detailed map of the discharge location, showing if discharge is direct or via a storm sewer or other
conveyance. Indicate distance from site to discharge location and other impacted water bodies or wetlands.
- If acity storm sewer is used, approval from the municipality is required.

- If a new outfall structure is proposed, the plans should identify the outfall and incorporate appropriate
erosion control methods. A permit for riprap projects (available at most DNR offices) should be
obtained.

- Wetland discharges are not allowed unless they meet wetland protection requirements of Ch. NR 103,
Wis. Admin. Code.

See cover letter for figures showing the proposed injection areas.



Remed 1 WPD SWI 0 46766 06 D sc arge Pern it Request For Contmued Con erage -4
III. SIGNATURFS

A. Signature of per on completing the form, attesting 10 the acctinacy and completeness of the statements made

eniot i honmental Scientist

Nan Iatle Date Signed

Gannell Flenyng - 8025 Excelsior Drive, Madison, WL 33717 awmiller@gfnet com

608-836-1500
Addre.:

[vanl Felephone dumber

B. This application must be signed by the official representative of the permutted facility (responsible party) who is  the owner, the
sole proprietor for a sole proprietorship. a general partner for a partnership or by a ranking elected official or other duly authorized
representative for a unit of government, or an executive officer ot at least the level of vice president for a corporation, having overall
responsibility tor the operation of the facthis [ the application is not signed. or 1s found to be incomplete, it will be returned

Joo-aver Presi 1t
Fypedor Prin o Name o Offier U eprosemathe Tule

N 5/%

10 ature of Ot PRupresentaing Date Signe

it this General Permit Request for Coverage

Department of Natural Resources,
Water Permits Central Intahe - WT 3,
P.O. Box 7183,

Madison W) 53707- 185

The deciston on whether to cover this discharge under the remediation general pert will be made by regional DNR wastewaler
staff Upon receipt in Madison this apphcation will be torwarded 1o the appropriate regional staft person

A copy of the submittal should also be sent to the Department Remediation & Redes elopment Project Manager
Watershed Central General Pernuts Reissue Do s Grw Remediation Request For Cos erage 2012.doc



Gannett Fleming

APPENDIX B

PRODUCT INFORMATION AND SAFETY DATA SHEETS

L:\ projects\55900\55929_WRR\ 005\ proj_mgmt\ corres \ reports \ Injection WP 2018_awm \ Work Plan.docx
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PRODUCT INFORMATION



RNA REMEDIATION PRODUCTS
6712 West River Road, Brooklyn Center, MN 55430
(763) 585.6191 www.RNASinc.com

Newman Zone OS’

Oxygen Scavenger for Anaerobic Bioremediation

Newman Zone OS™ is a blend of food grade antioxidants, chelated ferrous iron catalyst and buffering agents
used to prepare water for anaerobic injections. Newman Zone OS™ is specially formulated to quickly remove
dissolved oxygen from water and create the reducing conditions necessary for successful anaerobic bioremedia-
tion. Newman Zone OS™ supports bioaugmentation cultures such as SDC-9™ and KB-1® by removing dissolved
oxygen from injection water and allowing bacteria to thrive and grow.
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Application

Newman Zone OS™ comes in pre-measured pails and is added to tanks prior to filling with water. For optimal
results, stirring tanks with pumps or mixers is recommended until Newman Zone OS™ is fully dissolved. Typical
applications result in anoxic water within one hour and a negative ORP within two hours.

Benefits - Added Vitamin B12

Newman Zone OS™ contains 25 pg/liter of Vitamin B12 (as applied), a required corrinoid vitamin demonstrated
to enhance growth and dechlorination performance of Dehalococcoides strains (He et al., May 2007).

Benefits - Rapid Oxygen Scavenging

Newman Zone OS™ is a cost effective way to quickly prepare anaerobic water. Due to its high concentration of
antioxidants, chelated ferrous iron catalyst and buffering agents, Newman Zone OS™ is effective even in cold,
highly oxidized water. Higher temperatures will result in faster oxygen removal rates.

Benefits - Supports Bioaugmentation Cultures

Laboratory microcosm studies have confirmed Newman Zone OS™ presents no toxicity or inhibition to the
SDC-9™ bioaugmentation culture. Additionally, the antioxidants and chelating agents degrade to provide a
rapidly available electron donor (700 mg/liter glucose equivalent).
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(763) 585.6191 www.RNASinc.com

Newman Zone OS’

Oxygen Scavenger for Anaerobic Bioremediation

Product Content

Chemical Name Composition
Food Grade Antioxidants 70%
Food Grade Catalysts, Chelating Agents and Buffers 30%

Product Characteristics

Parameter Unit Specification
Appearance, packaged White to brown powder or granules
Appearance, in solution Dark grey to brown or yellow
Density g/cm? 1.0-1.2
pH, in solution Standard Units 7.0-8.0

Packaging

Newman Zone OS™ is packaged in 1 and 5 gallon pails premeasured for 1,000 gallon (3,785 L) and 5,000
gallon (18,925 L) batches, respectively.

Storage

Newman Zone OS™ may be stored under recommended conditions for months without activity loss. Keep
containers tightly closed in a cool, well-ventilated area. Keep containers sealed to avoid exposure to
oxygen or moisture.

Safety

Newman Zone OS™ is comprised of food grade, non-toxic ingredients. No known hazards are associated
with exposure to this product when used as directed. Nevertheless, appropriate personal protective
equipment is recommended when handling this product.
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6712 West River Road, Brooklyn Center, MN 55430
(763) 585.6191 www.RNASinc.com

Newman Zone 55’

A Balance Of Fast And Slow Release Electron Donors

Newman Zone® 55 is an electron donor for enhancing the in situ anaerobic bioremediation of chlorinated
solvents, nitrated explosives (RDX, HMX, TNT), selected toxic metals (chrome VI), perchlorate and nitrate.
Newman Zone® 55 has both fast and slow-release electron donors. Lactate stimulates microbial growth within
hours of injection and rapidly produces anaerobic conditions in the subsurface. Vegetable oil droplets are
retained on soil particles and slowly ferment to hydrogen and volatile fatty acids which support anaerobic
biodegradation for as long as five years after injection.
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Application

Newman Zone® 55 emulsions contain approximately 60 percent vegetable oil by volume in concentrated form.
The emulsion is usually diluted to 5 percent or less oil by volume prior to injection. After dilution the emulsion has
a low viscosity similar to water allowing it to be applied by direct push injections, injection wells, water circulation
systems and even direct application to source area excavations prior to backfilling. Common treatment configura-
tions include an injection grid used to treat contaminant source areas and bio-barriers to treat dissolved plumes.

Groundwater Flow Groundwater Flow

Source Treated
Area Groundwater

Injection Points Injection Points

Benefits - The Smallest Emulsion Droplet Size in the Industry

Newman Zone® 55 is an oil-in-water emulsion consisting of oil droplets between 0.15 and 0.60 microns in size
with a median size of 0.30 microns. Our uniquely small oil droplet size maximizes mobility in silt and clay soils and
allows for excellent stability when blended with oxygen scavengers, buffers and other amendments prior to
injection. The large droplet emulsions provided by other companies can result in oil/water separation, limited
distribution or reduced soil permeability.

Experience - Over a Decade of Results From Millions of Pounds Delivered!

Newman Zone® was the first factory produced small droplet emulsified oil product on the market. Since the first
production run in 2002 we have delivered millions of pounds of emulsion to thousands of sites around the world.
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Newman Zone 55

A Balance Of Fast And Slow Release Electron Donors

Product Content

Chemical Name CAS Number Composition (%wt)
Soybean Qil (food grade) 8001-22-7 >55%
Sodium-L-Lactate 867-56-1 4%
Food Additives / Emulsifiers / Preservatives Proprietary <10%
Water Balance

Product Characteristics

Parameter Unit Specification
Density g/cm3 0.98
Particle Size pm 0.15-0.60
Flash Point °F >540 (closed cup)
Appearance White opaque liquid

Packaging

Newman Zone® 55 is available in 5-gallon pails (40 pounds net) and 275-gallon totes (2,100 pounds net).
For large projects bulk emulsion can be delivered in either iso-tanks or food grade tanker truck loads.

Storage

The small droplet Newman Zone® 55 emulsion is kinetically stable and pasteurization prevents microbial
spoilage. We keep inventory in chilled storage where the shelf-life can exceed five years. Newman Zone®
55 can be stored on-site for 2-4 months without refrigeration. Avoid freezing conditions. Temperatures
that average below 25 degrees Fahrenheit may result in frozen emulsion.

Safety

No protective equipment is necessary under normal use conditions. All ingredients consist of food or food
grade additives.
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Newman Zone HRO™

A Self-Emulsifying Electron Donor

Newman Zone HRO™ js a neat-oil blend used for anaerobic bioremediation of chlorinated solvents, nitrated
explosives (RDX, HMX, TNT), selected toxic metals (chrome VI), perchlorate and nitrate. Newman Zone HRO™ is
easily emulsified in water on-site with gentle mixing and then injected into the subsurface. This larger droplet field
emulsion improves oil retention in sand and gravel soils and fractured bedrock. Once injected the soybean oil and
soybean oil esters slowly ferment to hydrogen and volatile fatty acids which support anaerobic biodegradation for
as long as five years after injection.

Application

The low viscosity Newman Zone HRO™ blend can be injected into the subsurface neat and then emulsified with
chase water or emulsified with low shear mixing in a tank prior to injection. After dilution in a batch mode or
dilution by chase water, oil concentrations of 1% to 5% oil by volume are normally applied to each injection
location. After dilution the emulsified Newman Zone HRO™ remains stable and pumps as easily as water.

Benefits - Easily Creates a Field Emulsion

When added to water Newman Zone HRO™ will immediately bloom into an oil-in-water emulsion. Low shear
mixing such as hand shaking in a vial or recirculating in a tank with a centrifugal pump will produce an emulsion
with a median droplet size of about 3 microns. 90% of the droplets by volume are under 10 microns.

Benefits — Droplet Sizes that Enhance Retention in Coarse or Fractured Materials

When emulsified in the field Newman Zone HRO™ produces oil droplets that are larger than those in our factory
emulsified Newman Zone™. The larger droplets are more readily retained in coarse soils and bedrock fractures
and on sites with very high ground water pore velocity. Newman Zone HRO™ should not be used in soils with low
permeability such as silts and clays. The small droplet Newman Zone® products provide better mobility in low
permeability soils.

Newman Zone HRO
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REMEDIATION PRODUCTS

6712 West River Road, Brooklyn Center, MN 55430

www.rnasinc.com

A Self-Emulsifying Electron Donor

Product Content

Chemical Name CAS Number Composition
Blend of Soybean Qil and Soybean Qil Esters 8001-22-7 90%
Food Grade Surfactant Blend Proprietary <10%

Product Characteristics

Parameter Unit Specification
Density g/cm?3 0.92
Flash Point °F >235
Appearance Pale Amber liquid
Packaging

Newman Zone HRO™ is available in 5-gallon pails (38 pounds net) and 275-gallon totes (2,000 pounds net).

Storage

Newman Zone HRO™ may be stored on site for up to a year without refrigeration. Below freezing
temperatures will not harm Newman Zone HRO™, but cold winter temperatures may cause the product
to gel. Store at 40 degrees Fahrenheit or higher to maintain a low viscosity.

Safety

All components are food grade or on the Generally Recognized as Safe (GRAS) list. No protective
equipment is necessary under normal use conditions.




SDC-9 Technical Data

Robert J. Steffan, Ph.D.
CB&I Federal Services, LLC
(Formerly, Shaw Environmental, Inc.)



About SDC-9

Isolated in 2002
Enrichment culturing with samples from North Island Naval Station, CA Site 9
Grown exclusively on Lactate plus PCE with trace amounts of Yeast Extract

Grown under strict anaerobic conditions

First commercial-scale application — Treasure Island, CA Site 24— October 6, 2003

Before Biotreatment (2003) After Biotreatment (2010)

Dark Green >10 mg/L TCE



Pollutants Degraded by SDC-9™
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SDC-9 Vendors and Trade Names

SDC-9™
FMC soc-o™
Bac-9™
RTB-1™
Terra Systems TSI-DC™
")
EEGﬁTEhSIIS for G dwater R BDIpIUSTM

JRWBIOREMEDIATION ..c ~ SDC-9™



155

Includes SDC-9™

PJKS™ and Hawaii-05™

* Data represent culture deliveries as of 9/24/13 and include licensed culture distributors

Bioaugmentation Culture Applications™
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21

Total Applications:641
Total Volume Delivered: ~106,206 L



Gene Library Analysis by CDM et al.

e 4 Dehalococcoides strains
* vCcrA present

— Most closely related to Strain VS vcrA
— >99% sequence similarity

e bvcA not present



DGEE Analysis of SDC-9

1,1,1-TCA Grown PCE Grown

Dehalococcoides spp.

Desulfovibrio spp. \:

Desulfovibrio spp. ——,

Desulfitobacterium spp.
FLiPS -~

Dehalococcoides sp. — Common in cVOC-contaminated groundwater — dechlorinate
DCE and VC to ethene

Desulfovibrio spp. — Common groundwater microbes — reduce sulfate, may dechlorinate
PCE and TCE

Desulfitobacterium spp. — Common groundwater microbes — ferment, may dechlorinate
PCE and TCE

FLIPS — Common in DHC consortia - free living polymorphic spirochaetes- believed to
ferment. Not recently detected in SDC-9

Also contains Methanogens



DGGE Analysis of Carbon Tet-Grown SDC-9

E Identiti
Band ID value es

Community Uranium
Uncultured 3.00E- 188/202 Reduction and

A-1 bacterium 75 (93%) Reoxidation
Anaerobic
Polychlorinated
Biphenyl
Uncultured 3.00E- 172/172 Dechlorinating
A-2 bacterium 84 (100%) Consortia
Dehalococcoides
Population
B-1, Bacteroidale 1.00E- 189/189 Dechlorinating PCB
band 1 s bacterium 93 (100%)  Mixture Aroclor 1260

band 2 Same as A-1

Polychlorinated-

B-1, Uncultured 2.00E- 196/196 dioxin-dechlorinating
band 3 bacterium 97 (100%) microbial community
B-1,
band 4 Same as A-2

Shigella
negative | boydii, E. 5.00E- 197/197

control coli 98 (100%)




SDC-9 Pathogen Analysis

121C0784-01 (Water) Sampled: 03/13/2012 00:00; Type: Not Specified

Reporting
Amalyte Fesult Lt Unite Prepared Analyzed Analyst Method HNotes

Microbac Laboratories, Inc.. Baltimore Division

Bttt - r——o

Salmonella NEGATIVE per 25g 0313121122 0315120630 DML AQAC 2003.09
Yeast and Mold ND 10 CFU/g 0313121123 0318121140 JAT FDA-BAM
Microbac Laboratories, Inc., Central Pennsylvania
MICROEBIOLOGY
Pseudomonas ND 10 CFU/g 031412 1845 031612 1600 GLF 150 13720

Testing performed at least annually; Data available from 2005 g






Bioaugmentation/SDC-9 Literature

«Stedtfeld, R.D., T.M. Stedfeld, M. Kronlein, G. Seyrig, R.J. Steffan, A.M. Cupples, and S.A Hashsham. DNA-extraction free quantification
of Dehalococcoides spp. in groundwater using a hand-held device. In press.

«Steffan, R. J. and S. Vainberg. 2013. Production and handling of Dehalococcoides bioaugmentation cultures. pp. 89-113 in, H.F. Stroo, A.
Leeson, and C.H. Ward (eds) Bioaugmentation for Groundwater Remediation. Springer Science+Business Media, New York..

«Stroo, H .F., D. W. Major, R. J. Steffan, S. S. Koenigsberg, C. H. Ward. 2013. Bioaugmentation with Dehalococcoides: A decision guide.
pp. 117-140 in, H.F. Stroo, A. Leeson, and C.H. Ward (eds) Bioaugmentation for Groundwater Remediation. Springer Science+Business
Media, New York..

*Aziz, C., R.Wymore, and R. Steffan. 2013. Bioaugmentation considerations. pp. 141-169 in, H.F. Stroo, A. Leeson, and C.H. Ward (eds)
Bioaugmentation for Groundwater Remediation. Springer Science+Business Media, New York..

*Schaefer, C.E., D. R. Lippincott, and R. J. Steffan. 2010. Field-scale evaluation of bioaugmentation dosage for treating Chlorinated
ethenes. Ground Water Monitor. Remediat. 30:113-124.

*Schaefer, C.E., R.M. Towne, S. Vainberg, J.E. McCray, and R.J. Steffan. 2010. Bioaugmentation for treatment of dense non-aqueous phase
liquid in fractured sandstone blocks. Environ. Sci. Technol. 44:4958-4964.

*Schaefer, C. E., S. Vainberg, C. Condee, R.J. Steffan. 2009. Bioaugmentation for chlorinated ethenes using Dehalococcoides sp.:
Comparison between batch and column experiments. Chemosphere 75:141-148.

*Vainberg, S., C.W. Condee, R.J. Steffan. 2009. Large scale production of Dehalococcoides sp.-containing cultures for bioaugmentation. J.
Indust. Microbiol. Biotechnol. 36:1189-1197.



SDC-9™ Case Studies




Moody AFB Bioremediation Site

* Chlorinated Ethenes
- TCE from 100 — 10,000 pg/L
- Little or no cis-1,2-DCE, VC

» Aquifer Conditions

- DO >1 mg/L

- ORP >200 mV

- pH between ~4.5 - 6.5
- GW velocity ~ 150ft/yr

» Active Remediation
Performance Standards SD-16
- TCE/DCE 50 — 1,000 pg/L Passive

LF-04
Passive

FT-07
Passive

SS-38
Active

Sha

°a world of Solutions™”




Golf Course Area

e | actate
e Bloaugmentation with SDC-9

Shaw- a world of Solutions ™




Golf Course Area (SS-39)
Pilot Study Results

TCE concentrations in DEC 03 TCE concentrations in JAN 05
(prior to system start-up) (two years post system start-up)

Shaw- a world of Solutions ™




Golf Course Area (SS-39) Expanded
Groundwater Recirculation System

Expanded System
 TCE > 500 pg/L

10 Injection Wells

» 8 Extraction Wells

e Carbon Source
Sodium Lactate

* Bioaugmentation
SDC-9

Shaw- a world of Solutions ™




Golf Course Area (SS-39) Results

Baseline Spring 2005 Post lactate add. - Fall 2005

System currently shut down — No further action required

6 Shaw- a world of Solutions ™




Fire Training Area

e | actate
 Biloaugmentation with SDC-9

Shaw- a world of Solutions ™




Former Fire Training Area (FT-07)
Anaerobic Bioremediation Pilot Study

 HRC injection
November 2002

« HRC injection
December 2003

e Bioaugmentation
June 2004

Shaw- a world of Solutions ™




Former Fire Training Area (FT-07)
Expanded Passive Delivery System

Expanded Treatment Area

e cis-1,2-DCE > 1,000 pg/L

« 57 Gravity Injection Wells

» 20-ft Grid Spacing

e Carbon Source — Sodium Lactate
» Bioaugmentation — SDC-9

Shaw- a world of Solutions ™




Former Fire Training Area (FT-07)

Shaw- a world of Solutions ™




Former Fire Training Area (FT-07)
Pilot Study Results

VOC and Ethene Trends in Well TWO02 at FT-07
Moody Air Force Base, Valdosta, Georgia

November 2002, November 2003, June 2004, Lactate and August and Nowve 2005,
15t HRQ Application, 2¢d LIRC AppIica’Eion SDC-9 Ap;l)lication Lactat.e and SDC-9
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TCE, VC & Ethene Conc.

Oct-02 May-03 Sep-03 May-04 Jan-05 5-Oct

—=— cis-DCE (230 ug/L) —— TCE (45 ug/L) —A—\/C (0.97ug/l) —m— Ethene

Shaw- a world of Solutions ™



Flight Line Storm Drain Area

 Biloaugmentation with SDC-9

Shaw- a world of Solutions ™




Flightline Storm Drain Outfall & Mission Lake (SD-16)
Full-Scale Anaerobic Bioremediation

« TCE > 100 pg/L
118 Injection Wells

 25-ft Grid Spacing

- /SD16- MW115/°\
W 490D

e Carbon Source
Emulsified QOll

« Bioaugmentation
SDC-9
2900 L

Shaw- a world of Solutions ™




Flightline Storm Drain Outfall & Mission Lake (SD-16)
Grid Application of Emulsified Oil and Bioaugmentation

Shaw- a world of Solutions ™




Flightline Storm Drain Outfall & Mission Lake (SD-16)

Performance Monitoring Results

Geochemical Trends over Time
Monitoring Well SD16-MW111

Emulsified Qil
Injection
1

Bioaugmentation
with SDC-9

Concentration (mg/L)

Oxidation-Reduction Potential (mV)

- ——
T T T

T T * T T T T T T T i T =200
Dec-04 Mar-05 Jun-05 Sep-05 Dec-05 Mar-06
Time

—+— DO —=— Nitrate Ferrous Iron Sulfate —— Methane = ORP ‘

Shaw- a world of Solutions ™



Flightline Storm Drain Outfall & Mission Lake (SD-16)

Performance Monitoring Results

Carbon, Metabolic Acids, and pH Trends over Time
Monitoring Well SD16-MW111

100 8.5
Emulsified Oil
Injection
80 - : + 7.5
- 1 Bicaugmentation —_
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Time

——TOC —»— Acetic Acid —— Propionic Acid —« pH

Shaw- a world of Solutions ™



Flightline Storm Drain Outfall & Mission Lake (SD-16)

Performance Monitoring Results

VOC Concentration Trends over Time
Monitoring Well SD16-MW111

Emulsified Oil
Injection Bioaugmentation

with SDC-9
|
|
."'OT-—_-—_ = —oa
. | \
| ‘\
\J/ N

Concentration (ug/L)
Groundwater Elevation
(ft above MSL)

100 pg/L Active Remediation|
Performance Standard )

Ll el el ol el bl s S i)

o o
T L

Sep-05 Dec-05
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Flightline Area (SS-38)
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Flightline Area (SS-38)
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Flightline Area (SS-38)

Monitoring Well SS38-MWO093 Results

Monitoring Well $S38-MW093
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Flightline Area (SS-38)

January 2006
9-months post system

start-u P
System currently shut down — No further action required

Base line
April 2005

23 Shaw- a world of Solutions ™




Active versus Passive Distribution

Conditions Products Distribution

SS-39 (active) < 3 months <3 months RES

FT-07 (passive) |NA 3-6+ months 0] ¢

SD-16 (passive) |3-6 months 9-12 months Yes

SS-38 (active) < 3 months < 3 months MES

SS-38 (passive) |3-6 months 9-12 months Yes

LF-04 (passive) |Performance Monitoring Data Not Yet Available
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Field-Scale Evaluation of Bioaugmentation
Dosage for Treating Chlorinated Ethenes

by Charles E. Schaefer, David R. Lippincott, and Robert J. Steffan

Abstract

A field demonstration was performed to evaluate the impacts of bioaugmentation dosage for treatment of chlorinated
ethenes in a sandy-to-silty shallow aquifer. Specifically, bioaugmentation using a commercially available Dehal ococcoides
(DHC)-containing culture was performed in three separate groundwater recirculation loops, with one loop bioaugmented
with 3.9 x 10 DHC, the second loop bioaugmented with 3.9 x 102 DHC, and the third loop bioaugmented with 3.9 x 10%
DHC. Groundwater monitoring was performed to evaluate DHC growth and migration, dechlorination rates, and aquifer
geochemistry. The loop inoculated with 3.9 x 10> DHC showed slower dechlorination rates and DHC migration/growth
compared with the other loops. This relatively poor performance was attributed to low pH conditions. Results for the loops
inoculated with 3.9 x 10* and 3.9 x 10*®* DHC showed similar timeframes for dechlorination, as evaluated at a monitoring
well approximately 10 feet downgradient of the DHC injection well. Application of a recently developed one-dimensional
bioaugmentation fate and transport screening model provided a reasonable prediction of the data in these two loops. Overall,
these results suggest that increasing bioaugmentation dosage does not necessarily result in decreased dechlorination time-
frames in the field. The ability to predict results suggests that modeling potentially can serve as an effective tool for deter-

mining bioaugmentation dosage and predicting overall remedial timeframes.

Introduction

Chlorinated ethenes, such as tetrachloroethene (PCE) and
trichloroethene (TCE), have been used extensively as indus-
trial solvents and cleaning agents at several government and
private sector facilities. This widespread use, in addition to
improper disposal practices and the stability of chlorinated
ethenes, has led to them becoming common groundwater
contaminants. One in situ technology that has proven to be
effective at treating chlorinated ethenes is bioaugmentation
(United States Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA]
2004; Interstate Technology & Regulatory Council 2005,
2007). Bioaugmentation for chlorinated ethenes involves
delivery of electron donor, bacteria, and (if needed) nutrients
to the subsurface for the purpose of facilitating microbially
enhanced reductive dechlorination. The most accepted form
of bioaugmentation for chlorinated ethenes involves the use
of mixed anaerobic cultures that contain Dehal ococcoides
(DHC) sp., or closely related strains, that can reductively
dechlorinate the chlorinated ethenes; DHC are the only
bacteria known to completely dechlorinate PCE and TCE
(Maymd-Gatell et al. 1997).

Copyright © 2010 Shaw Environmental, Inc.
Journal compilation © 2010 National Ground Water Association.
doi: 10.1111/j1745-6592.2010.01297.x
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Several studies have been performed using model or real
aquifers to evaluate bioaugmentation for treating chlorinated
ethenes and for evaluating the relationship between mea-
sured DHC concentration and observed dechlorination rates.
Using laboratory silica sand columns, Amos et al. (2009)
showed that bioaugmented DHC responsible for dechlo-
rination were primarily associated with the solid phase.
In contrast, Schaefer et al. (2009) showed that the bioaug-
mented DHC were primarily associated with the aqueous
phase (with the exception of a localized region near the col-
umn influent), and Lu et al. (2006) showed that there was
a relationship between DHC in groundwater and observed
dechlorination rates.

Although the studies referenced earlier have provided
substantial insight into the processes that control DHC
growth, distribution, and dechlorination kinetics during
bioaugmentation, there currently exists considerable uncer-
tainty when designing and implementing bioaugmentation
at the field scale. These uncertainties can have substantial
ramifications on the technical and economic success of in
situ bioaugmentation. Key unknowns include uncertainty
related to the inoculated DHC dosage needed to treat a
contaminated site, the transport and distribution of DHC in
the aquifer, and DHC activity with respect to growth and
dechlorination rates (Environmental Security Technology
Certification Program 2005). In particular, the relationship
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between DHC injection dosage and aquifer response with
respect to DHC distribution and observed dechlorination
rates is poorly understood. No generally accepted concep-
tual model exists and (to the best of our knowledge) no pub-
lished field studies exist that can sufficiently address these
uncertainties.

The purpose of this study was to quantitatively evalu-
ate bioaugmentation performance at the field scale by
measuring DHC distribution and growth and dechlorination
of TCE, cis-1,2-dichloroethene (DCE), and vinyl chloride
as a function of bioaugmentation dosage. Field results were
evaluated using a previously developed bioaugmentation
model. The model was used to provide additional insights
into the mechanisms controlling the observed behavior.

Methods

Generalized Approach

The bioaugmentation evaluation was performed by
delivering DHC to three groundwater recirculation loops
for treating TCE and DCE; each groundwater recircula-
tion loop was inoculated with a different DHC dosage.
A fourth groundwater recirculation loop, which received
no DHC inoculation, served as a control. Groundwater was
monitored within each recirculation loop to evaluate the
extent of TCE and DCE dechlorination over time and to
determine DHC growth and migration. Results among the
recirculation loops were compared to assess the impact of
bioaugmentation dosage on observed treatment timeframes
and overall effectiveness.

Demonstration Location and Description

The bioaugmentation demonstration was performed at
Fort Dix, which is located in Burlington and Ocean coun-
ties, New Jersey, approximately 25 miles southeast of
Trenton. The actual demonstration plot was located within
the MAG-1 Area, which is located in the northern part of
the Cantonment Area at Fort Dix. The geology underlying
the field demonstration site consisted of unconsolidated
materials from the Kirkwood and Manasquan formations.
Results of the predemonstration testing to evaluate the
hydrogeology and contaminant distribution in the test area
are summarized in Figure 1. Soils from the targeted bio-
augmentation zone (approximately 104 to 90 feet mean sea
level [MSL]) consisted of saturated, light gray silty fine
sands (Kirkwood Formation). A 4- to 8-inch-thick interface
zone, consisting of fine-to-coarse sands and fine gravel, is
present at the base of this unit. The interface zone appears to
exhibit significantly higher permeability than the formations
above and below. Dissolved contaminants consisted primar-
ily of TCE and DCE at concentrations up to 2900 ug/L, as
measured via discrete Geoprobe® sampling points. Baseline
sampling events showed that no vinyl chloride or ethene
was present in the test area groundwater. Hydraulic con-
ductivities estimated using slug test data ranged from 0.6 to
1.8 m/day in the targeted zone of the Kirkwood Formation.
Ambient groundwater velocity through the demonstra-
tion zone was approximately 0.0018 m/day. Measurement
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of TCE and DCE concentrations in soil samples collected
adjacent to the Geoprobe groundwater sampling points
allowed for estimation of a linear adsorption coefficient; the
estimated values for TCE and DCE were 2.1 and 1.1 L/kg,
respectively.

Recirculation System Design and Amendment Addition

A groundwater recirculation system was installed and
implemented for the bioaugmentation demonstration. The
system design consisted of four pairs of injection/extraction
wells (IW-1 through IW-4 and EX-1 through EX-4) oper-
ating at approximately 1.9 L/min/pair; this system was
located in the center of the TCE/DCE groundwater plume.
The actual surveyed system layout, including performance
monitoring wells (BMW-1 through BMW-8) within each
recirculation loop, is shown in Figure 2. These monitoring
wells were spaced approximately 10 and 20 feet downgra-
dient of the groundwater injection well. Three additional
performance-monitoring wells (BMW-9 through BMW-11)
were located between or sidegradient of select loops. Loop
4 was used as a control loop. Well construction details are
summarized in Table 1.

Amendment metering pumps for delivery of electron
donor (sodium lactate), tracer (sodium bromide), and buf-
fer (sodium bicarbonate and/or sodium carbonate) solutions
were installed within a Conex box. A 836-L polyethylene
tank containing a 50:50 volume mix of 60% liquid sodium
lactate solution and deionized water was used to deliver
electron donor to each of the recirculation loops. The lactate
solution was metered into each of the four injection wells
(operating at approximately 1.9 L/min) at 0.0025 L/min,
thereby attaining a final sodium lactate injection concentra-
tion of 400 mg/L. An additional eight 836-L polyethylene
tanks were used to deliver buffer and nutrients (diammonium
phosphate and yeast extract). The solution was metered into
each of the injection wells between 0.048 and 0.12 L/min,
thereby attaining a final buffer injection concentration of
between approximately 1700 and 4300 mg/L. Sodium
bicarbonate buffer was used from start-up (November 16,
2007) until December 11, 2007, at which time the buffer
used was changed to sodium carbonate to more effectively
increase pH within the aquifer. Additionally, diammo-
nium phosphate was mixed into the buffer solution tanks,
attaining a final injection concentration of approximately
75 mg/L. The final injection concentration for the yeast
extract was approximately 50 mg/L. Individual feed lines
were run from the tanks to the corresponding metering pump
and from the metering pump to injection racks installed
within a second Conex box. The injection racks contained
filter housings, flow meters, pressure gauges, and injection
ports for the amendments.

Bulk injections of sodium carbonate were performed
on December 27, 2007 (45 kg/well) and January 15, 2008
(68 kg/well) at each of the four groundwater injection wells.
Sodium carbonate powder was mixed in drums with ground-
water extracted from each of the injections wells, then rein-
jected into the wells. These bulk injections were performed
to further elevate groundwater pH values that still largely
remained below 5.5 standard units after several weeks of
system operation.
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Figure 1. Demonstration area’s geologic cross section and contaminant distribution.

Tracer Testing

Amendment delivery and recirculation, as described in
the previous section, were performed for a 10-week start-up
period. During this start-up period, a tracer test was per-
formed concurrently using sodium bromide in loops 1 and
3. Forty-five kilograms of sodium bromide was mixed into
the buffer tanks with site groundwater. A total of 1938 L
of solution (three 646-L batches), with an average bromide
concentration of approximately 9100 mg/L, was prepared in
the buffer tanks for loops 1 and 3. Tracer injections began
on November 16, 2006, and were completed on December
14, 2007. The buffer metering pumps were used to inject the
tracer solution continuously into the injection wells during

NGWA.org

active groundwater recirculation periods. The bromide solu-
tion was metered into the injection wells at 0.048 L/min
at an average injection well concentration of approximately
225 mg/L.

Groundwater sampling was performed at select moni-
toring locations within the demonstration area to monitor
migration of tracer, lactate, and carbonate, to determine the
appropriate changes in aquifer geochemical conditions (i.e.,
decreases in dissolved oxygen and other electron acceptors
and decreases in oxidation-reduction potential [ORP]), to
evaluate changes in dissolved chlorinated ethene concentra-
tions due to system mixing, and to determine baseline con-
ditions prior to bioaugmentation.
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Bioaugmentation

Bioaugmentation was performed on May 1, 2008
(approximately 150 days after recirculating amendments)
using the commercially available SDC-9 culture (Shaw
Environmental Inc., Lawrenceville, New Jersey). The
dechlorination and growth kinetics of this DHC-containing
culture have been described previously (Schaefer et al.
2009). Bioaugmentation implementation consisted of first
pumping approximately 190 L of groundwater from wells
BMW-1, BMW-3, and BMW-5 into individual 55-gallon
drums. Drums were amended with lactate, diammonium
phosphate, and yeast extract for final concentrations of
16,000, 1000, and 1000 mg/L, respectively. The SDC-
9 culture, which was delivered to the site under nitrogen
pressure in three individual soda kegs, was injected into
wells BMW-1, BMW-3, and BMW-5 through Tygon tubing
that was lowered into the water column within each well
to the approximate middle of the screened interval. The
groundwater injection wells (IW1 through 1W4) were not
used for delivery of the SDC-9 culture because of locally
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elevated pH (~10) measured in these wells. The concentra-
tion of DHC in the soda kegs, as measured via quantitative
polymerase chain reaction (QPCR), was 3.9 x 10 DHC/L.
The tubing was connected to a valve on the outlet port of
each soda keg containing the bacteria. A nitrogen cylinder
was connected to the inlet port of the soda keg. The soda
keg was pressurized to approximately 10 psi using the nitro-
gen, and the outlet valve was opened allowing the culture to
be injected into each well.

A total of 100 L (10 L of culture concentrated 10 times;
3.9x 108 DHC), 10 L (3.9 x 102 DHC), and 1 L (3.9 x 10%
DHC) of culture was injected into wells BMW-1, BMW-3,
and BMW-5, respectively. Bioaugmentation was not per-
formed at well BMW-7 in recirculation loop 4, as this was
used as the control loop. Each bioaugmentation injection
took approximately 20 min to perform. Once the injec-
tion of the culture was complete, the 190 L of groundwater
extracted from each of the injection wells was pumped back
into the respective wells to further distribute the culture
within the surrounding formation.

NGWA.org



Table1
Well Construction Details
Depth to Bottom of
Ground Surface Top of Casing Well Depthto Top Bottom of Top of Screen Screen

Elevation Elevation Diameter of Screen Screen Screen Elevation Elevation
Well ID (feet MSL) (feet MSL) (inch) (feet bgs) (feet bgs) Length (feet) (feet MSL)  (feet MSL)
Injection wells
IW-1 109.27 111.44 6.0 8.0 18.0 10.0 101.3 91.3
IW-2 110.93 113.54 6.0 9.5 195 10.0 101.4 91.4
IW-3 112.38 115.28 6.0 115 215 10.0 100.9 90.9
IW-4 114.87 118.70 6.0 135 235 10.0 1014 91.4
Extraction wells
EX-1 110.15 113.85 6.0 8.5 18.5 10.0 101.7 91.7
EX-2 111.90 115.06 6.0 10.5 20.5 10.0 1014 91.4
EX-3 113.46 116.54 6.0 12.0 22.0 10.0 101.5 91.5
EX-4 116.25 118.91 6.0 15.0 25.0 10.0 101.3 91.3
Monitoring wells
BMW-1 109.76 112.10 2.0 8.0 18.0 10.0 101.8 91.8
BMW-2 110.10 112.44 2.0 8.5 18.5 10.0 101.6 91.6
BMW-3 111.43 111.14 2.0 10.0 20.0 10.0 1014 91.4
BMW-4 110.70 111.28 2.0 10.5 20.5 10.0 100.2 90.2
BMW-5 112.98 115.38 2.0 115 215 10.0 101.5 91.5
BMW-6 113.25 112.88 2.0 115 215 10.0 101.8 91.8
BMW-7 115.50 117.77 2.0 14.0 24.0 10.0 101.5 915
BMW-8 116.31 118.31 2.0 145 245 10.0 101.8 91.8
BMW-9 109.66 111.96 2.0 8.0 18.0 10.0 101.7 91.7
BMW-10 109.24 111.72 2.0 8.0 18.0 10.0 101.2 91.2
BMW-11 110.27 109.92 2.0 9.0 19.0 10.0 101.3 91.3

System Operation and Monitoring

After bioaugmentation was performed, the recirculation
system was operated in an intermittent mode (approximately
10 days “on” and 10 days “off”). In addition, groundwater
recirculation flow rates were decreased to approximately
0.57 L/min due to increasing pressures at the injection wells
and to limit cross flow between the loops.

Groundwater samples were collected by utilizing low-
flow purging in accordance with New Jersey Department
of Environmental Protection Low Flow Purging and
Sampling Guidance, with the exception of purge times
being limited to 60 min at each well before samples are
collected. Samples were obtained using dedicated sub-
mersible bladder pumps and Teflon® tubing. A YSI field
meter (YSI, Inc.) with a flow-through cell was used to col-
lect measurement of field geochemical parameters (pH,
ORP, temperature, specific conductivity, and dissolved
oxygen). Analyses of groundwater collected during the
performance monitoring sampling events included vola-
tile organic compounds, reduced gases, volatile fatty acids
(VFAs), anions, and gPCR to measure DHC concentra-
tions in groundwater.
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Analytical Methods

Analysis of chloride, bromide, nitrate, nitrite, and sul-
fate by EPA Method 300.0, VFAs by EPA Method 300m,
chlorinated ethenes by EPA Method 8260, and reduced
gases by EPA Method 8015 were performed at Shaw’s cer-
tified analytical laboratory in Lawrenceville, New Jersey.
DHC concentrations in the groundwater samples were
determined by quantitative real-time PCR with primers
(5'-gaagtagtgaaccgaaagg and 5'-tctgtccattgtagcgtc) that
amplified a 235-bp fragment of the 16s rRNA gene of DHC-
type organisms.

Results and Discussion

Tracer and Amendment Distribution

The bromide tracer was distributed through loops
1 and 3 quickly, with detectable concentrations of bromide
observed at extraction wells EX-1 and EX-3 within 10 and
18 days, respectively. Analysis of the tracer test data indi-
cated that the estimated travel time of the bromide tracer
through loops 1 and 3 (from the injection to the extraction
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well) was approximately 30 to 40 days, with an average
groundwater velocity of 0.23 to 0.30 m/day. These estimates
were based on groundwater extraction/reinjection rates of
1.9 L/min/loop. However, because groundwater extraction
rates were reduced to 0.57 L/min and were operated in an
intermittent mode after bioaugmentation was performed, the
average groundwater velocity was significantly decreased
(to approximately 0.025 m/day) during the bioaugmentation
portion of the demonstration. Tracer results for BMW-1 are
provided in the Supporting Information.

Limited cross flow occurred between loops 1 and 2 and
loops 3 and 4 during the tracer test. Bromide concentra-
tions observed within loops 2 and 4 were generally 1 to 2
orders of magnitude below those observed in loops 1 and 3.
As previously discussed, groundwater extraction rate was
1.9 L/min for each of the four extraction wells during the
tracer testing. This pumping rate was reduced after the
tracer test was completed, which resulted in a decrease in
bromide concentration in loops 2 and 4 to approximately
1 mg/L (bromide concentrations remained above 20 mg/L in
loops 1 and 3 throughout the demonstration). Additionally,
as discussed in subsequent sections, vinyl chloride, ethene,
and elevated DHC concentrations were not observed in
the control loop (loop 4), indicating that significant cross
flow between loops 3 and 4 likely was not occurring at the
reduced (0.57 L/min) flow rates during the bioaugmentation
portion of the demonstration.

Sidegradient monitoring well BMW-9 showed elevated
VFA and bromide concentrations throughout the demon-
stration. However, sidegradient monitoring wells BMW-10
and BMW-11 did not show any impacts of the recirculation
system (i.e., no measureable bromide or VFASs). Based on
these data, amendment distribution in each loop subsequent
to bioaugmentation was estimated at 15 to 25 feet perpen-
dicular to recirculation flow (as indicated by the dashed out-
line for each loop in Figure 2).

During amendment delivery, but prior to bioaugmenta-
tion, several changes in aquifer geochemical and contami-
nant conditions were observed. Monitoring wells BMW-1
through BMW-8 showed that addition of the buffer solutions
resulted in a gradual increase in aquifer pH from approxi-
mately 4.5 to 6.5. Distribution of lactate was evidenced by
VFA concentrations (predominantly lactate fermentation
products acetate and propionate) ranging from 50 to 2000
mg/L at the monitoring wells. ORP values decreased from
baseline levels of approximately +100 mV to approximately
—-200 mV in the monitoring wells in each of the four loops,
and sulfate concentrations decreased from approximately
50 to 3 mg/L.

Prebioaugmentation amendment delivery also resulted
in substantial decreases in TCE at BMW-5 and small-to-
moderate decreases in TCE at BMW-7 and BMW-8
(Figures 3 through 6). Results of preliminary labora-
tory column experiments using site soil and groundwater
showed that addition of electron donor without bioaugmen-
tation resulted in dechlorination of TCE but no subsequent
dechlorination of DCE and vinyl chloride. The observed
decreases in TCE concentrations in the field results are
consistent with this laboratory result. However, as shown
in Figures 3 through 6, a stochiometric increase in DCE
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(or any other ethene) was not observed in the field prior
to bicaugmentation. This is particularly evident at BMW-5.
Thus, the decreases in TCE observed prior to bioaugmenta-
tion may be partially due to in situ mixing effects rather
than reductive dechlorination.

No generation of vinyl chloride or ethene occurred prior
to bioaugmentation in any of the monitoring locations.
Measured DHC concentrations at monitoring wells in all
four loops increased from baseline concentrations of approx-
imately 10° (prior to amendment addition) to 10* to 10°
DHCI/L (after approximately 140 days of amendment addi-
tion and just prior to bioaugmentation) (Figures 3 through 6).
The lack of measureable DCE dechlorination despite these
increasing DHC levels likely is the result of slow dechlori-
nation kinetics and/or the inability of native DHC to dechlo-
rinate DCE.

Bioaugmentation

As shown in Figures 3 through 5, bioaugmentation
at BMW-1, BMW-3, and BMW-5 resulted in a substan-
tial increase in DHC concentrations; DHC concentrations
in these wells measured 18 days after bioaugmentation
showed increases that were approximately proportional to
the DHC injection dosage. Bioaugmentation also resulted
in dechlorination of TCE and DCE, as evidenced by vinyl
chloride and ethene generation measured in the bioaugmen-
tation injection locations. With the exception of BMW-1,
DHC concentrations increased in the monitoring wells fol-
lowing the initial bioaugmentation (the reason for this lack
of observed growth in BMW-1 is discussed in the modeling
Results section). DHC concentrations in the control loop
show a gradual increase to 10° DHC/L over the course of
the demonstration. This increase could be due to a slow
migration of DHC from loop 3 and/or the slow growth of
indigenous DHC. However, no measureable DCE dechlori-
nation (as evidenced by vinyl chloride or ethene generation)
was observed in the control loop during the duration of the
demonstration (Figure 6).

Comparison among BMW-1, BMW-3, and BMW-5
shows that DHC dosage affects the timeframe for DCE
dechlorination. DCE conversion to ethene was most rapid
in BMW-1 (highest DHC dosage, with conversion occur-
ring within 14 days) and slowest in BMW-5 (lowest DHC
dosage, with substantial conversion occurring in 50 to
100 days). These data also suggest that DHC groundwa-
ter concentrations were (approximately) proportional to the
observed dechlorination timeframes.

Results at the downgradient monitoring well in each
treatment loop (i.e., BMW-2, BMW-4, and BMW-6) also
were compared. Evidence of DCE dechlorination and
increases in DHC concentration were delayed in BMW-2
and BMW-6 by several weeks (relative to the bioaugmenta-
tion injection wells). This delay is presumably due to the
travel time required for DHC and treated groundwater to
migrate downgradient. Interestingly, both BMW-2 and
BMW-6 show removal of DCE in approximately 250 days,
despite a 100-fold difference in DHC dosage in the treat-
ment loop.

In contrast, results at BMW-4 show limited DCE
dechlorination, and DHC concentrations remained below
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Figure 3. Ethenes and DHC concentrations plotted as a function of time for loop 1. Bioaugmentation was performed at O days.
¢, TCE; l,DCE; A, vinyl chloride; @, ethene; ¢, DHC. Solid and dotted linesrepresent corresponding model simulations. Simulated
DHC concentrationsin the bioaugmentation injection well (BMW-1) include the total (mobile and immaobile) DHC.

107 DHC/L. One explanation for the relatively poor treat-
ment at this monitoring location is that pH levels ranged
from 4.9 to 5.8 during at least a 64-day period (days 116 to
180) in this well. At these pH levels, DHC dechlorination of
DCE is severely inhibited (Vainberg et al. 2009). Increasing
the buffer concentration ultimately resulted in an increase in
pH within this loop. The decrease in DCE, accompanied by
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the increase in DHC and vinyl chloride, at day 150 suggests
that treatment was beginning to occur in this well by the end
of the demonstration period.

Increases in DHC levels (~10” DHC/L) were measured
in EX-1 by day 193. Increases in DHC levels at EX-2 and
EX3 (107 and 108 DHCI/L, respectively) were measured by
day 248. Ethene concentrations at EX-1 through EX-3 by
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Figure 4. Ethenes and DHC concentrations plotted as a function of time for loop 2. Bioaugmentation was performed at O days.

¢, TCE; l, DCE; A, vinyl chloride; @, ethene; ¢, DHC.

day 248 were 0.5, 0.06, and 1.3 UM, respectively. These data
suggest that DHC and treated groundwater were migrat-
ing toward the extraction wells. However, no measure-
able decrease in DCE concentrations was measured at the
extraction wells, suggesting that the extraction wells were
still capturing untreated groundwater from the sidegradient
and/or downgradient aquifer.

Screening-Level Model
To provide a first-level evaluation of in situ dechlori-
nation rates and DHC growth, and to further evaluate the
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mechanisms responsible for the observed microbial growth
and dechlorination rates, the one-dimensional screening-
level bioaugmentation model developed by Schaefer et al.
(2009) for the SDC-9 culture was applied to demonstra-
tion loops 1 and 3. This model uses Monod kinetics to
describe DHC growth and dechlorination rates (determined
for the SDC-9 culture in batch kinetic studies) and applies
an attachment-detachment-type mechanism to describe
DHC migration through soil. The model assumes that
both immobile and mobile DHC near the bioaugmentation
injection well, and mobile DHC migrating downgradient
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Figure 5. Ethenes and DHC concentrations plotted as a function of time for loop 3. Bioaugmentation was performed at O days.
¢, TCE; l, DCE; A, vinyl chloride; @, ethene; ¢, DHC. Solid and dotted linesrepresent corresponding model simulations. Simulated
DHC concentrations in the bioaugmentation injection well (BMW-5) include the total (mobile and immobile) DHC.

from the bioaugmentation injection well, contribute to
contaminant dechlorination. This finite difference model
(Ax = 1 foot, At = 0.4 days) was applied to describe DHC
growth and dechlorination from BMW-1 to BMW-2 and
from BMW-5 to BMW-6. Because of the low pH issue
at BMW-4, which likely resulted in inhibition of DCE
dechlorination, the model was not applied to loop 2. The
simulated porosity was assumed to be 0.35, and the super-
ficial velocity for loops 1 and 3 was estimated (based on
the bromide tracer data and adjusted based on the reduc-
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tion in recirculation flow rate after bioaugmenting in each
loop) at 0.021 and 0.029 m/day, respectively. The disper-
sivity was estimated based on the bromide tracer data at
0.15 m. The linear sorption coefficient for vinyl chloride
was estimated at 0.58 L/kg, which was calculated based
on the DCE sorption coefficient and the organic carbon
partition coefficient of vinyl chloride relative to that of
DCE (USEPA 1996). The linear sorption coefficient for
ethene was assumed equal to that of vinyl chloride. The
lone fitting parameter in the model was the attachment-

C.E. Schaefer et al./ Ground Water Monitoring & Remediation 9



Figure 6. Ethenes and DHC concentrations plotted as a function of time for loop 4 (control loop). Bioaugmentation was perfor med
at O days. ¢, TCE; H, DCE; A, vinyl chloride; @, ethene; ¢, DHC. No detection of vinyl chloride or ethene were observed.

detachment ratio of growing DHC in the soil. The best
fit of this parameter (f) was approximately 0.9, indicating
that 10% of the DHC growing in the soil detach and sub-
sequently migrate through the aquifer. Model details are
provided in the Supporting Information.

Model predictions for loops 1 and 3 are shown in
Figures 3 and 5. Although intended to serve as only a
semiquantitative tool, the model provided a reasonable
prediction of the timeframe for DCE treatment at each of
the monitoring wells in these treatment loops. In addition,
the model provided a reasonable prediction of the DHC
concentrations in groundwater, although the elevated

10  CE Schaeferetal| Ground Water Monitoring & Remediation

DHC levels at BMW-2 at 40 to 50 days after bioaug-
mentation are not readily explained. Most importantly,
the model showed that treatment timeframes at BMW-2
and BMW-6 were similar despite a 100-fold difference
in DHC bhioaugmentation dosage at BMW-1 and BMW-5.
The model also showed that in situ DHC growth in loop
3 was greater than the DHC growth in loop 1. The rapid
decrease in chlorinated ethene concentrations in BMW-1,
which resulted from the large DHC inoculation dosage
in this well, limits the subsequent rate of DHC growth
within this treatment loop. Thus, in situ growth in loop 3
acted to compensate for the decreased DHC inoculation

NGWA.org



dosage, and this explains why results for these two treat-
ment loops are similar despite the 100-fold difference in
bioaugmentation dosage. Thus, the model provides a rea-
sonable explanation for the observed similarity between
loops 1 and 3. Simulation of the loop 3 bioaugmentation
dosage using the flow rate and chlorinated ethene concen-
trations in loop 1 did not substantially affect the simulated
remedial timeframe or DHC levels obtained for loop 3.
Thus, the similarity in the observed experimental results
between loops 1 and 3 was not due to any artifacts caused
by differences in chlorinated ethene or groundwater veloc-
ity between the recirculation loops.

Both the experimental data and model simulations show
that DHC concentrations at BMW-5 and BMW-6 are similar
(within about an order of magnitude). This level of agree-
ment is reasonable considering the variability associated with
aqueous phase DHC sampling (Schaefer et al. 2009). The
agreement between model simulations and the experimental
data confirm our qualitative and quantitative interpretation of
the processes controlling DHC migration and DCE dechlori-
nation at both high and low bioaugmentation dosages.

The question then arises as to whether continuing to
decrease the bioaugmentation dosage would result in any
substantial increases in remedial timeframe. Performance of
a simulation using a DHC inoculation of 0.1-times which
was used in loop 3 resulted in an additional 50 days of treat-
ment required for DCE removal at the downgradient well
(BMW-6). Thus, based on the combination of field and
simulation results, the dosage used in loop 3 appears to be
near optimal for the conditions of this study, balancing the
benefits of high dosage and rapid treatment near the injec-
tion well to sustained growth and detachment of DHC to
facilitate treatment downgradient.

Conclusions

Results of this field demonstration were used to evalu-
ate the impacts of DHC dosage on effectiveness and rates
of bioaugmentation. For the conditions of this demon-
stration, a 100-fold difference in bioaugmentation dosage
using a commercially available DHC-containing culture
did not result in an apparent difference in bioaugmenta-
tion performance, as measured at a monitoring well 10 feet
downgradient of the bioaugmentation injection well. A one-
dimensional screening-level model provided a reasonable
prediction of the dechlorination rates and was able to pre-
dict the impacts of DHC dosage on bioaugmentation per-
formance. Thus, this type of model potentially can serve
as a tool for estimating DHC dosage in some field applica-
tions. The successful application of the model to the field
results also verifies that the dechlorination and microbial
processes observed at the bench scale (Schaefer et al. 2009)
are applicable at the field scale, at least for the conditions
of our study. Low pH conditions likely were responsible
for inhibition of DCE dechlorination and DHC growth and
migration in loop 2.

Results of this demonstration and others show that
many factors including groundwater flow velocity, con-
taminant concentration, groundwater chemistry, and het-
erogeneity of the subsurface can affect the amount of

NGWA.org

culture needed to effectively treat chlorinated solvent-
contaminated aquifers. As a result, precisely determining
the amount of culture needed for a given site still requires
a site-by-site evaluation. Importantly, the one-dimensional
model used to predict and evaluate growth of DHC and
treatment effectiveness (Schaefer et al. 2009) reasonably
described the results of the demonstration. Consequently,
the model appears suitable for evaluating the affect of dif-
ferent DHC dosages on treatment times and effectiveness
and may serve a useful design tool for planning bioaug-
mentation applications. Validation of the model under a
wider range of bioaugmentation field conditions would be
useful in more fully demonstrating the robustness of this
model. A significant component of its use, however, is the
need to determine the attachment-detachment factor (f) that
may vary based on aquifer geochemistry and soil texture.
Work is continuing to allow up-front estimates of this factor
based on analysis of site samples, and efforts are in prog-
ress to incorporate the one-dimensional model into existing
groundwater flow and bioremediation models to make them
more accessible to remediation practitioners.
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Laboratory experiments were performed in discretely fractured
sandstone blocks to evaluate the use of bioaugmentation to
treat residual dense non-aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL)
tetrachloroethene (PCE). Significant dechlorination of PCE and
growth of Dehalococcoides spp. (DHC) occurred within the
fractures. DNAPL dissolution was enhanced during bioaug-
mentation by up to a factor of approximately 3.5, with dissolved
PCE concentrations at or near aqueous solubility. The extent
of dechlorination and DNAPL dissolution enhancement

were dependent upon the fracture characteristics, residence
time in the fractures, and dissolved concentration of PCE. No
relationship was observed between planktonic DHC con-
centrations exiting the fracture and the observed extents of
PCE dechlorination and DNAPL dissolution. Measured planktonic
DHC concentrations exiting the fracture increased with
increasing flow rate and bioaugmentation dosage, suggesting
that these parameters may be important for distribution of
DHC to treat dissolved chlorinated ethenes migrating downgradient
of the DNAPL source. Bioaugmentation dosage, for the DHC
dosages and conditions studied, did nothave a measurable impact
on DNAPL dissolution or dechlorination within the fractures
themselves. Overall, these results indicate that bioaugmentation
may be a viable remedial option for treating DNAPL sources
in bedrock.

Introduction

Bioaugmentation for treatment of tetrachloroethene (PCE)
and trichloroethene (TCE) in groundwater has been suc-
cessfully applied at numerous sites. Bioaugmentation for
chlorinated ethenes typically involves the subsurface delivery
of mixed anaerobic cultures that contain Dehalococcoides
spp. (DHC) that can reductively dechlorinate the chlorinated
ethenes; DHC are the only bacteria known to completely
dechlorinate PCE and TCE (1).

While several laboratory and field studies have demon-
strated the effectiveness of bioaugmenting with DHC for
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treating dissolved phase PCE and TCE (2—)5), the use of this
approach for treating PCE or TCE when present as a dense
non-aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL) has received far less
attention. Treatment of DNAPL source areas has increasingly
become a focus at many contaminated sites (6—8). Batch
and column studies have indicated that the presence of PCE
DNAPL can have an inhibitory effect on the reductive
dechlorination of PCE during bioaugmentation (9—11).
Adamson et al. (10) noted the accumulation of TCE and cis-
1,2-dichloroethene (DCE) in the DNAPL source zone, without
further dechlorination to vinyl chloride (VC) or ethene until
PCE concentrations decreased to approximately 10 uM.

Despite this apparent inhibitory effect of DNAPL on the
reductive dechlorination of PCE, bioaugmentation has been
shown to enhance the rate of PCE DNAPL dissolution in
sand columns and flow cells by factors ranging from
approximately 1.1 to 21 (11— 13); enhancementrates generally
were on the high end of this range when the dissolved
concentration of PCE was less than approximately 300 uM
(11, 13). Other factors shown to impact DNAPL dissolution
enhancement and overall PCE dechlorination during bio-
augmentation include microbial dechlorination kinetics,
water velocity (which impacts residence time and shear
stress), electron donor supply, bioclogging, pH, and DNAPL
saturation and architecture (13— 17). Becker and Seagren (15)
also show that non-DHC partial dechlorinators can play an
important role in DNAPL dissolution.

While prior studies have provided insight into DNAPL
dissolution processes during bioaugmentation in uncon-
solidated media, published studies that evaluate similar
mechanistic processes of PCE DNAPL dissolution in fractured
bedrock systems currently are lacking. Several recent ex-
perimental and theoretical studies have focused on evaluating
abiotic DNAPL dissolution in bedrock fracture systems
(18—20), and DNAPL dissolution in fractures during imple-
mentation of chemical oxidation (21). Similar studies evalu-
ating DNAPL dissolution in bedrock fractures during bio-
augmentation are needed.

The objective of this study was to quantify the extent to
which bioaugmentation could enhance PCE DNAPL dis-
solution in discretely fractured sandstone blocks. PCE DNAPL
dissolution enhancement, dechlorination kinetics, and mi-
crobial growth and transport were evaluated in four fracture
systems, and bioaugmentation effectiveness was evaluated
for various DNAPL saturations, water velocities, and DHC
inoculation dosages. Results of this study provided insight
into the mechanisms controlling DNAPL dissolution in
bedrock fractures during bioaugmentation.

Experimental Section

Materials. Sandstone blocks were used to create bench-scale
fracture systems (two Colorado Red (C1 and C2) and two
Arizona Buff (Al and A2) sandstones). Construction and
characterization of these systems, which were used for the
bioaugmentation experiments presented herein, have been
previously described (20). Briefly, a discrete fracture was
created in each block (29 cm x29 cm x5 cm) along naturally
occurring bedding planes. The outside edges of the fracture
were sealed with epoxy. Twelve holes (0.20 cm diam.) were
drilled approximately 5 mm into the rock along the influent
edge; 28 holes of similar size and depth were drilled along
the effluent fracture edge. Stainless steel needles (16G) were
inserted into each hole and connected to an influent and
effluent manifold. The fracture apparatus is presented in the
Supporting Information (Figure S1). Fracture properties for
each experimental fracture system are shown in Table 1.

10.1021/es1002428 © 2010 American Chemical Society
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TABLE 1. Fracture Properties for Each Rock, As Calculated hy
Schaefer et al. (20)

DNAPL residual DNAPL-water
rock fracture fracture saturation interfacial
fracture volume (cm®) aperture (cm) (em¥/cm?) area (cm¥cm®)
C1 31 0.038 0.18° 21
C2 32 0.039 0.197 48
A1 45 0.054 0.39 56
A2 82 0.098 0.43 20

2 Previously measured at 0.24 and 0.21 for C1 and C2,
respectively, by Schaefer et al. (20)

Artificial groundwater was prepared using deionized water
amended with the following reagent grade chemicals pur-
chased from Sigma-Aldrich (St. Louis, MO): 180 mg/L NaSQy,,
113 mg/L NaCl, 50 mg/L NaHCO;, 1.0 mg/L MnSO,-H,0,
and HCI for a final pH of approximately 6.5. PCE was
purchased from Sigma Aldrich (St. Louis, MO). Sodium-(1)-
lactate (60% solution) was purchased from Purac America
(Lincolnshire, IL). Yeast extract (bacteriological grade) was
purchased from Marcor Development Corp. (Carlsdtadt, NJ).
The DHC-containing consortium used in this study for
bioaugmentation was the commercially available SDC-9 ((22);
Shaw Environmental, Inc., Lawrenceville, NJ). Additional
details on the SDC-9 culture are provided in the Supporting
Information.

Batch Experiments. Batch reactor experiments were
performed to evaluate PCE dechlorination kinetics by DHC
in the presence of PCE DNAPL. Experiments were performed
by adding 6 L of artificial groundwater to each of two nitrogen
sparged 6.5 Lautoclavable bioreactors (Applicon, Inc., Foster
City, CA). Approximately 10 mL of PCE was added to each
reactor. Each reactor also was amended with sodium lactate
(final concentration of 1,000 mg/L), yeast extract (final
concentration of 300 mg/L), and DHC (10° cell/L). The
reactors were continuously mixed (250 rpm) and maintained
at room temperature (~21 °C). The reactors were operated
for 50 days, with periodic sampling for chlorinated ethenes,
reduced gases, anions, and volatile fatty acids. For anions
and volatile fatty acids, 1 mL aqueous samples were collected
and filtered (0.25 um) prior to analysis. For chlorinated
ethenes and reduced gases, 5 mL aqueous samples were
collected, preserved with acid, and equilibrated in a 14 mL
glass serum bottle (with septa) prior to headspace analysis.

An additional batch experiment was performed similar
to those described by Schaefer et al. (5) to evaluate microbial
PCE dechlorination at elevated dissolved concentrations, but
in the absence of DNAPL. Glass serum bottles (13 mL) with
Teflon-lined rubber septa were prepared in duplicate with
13 mL artificial groundwater and dissolved PCE (final
concentration of approximately 0.95 mM). The bottles were
inoculated with bacteria to attain a final concentration of
approximately 5 x 10'! DHC/L. Sodium lactate was added
for a final concentration of 1,000 mg/L. A parallel set of
controls were prepared without bacteria or lactate. Periodic
sampling for chlorinated ethenes and reduced gases was
performed.

Bioaugmentation Experiments. Bioaugmentation ex-
periments on the fractured sandstones were performed after
residual PCE DNAPL saturation was attained in the rocks.
Procedures for attaining residual DNAPL saturation in the
rocks have been previously described (20). Briefly, residual
PCE DNAPL saturation was obtained by flooding the water
saturated rock with PCE, followed by water flushing the
fracture at a high capillary number until no further PCE
DNAPL was displaced. The residual DNAPL saturation
(DNAPL volume divided by the fracture volume) for each
rock is provided in Table 1. The seven sandstone bioaug-
mentation experiments are summarized in Table 2.

After attaining residual DNAPL saturation, artificial
groundwater was amended with 500 mg/L sodium lactate,
300 mg/L yeast extract, and 200 mg/L diammonium phos-
phate. The artificial groundwater solution used in the
bioaugmentation experiments was prepared in an anaerobic
chamber (Coy Laboratory Products, Inc., Model AALC) and
transferred to Tedlar bags with single polypropylene fittings
(SKC, Inc.) to serve as influent reservoirs for the fractures.
The Tedlar bags were connected to a Whatman filter device
(Polycap 36 HD disposable filter capsule, MAPP filter media
with polypropylene housing, 10 um pore size) with Viton
tubing and delivered to the fractured rocks at the selected
flow rates (0.02 to 0.2 cm®/min) using piston driven high
performance metering pumps. Resultant groundwater ve-
locities in the fractures (Table 2) were within ranges observed
under natural conditions in conductive bedrock fractures
(23, 24).

After flushing the fracture with this anaerobic solution
for a minimum of 2 days, bioaugmentation with DHC was
performed. Five milliliters of the desired inoculation dosage
was delivered to the fractures using a syringe pump at a flow
rate of 0.1 mL/min. After the DHC inoculation, delivery of
the lactate/yeast extract/diammonium phosphate solution
from the Tedlar bags recommenced.

The effluent artificial groundwater was drip-collected in
a 10 mL plastic tube for analysis of pH, anions, DHC, and
volatile fatty acids. This collection process limited any further
reductive dechlorination by exposing the DHC to atmospheric
air (22). Lack of additional dechlorination during sample
collection and storage was verified by analyzing for chloride
at 1, 2, and 4 days and observing no increasing trend in
chloride concentration.

For analysis of chlorinated ethenes and reduced gases in
the effluent, effluentlines from the fracture effluent manifold
were connected to a 3 mL sample vial that was crimp sealed
with Teflon-lined butyl rubber septa. The sample vials were
configured so the effluent exited approximately 1 cm above
the fracture to prevent gravity drainage of liquid from the
fractures. Effluent flowed through the trap and exited via a
20 gauge needle (Supporting Information, Figure S1). The
sample vial was amended with 15 «L of 18% hydrochloric
acid approximately 30 min prior to collection to maintain
the pH less than 2, thereby inhibiting the dechlorination
activity of the DHC (22). Contents of the vials were then
transferred to 5 mL glass vials with Teflon-lined septum screw
caps (containing an additional 15 «L of 18% hydrochloric
acid) for headspace analysis. Parallel testing was performed
to ensure that this sample collection method did not result
in any appreciable volatilization losses. Fractures were
flushed sequentially with ethanol, base (0.1 N NaOH), acid
(0.1 N H,S0,), and artificial groundwater after each experi-
ment to remove remaining DNAPL and biomass.

Experiment 7 (C1) was performed to evaluate the impacts
of flow rate on effluent DHC concentrations, and to verify
that injected DHC were not rapidly eluting through the
fracture prior to collecting effluent samples. All fracture
effluent was continuously containerized in glass beakers over
a 10 day period following inoculation. The flow rate was
increased after 29 days to assess the impact of velocity on
DHC elution. Effluent monitoring of chlorinated ethenes,
reduced gases, anions, or volatile fatty acids was not
performed for this experiment.

Analytical Procedures. Chlorinated ethenes and reduced
gases concentrations were determined via headspace analysis
using a Varian 3900 gas chromatograph equipped with a
Flame Ionizing Detector (FID) and Aluminum RT column.
Aqueous concentrations were determined by applying Hen-
ry’s Law. Hydrogen headspace analysis was performed on a
Varian 3800 GC equipped with a Valco Pulsed Discharge
Helium Ionized Detector (PDHID) and tandem Pora Bond
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TABLE 2. Experimental Design for the Bedrock Fracture Bioaugmentation Experiments”

experiment rock DHC ilnoculation (cells DHC)

flow velocity (cm/min)

dissolution enhancement factor (eq 1)

1 A1 3 x 108 (day 0) 0.10 1.1
8 x 108 (day 91)
2 A2 3 x 108 (day 0) 0.062 5.0
8 x 108 (day 91)
3 A1 4 x 108 0.10 (decreased to 0.025 on day 13) 3.5
4 A2 4 x 108 0.062 (decreased to 0.015 on day 13) 3.4
5 C1 2 x 10° 0.11 (decreased to 0.022 on day 37) 1.4
6 C2 2 x 10° 0.11 (decreased to 0.022 on day 37) 1.3
2 x 10" (day 58)
7 C1 4 x 108 0.044 (increased to 0.22 on day 29) not calculated

2 Flow velocity is calculated by dividing the influent volumetric flow rate by the fracture aperture (calculated by bromide
tracers (20)), the fracture width (29 cm), and the water-filled porosity. Dissolution enhancement factors were calculated at
the end of the experiment, or the end of active bioaugmentation.

Q and Molesieve columns. Volatile fatty acid analysis was
performed on a Dionex AS 50 Chromatograph equipped with
a Dionex IonPac AS11-HC column and CD 25 Conductivity
Detector. Anions were analyzed via ion chromatography
(Dionex DX-120, Sunnyvale, CA). The effluent pH was
monitored periodically with pH test strips. Aqueous DHC
concentrations were determined by quantitative real-time
PCR with primers (5'- gaagtagtgaaccgaaagg and 5'- tctgtc-
cattgtagcgtc) that amplified a 235bp fragment of the 16s rRNA
gene of DHC-type organisms. Biomass was concentrated via
centrifugation at 3700 rpm for a minimum of 1 h. Our previous
work (5) demonstrated that measurement of DHC for the
culture used in this study was sufficient to assess overall
dechlorination activity and kinetics.

Results

Batch Experiments. Results of the batch testing showed that
no dechlorination daughter products (including chloride)
were generated over the duration of the experiment in any
experiments that contained PCE DNAPL. In addition, no
fermentation of the lactate was observed, and no sulfate
reduction occurred in experiments where DNAPL was
present. Thus, the presence of the PCE DNAPL exhibited an
apparent inhibitory effect not only on the DHC, but on the
fermentative and sulfate reducing bacteria present in the
consortium. The addition of hydrogen to the batch reactor
systems (900 nM final concentration) did not result in any
PCE dechlorination. For the batch experiments containing
only dissolved PCE, PCE dechlorination to VC occurred within
20 h, with continued transformation to ethene over the next
several days.

Results for these batch studies indicated that the presence
of PCE DNAPL was inhibitory to PCE dechlorination, which
is consistent with the results of others (9—11). The lack of
PCE dechlorination in the presence of DNAPL could be due
to toxicity from the sustained elevated dissolved PCE
concentration from the dissolution of the DNAPL, and/or
solvation of the DHC into the non aqueous phase.

Fracture Experiments - General Observations. Prior to
bioaugmentation and during delivery of the lactate and yeast
extract amended artificial groundwater, no dechlorination
was observed, and DHC levels were below the detection limit
(<10° DHC/L). Dissolved PCE concentrations measured prior
to bioaugmentation (or within a few weeks after bioaug-
menting, but prior to observation of measurable dechlori-
nation) generally were in reasonable agreement (£20%) to
the abiotic PCE DNAPL dissolution concentrations previously
measured in these same bedrock fractures at the initial flow
velocities listed in Table 2 (20). The two exceptions were
Experiments 1 and 5, where the effluent PCE concentrations
varied by up to 40% from those previously measured; this
discrepancy may have been due to slight differences in flow
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FIGURE 1. Effluent concentrations of ethenes and DHC from
rock A1 (top) and A2 (bottom) in Experiments 1 and 2,
respectively. Fractures were bioaugmented on Day 0. The
vertical dashed lines indicate when inoculation with additional
culture was performed. The solid line for A1 represents the
predicted rate of DHC growth (5). For A2, some interruptions in
flow occurred between days 150 and 190. Chloride
concentrations were not monitored in Experiments 1 and 2.

paths within the fracture because of introduction of the
microbial culture. During all bioaugmentation experiments,
effluent pH levels remained at approximately 6.5, and lactate
and/or intermediate fermentation products were consistently
observed in the fracture effluent indicating that electron
donor was present in excess.

Arizona Rocks - Low Flow Rate (Experiments 1 and 2).
After inoculating with DHC, monitoring showed that dechlo-
rination of PCE occurred in the presence of DNAPL, with
generation of measurable quantities of ethene, despite
relatively short fracture residence times (270 and 450 min
for Al and A2, respectively) (Figure 1). DCE initially was the
primary dechlorination product in both rocks, but ethene
became the predominant dechlorination product at later



times. VC and ethene concentrations between days 125 and
195 generally ranged between 0.01 and 0.03 mM. The shift
from DCE accumulation to ethene was most apparent in Al,
where the DCE to ethene transition correlated with decreases
in dissolved PCE concentration to approximately 0.3 mM.
These observations suggest that elevated dissolved PCE
concentrations limited the further dechlorination of DCE.
Similar DCE dechlorination inhibition near PCE DNAPL
sources has been observed (10).

DNAPL mass removal was estimated by calculating the
mass of PCE and daughter products exiting the fracture
effluent. Approximately 16% of the residual DNAPL was
removed in Al during the experiment (15% as PCE, 1% as
reductive dechlorination products). Approximately 8% of the
residual DNAPL was removed in A2 during the experiment,
with <1% as dechlorination products (as shown in Table 1,
A2 contained approximately twice the DNAPL residual
volume as Al). While no observable decrease in effluent PCE
concentration was observed in A2, effluent PCE concentra-
tions decreased to approximately 0.01 mM in Al, which
represents approximately a 98% decrease in effluent PCE
concentration with only a 16% decrease in residual
PCE DNAPL. This result suggests that most of the residual
PCE residing in Al was in low permeability regions that were
not well contacted by migrating water. After day 195, as PCE
concentrations continued to decrease in Al, ethene con-
centrations increased to approximately twice that of PCE,
and VC concentrations increased to approximately equal that
of PCE. This observation may suggest that the extent of
dechlorination within a PCE DNAPL source zone may be
dependent upon the DNAPL source zone strength function
(25). DNAPL sources in bedrock that have dissolved con-
centrations that decrease rapidly in response to a relatively
small fraction of DNAPL source removal may exhibit greater
conversion to VC and ethene in response to bioaugmentation
treatment than DNAPL sources that maintain elevated
dissolved concentrations until nearly all the DNAPL mass is
depleted.

Anincreasing trend in eluted DHC concentrations in both
Al and A2 was observed, as effluent DHC levels increased
by nearly 4 orders of magnitude. The rate of DHC growth
observed in the fracture effluent is well predicted by our
previously developed DHC Monod kinetic model (5), as
indicated by the solid line for Experiment 1. This model (5)
isbased on DHC that have been proven capable of complete
dechlorination to ethene. These data suggest that the
dechlorination and DHC growth in this study are likely
because of DHC capable of complete dechlorination. Thus,
for the SDC-9 culture and the conditions of this study, the
role of any partial dechlorinators likely was limited. It is
unclear ifadding additional culture had a substantial impact
on effluent DHC levels, as effluent DHC levels may have
been increasing prior to reinoculation. DHC concentrations
in Al were slightly greater than in A2, possibly because of the
lower dissolved PCE concentration in Al that may have
resulted in decreased inhibition/toxicity on DHC growth and
subsequent detachment. Integrating the DHC elution curve
and multiplying by the flow rate showed that the amount of
DHC eluted from Al and A2 were 28- and 7-times greater
(respectively) than the total amount of DHC inoculated,
verifying that DHC growth occurred in the fractures. Some
flow interruptions occurred in A2 between 150 and 190 days,
which might explain the decrease in DHC and increase in
PCE within this interval.

The influent solution for both A1 and A2 was switched to
aerobic artificial groundwater (without lactate) on day 197;
500 ppm hypochlorite was added to the influent solution
between days 210 and 212 to remove biomass that may have
been sustaining (but at a substantially decreased rate)
dechlorination (26, 27). Despite the absence of any substantial

FIGURE 2. Effluent concentrations of ethenes, chloride, and
DHC from rock A1 (top) and A2 (bottom) in Experiments 3 and 4,
respectively. Fractures were bioaugmented on Day 0. The
vertical lines indicate when the fractures flow was decreased
from approximately 0.10 cm*min to 0.025 cm®/min. Experiment 4
was terminated prior to Experiment 3.

dechlorination by the end of the experiment (after 212 days),
PCE concentrations remained low in Experiment 1, and did
not rebound, indicating that the decreased PCE concentra-
tions were the result of a decrease in DNAPL mass, and were
not suppressed because of biological reaction.

Arizona Rocks - High Flow rate (Experiments 3 and 4).
Results of bioaugmentation in the Arizona rocks for Experi-
ments 3 and 4 (Figure 2) showed that DCE was the primary
dechlorination daughter product, and that DCE concentra-
tions were elevated (~1 mM) compared to DCE concentra-
tions measured in Experiments 1 and 2 (0.1 to 0.3 mM). VC
concentrations in Experiments 3 and 4 were 10-times greater
than in Experiments 1 and 2. The increased DCE and VC
concentrations in Experiments 3 and 4 were likely due to the
increased residence time, which allowed for a greater extent
of PCE dechlorination within the fractures. Conversely,
despite the increased residence time, ethene concentration
in Experiments 3 and 4 were 3-times less than in Experiments
1 and 2. One explanation for this is that VC dechlorination
in Experiments 3 and 4 may have been inhibited by the
elevated dissolved PCE concentrations, which remained near
solubility (approximately 1 mM) throughout the experiment.
Alternately, the elevated DCE concentrations in Experiments
3 and 4 may have inhibited VC dechlorination (12).

Despite the generation of DCE to levels near that of the
initial PCE effluent concentration, no decreases in effluent
PCE concentration were observed during the duration of the
experiment. This indicates that biotic dechlorination of the
PCE increases the concentration gradient for DNAPL dis-
solution, thereby enhancing the overall rate of DNAPL
dissolution. The quantity of chloride generated was ap-
proximately two-times greater than the expected quantity
based on the measured chlorinated ethene (and ethene)
daughter products. This discrepancy likely is due to back-
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FIGURE 3. Effluent concentrations of ethenes, chloride, and
DHC from rock C1 (top) and C2 (bottom) in Experiments 5 and 6,
respectively. Fractures were bioaugmented on Day 0. The
vertical lines indicate when the fractures flow was decreased
or when inoculation with additional culture was performed.

partitioning of chlorinated ethene daughter products into
the DNAPL (15).

The effluent DHC concentrations in Experiments 3 and
4 were 3 orders of magnitude less than in Experiments 1 and
2, despite similar total bioaugmentation dosages. In addition,
eluted DHC in Experiments 3 and 4 account for only 10% of
the bioaugmented dosage. These findings suggest that most
of the DHC likely became retained within the fractures. The
increased DCE generation was proportional to the increase
in residence time, suggesting that DHC were still controlling
dechlorination. However, a contribution from non-DHC
partial dechlorinators cannot be completely ruled out.

Less than 6% of the initial residual PCE DNAPL was
removed from the fractures during the duration of Experi-
ments 3 and 4. PCE mass balance analysis performed on Al
showed that PCE mass removed during bioaugmentation
and the post-treatment ethanol flushing accounted for 90%
of the initially emplaced DNAPL mass; similar analysis
performed for A2 showed 86% PCE mass recovery.

Colorado Rocks - High Flow Rate (Experiments 5 and
6). Results for rock C1 (Figure 3) were similar to Experiments
3 and 4. Effluent DHC levels decreased from 10° DHC/L to
108 DHC/L after reducing the flow rate, consistent with shear-
controlled detachment process and consistent with com-
parison of the low and high flow rate experiments for the
Arizona rocks. No increasing trend in effluent DHC was
observed throughout the experiment, which is consistent
with the low flow rate experiments in A1 and A2. Most of the
injected DHC was retained within C1, as eluted DHC
accounted for approximately 30% of the total bioaugmented
cells.

Approximately 7% of the residual PCE DNAPL mass was
removed (as PCE and reductive dechlorination daughter
products) during the C1 experiment (Experiment 5). PCE
mass balance analysis performed on C1 showed that PCE
mass removed during bioaugmentation and the post-

4962 = ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY / VOL. 44, NO. 13, 2010

treatment ethanol flushing accounted for 96% of the initially
emplaced DNAPL mass.

For C2 (Experiment 6), adding additional culture at a 100-
fold greater DHC dosage resulted in elevated DHC concen-
trations in the effluent, but no increase in dechlorination.
However, less than 1% of the total DHC injected eluted
through the fracture. DHC effluent concentrations increased
after adding the additional culture, but then remained
constant (within an order of magnitude) throughout the
remainder of the experiment. Approximately 8% of the
residual PCE DNAPL mass was removed (as PCE and
reductive dechlorination daughter products). PCE mass
balance analysis performed on C2 showed that PCE mass
removed during bioaugmentation and the post-treatment
ethanol flushing accounted for 59% of the initially emplaced
DNAPL mass; this relatively low mass recovery may have
been due to losses (leakage, spillage) during the ethanol
flushing.

Impact of Increased Flow (Experiment 7). qPCR results
indicated that no rapid DHC elution or “spike” was observed
(greater than 90% of the injected DHC were retained within
the fracture), and effluent DHC concentrations were con-
sistent with those obtained in Experiment 5 (data not shown).
Increasing the flow rate resulted in an increase in DHC
effluent concentration of approximately a factor of 5.
Combined with the observed decrease in effluent DHC
concentrations observed in Experiments 3 and 4 (which were
operated at a lower flow rate than in Experiments 1 and 2),
these data suggest that DHC detachment and downgradient
migration is proportional to the shear.

Discussion

DNAPL Dissolution. Similar to the approach employed by
others (28), a maximum biotic dissolution enhancement
factor (E) to describe the increased rate of DNAPL dissolution
during bioaugmentation was calculated as follows:

E=

]measured

Cl
[PCE] + (ITCE] + [DCE] + [VC] + [ethene])[ —

theoretical

[PCE]
€8]

where the bracketed terms represent measured molar
concentration (mM), and the theoretical chloride concentra-
tion is the expected chloride concentration based on the
measured chlorinated ethene (and ethene) daughter prod-
ucts. The difference between [Cl | measured a0d [Cl ] ineoretical 1S
assumed to be due to back-partitioning of the organic
daughter products into the DNAPL. For [PCE] in eq 1, the
PCE solubility was used for Experiments 3 through 6, since
effluent PCE concentrations remained at solubility through-
out the duration of the experiment. In Experiments 1 and 2,
the PCE concentrations measured at 197 days were used
because these concentrations were unchanged after termi-
nating active bioaugmentation.

For the high-flow Experiments 1 and 2, the values of E at
the end of bioaugmentation (197 days) were approximately
5and 1.1, respectively. The reason for the difference in these
two experiments likely is due to the decreased PCE con-
centrations in Experiment 1 that resulted in less toxicity,
which is consistent with observed PCE DNAPL inhibition on
dechlorination observed by others (10). It is noted that
chloride concentrations were not measured in Experiments
1 and 2, so the actual dissolution enhancement may have
been greater than that calculated based on measurement of
ethenes alone. For Experiments 3 and 4, the values of E at
the end of the experiments were 3.5 and 3.4, respectively.
Despite having elevated dissolved PCE concentrations, the
dissolution enhancement factor is greater than in Experiment



2 because of the decreased flow rate (longer residence time)
in the fracture that provided more time for reductive
dechlorination. Daughter product concentrations were gradu-
ally increasing at the end of the experiment, so a longer
duration experiment would likely have yielded increased
values of E.

The calculated values of E for Experiments 1 through 4
generally are within the general range observed by others
working with unconsolidated materials (11—13). However,
on the basis of the results of our batch testing and the results
of others (11), negligible PCE dechlorination would have been
expected, because of the presence of DNAPL and dissolved
PCE concentrations near 1 mM. The presence of regions
within the fracture where the dissolved PCE concentration
was reduced (because of flow heterogeneity), thereby fa-
cilitating DHC growth and dechlorination activity, is one
possible explanation for the observed enhancement factors.

Despite the reduced flow velocities, the dissolution
enhancement factors for C1 and C2 (Experiments 5 and 6)
were 1.4 and 1.3, respectively. The reason for these relatively
low values of Ecompared to Experiments 3 and 4 (which also
were performed at reduced flow velocities) may be due to
differences in the effective aperture distribution in each set
of rocks. The Colorado rocks have an effective fracture
distribution that is substantially more uniform than the
Arizonarocks (20). The Arizona rocks contain a comparatively
greater number of small aperture regions along the flow path;
these small aperture regions likely are devoid of DNAPL, and
may serve as optimal locations for DHC biofilm growth and
dechlorination activity. Thus, comparison of the Colorado
and Arizona bioaugmentation data suggest that aperture
distribution (and the distribution of DNAPL within the
fractures) may control dechlorination kinetics and overall
bioaugmentation effectiveness in these systems.

When considering the measured dissolution enhancement
factors in this bench scale study, it is important to consider
the length scale of the experiment. If the length scale of the
fracture was 10-times greater, the bioaugmentation residence
time correspondingly would be 10-times greater, resulting
in approximately a 10-fold increase in dechlorination daugh-
ter products. This would result in a calculated value of Ethat
was approximately 10-times greater than those calculated in
this study. Thus, results from all six dissolution experiments
suggest that bioaugmentation has the potential to substan-
tially increase the rate of DNAPL dissolution at larger scales.

DHC Migration. As observed by comparing Experiments
1 and 2 to Experiments 3 and 4, effluent DHC concentrations
were determined to not be a useful metric for assessing
DNAPL dechlorination kinetics. These observations differ
from our previous studies that evaluated dissolved phase
DCE dechlorination in sand columns (5), where effluent DHC
concentrations were correlated to the dechlorination kinetics
observed in the column. The presence of the PCE DNAPL,
and its inhibitory effects on planktonic DHC at elevated
aqueous PCE concentrations, is one possible reason for this
discrepancy. DHC present in biofilms, which might be more
resistant to toxicity than planktonic cells (29, 30), could have
played a dominant role in the observed PCE dechlorination.
Additional study is needed to further evaluate the role of
DHC in biofilms in bedrock fractures when PCE DNAPL is
present.

While increasing the DHC inoculation dosage did not have
a measurable impact on dechlorination (as observed by
comparing Experiments 5 and 6), the flux of DHC leaving the
column was approximately 100-times greater in C2 than in
C1. This increased concentration of DHC migrating down-
gradient of the DNAPL source zone could provide additional
remedial benefit for the downgradient plume (12).

This study has shown that bioaugmentation using DHC
can substantially enhance PCE DNAPL dissolution rates in

bedrock fractures. Planktonic DHC in batch systems were
unable to dechlorinate PCE when DNAPL was present, but
substantial dechlorination was observed in the DNAPL-
impacted bedrock fractures even when dissolved PCE con-
centrations were at or near solubility. Biofilms and/or the
presence of regions with lower dissolved PCE concentrations
may have mitigated the inhibitory effects of sustained and
elevated PCE levels, resulting in the observed dechlorination.
Effluent DHC concentrations did not correlate to observed
dechlorination activity, but rather were a function of the
flow rate and shear. For the experimental fracture systems
and DHC dosages examined, DNAPL dechlorination kinetics
were more sensitive to fracture properties than to bioaug-
mentation dosage, as demonstrated by the differences in the
Arizona and Colorado rocks, and the negligible impact on
dechlorination rates after increasing the bioaugmentation
dosage. However, downgradient migration of DHC, and
potential treatment of the dissolved downgradient plume,
was impacted by the DHC dosage. Although additional studies
are needed to further examine these processes under a wider
range of conditions, these results suggest that bioaugmen-
tation may be a viable option for treatment of DNAPL in
bedrock, and that bench scale batch testing may not be an
appropriate indicator of in situ dechlorination kinetics when
DNAPL is present.
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Abstract Chlorinated solvents such as perchloroethylene
(PCE) and trichloroethylene (TCE) continue to be signifi-
cant groundwater contaminants throughout the USA. In
many cases efficient bioremediation of aquifers contami-
nated with these chemicals requires the addition of exoge-
nous microorganisms, specifically members of the genus
Dehalococcoides (DHC). This process is referred to as
bicaugmentation. In this study a fed-batch fermentation
process was developed for producing large volumes (to
3,200 L) of DHC-containing consortia suitable for treating
contaminated aquifers. Three consortia enriched from three
different sites were grown anaerobically with sodium lac-
tate as an electron donor and PCE or TCE as an electron
acceptor. DHC titers in excess of 10" DHC/L could be
reproducibly obtained at all scales tested and with all three
of the enrichment cultures. The mean specific DHC growth
rate for culture SDC-9™ was 0.036 + 0.005 (standard
error, SE)/h with a calculated mean doubling time of
19.3 & 2.7 (SE) h. Finished cultures could be concentrated
approximately tenfold by membrane filtration and stored
refrigerated (4°C) for more that 40 days without measur-
able loss of activity. Dehalogenation of PCE by the fer-
mented cultures was affected by pH with no measurable
activity at pH <5.0.
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Introduction

Chlorinated ethenes have been used extensively as indus-
trial solvents and cleaning agents, and their widespread use
and improper disposal practices have led to them becoming
common groundwater contaminants throughout the USA
and the world [25, 33]. Because of the widespread occur-
rence of chlorinated solvent contamination, a number of
treatment technologies have emerged and evolved. Cur-
rently, the most common treatment alternative involves
biological degradation of the solvents.

The predominant biodegradation pathway for chlori-
nated ethenes under anaerobic conditions is reductive
dechlorination. During reductive dechlorination, chlori-
nated ethenes are used as el ectron acceptors by specialized
microorganisms, and during the process a chlorine atom is
removed and replaced with a hydrogen atom [12, 13, 16,
30]. Sequential dechlorination of perchloroethylene (PCE)
most commonly proceeds to trichloroethene (TCE), cis-1,2-
dichloroethene (cDCE), vinyl chloride (VC), and finally the
desired end product, ethene. In some cultures trans-1,2-
DCE and 1,1-DCE also can be produced through the reduc-
tive dechlorination of TCE [6, 35]. Insitu biodegradation
of chlorinated ethenes can be performed by indigenous
microorganisms at contaminated sites that use endogenous
resources to support contaminant degradation (i.e., intrinsic
bioremediation), or nutrients that are purposefully added to
support their activity (i.e., biostimulation). The lack of an
adequate microbial population capable of completely
dechlorinating PCE and TCE to ethene at some sites,
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however, may lead to the accumulation of cis-DCE and VC
[11]. Consequently, the addition of exogenous organisms
(i.e., bioaugmentation) is sometimes used to supplement the
indigenous microbial population [5, 15, 21].

While many dechlorinating microorganisms have been
identified [30], bacteria of only one microbia genus,
Dehalococcoides (DHC), have been shown to completely
reduce cDCE and VC to ethene [7, 8, 22, 23, 26, 31]. These
organisms use molecular hydrogen as an obligate electron
donor and halogenated compounds as obligate respiratory
electron acceptors. Acetate (e.g., from lactate fermentation)
is used as a carbon source. Studies of field sites have
strongly correlated the presence of DHC strains with com-
plete dehalogenation of chlorinated ethenes insitu [11].
Therefore, microbial cultures used to remediate chlorinated
solvent-contaminated groundwaters contain at least one
strain of Dehalococcoides sp. Because of the difficulty of
growing DHC-type organismsin pure culture [7, 8, 10, 23],
however, cultures used for bioaugmentation applications
are consortia that contain DHC as well as fermentative and
other microbes that support the growth and activity of the
DHC dtrains [4, 5, 15, 21]. The consortia, and the DHC
therein, can be grown on a wide range of carbon sources
provided the substrate is fermented to hydrogen.

One of the significant challenges of performing bioaug-
mentation at a commercial scale isthe large size of contam-
inant plumes and the large amount of culture needed to
facilitate timely and successful remediation. Contaminant
plumes can range from less than an acre (0.4 ha) in size to
several kilometers long and hundreds of meters wide.
Recent studies of insitu chlorinated ethene degradation
have suggested that DHC concentrations in the range of
10" DHC/L of groundwater are needed to support accept-
able degradation rates [19, 28]. To illustrate the challenge
of applying bicaugmentation in the field, a 0.4-ha (one-
acre) aquifer with a saturated zone 3 m (10 ft) thick and
porosity of 25% would contain ~3 x 10° L of groundwater
and require 3 x 10 DHC based on the findings of Lu et al.
At the reported DHC concentrations of early bioaugmenta-
tion cultures (10° DHC/L; [21]), as much as 10* L of cul-
ture could be required to treat a one-acre site. Of course
other factors affect the amount of culture applied at a site
[14, 28], but it is clear that large-scale production of high-
density culturesis necessary to apply biocaugmentation eco-
nomically, especialy at large sites.

The objective of this study is to evaluated large-scale
production of a DHC-containing consortium, SDC-9™, for
full-scale remedial applications. The culture was grown in
small (3-L) to large (4,000-L) fermentors by using sodium
lactate as a carbon and electron donor source and PCE as an
electron acceptor. DHC concentrations of >10%/L could be
achieved, and the culture could be concentrated and stored
prior to field application. The fermentation procedure
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produced similar results with two other DHC cultures
enriched from different sites.

Materials and methods
Chemicas

Sodium-(L)-lactate (60% solution) was purchased from
Purac America (Lincolnshire, IL), yeast extract (bacterio-
logical grade) was purchased from Marcor Development
Corp. (Carlstadt, NJ), and PCE (99.9%) was from Sigma/
Aldrich (Milwaukee, WI). Unless otherwise stated, all other
chemicals were of the highest purity available and pur-
chased from either Aldrich Chemical Co. (Milwaukee, W1),
Mallinckrodt Specialty Chemical Co. (Paris, KY), J.T.
Baker Inc. (Phillipsburg, NJ.), Spectrum Chemical Manu-
facturing Corp. (Garden, CA) or Sigma Chemical Co. (St.
Louis, MO).

Bacterial cultures

An anaerobic dechlorinating consortium designated
SDC-9™ was isolated by enrichment culturing of samples
from a chlorinated solvent-contaminated aquifer in southern
Cdifornia with lactate as an electron donor and PCE as an
electron acceptor. The culture has been maintained on
sodium lactate and PCE in reduced anaerobic minera
medium (RAMM) [29], but without sodium sulfide and
rezasurin, for more than 4 years. Hawaii-05™ was enriched
in 2005 by enrichment culturing of aquifer samples from
Hickam Air Force Base, Hawaii on sodium lactate and
TCE, and PJKS™ was enriched in 2005 from aquifer sam-
ples from Air Force Plant PIKS in Colorado on sodium lac-
tate and TCE. The latter cultures are maintained as described
for SDC-9™. All three cultures are marketed commercialy
by Shaw Environmental, Inc. (Lawrenceville, NJ).

Fermentation equipment

Bench-scale fermentation experiments and seed culture
production were performed in a 3-L or 7-L Applicon fer-
mentor (Cole Pamer, Vernon Hills, IL.) equipped with pH
and mixer controls. Substrate and NaOH feeds were con-
trolled by using syringe pumps (Harvard Apparatus, Holliston,
MA). Larger seed cultures were produced in a similarly
equipped 20-L Biolafitte fermentor (Pierre Guerin, Inc.,
Spring Lake Park, MN). Larger cultures were produced in a
750-L ABEC fermentor (Bethlehem, PA) or a custom-built
4,000-L stainless-steel fermentor. In each case anaerobic
conditions were maintained by pressurizing the vessels
with nitrogen. Cellsin the fermentation broth were concen-
trated by passing the broth over a custom-built concentrator
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constructed with six Kerasep™ tubular ceramic membranes
(Novasep, Inc., Boothwyn, PA). Concentrated cells were
stored at 4°C in 18.5-L stainless-steel soda kegs that were
pressurized with nitrogen.

Fermentation protocol

For seed culture production RAMM medium [29] without
NaHCO, and Na,S was added to the 20-L fermentor and
steam sterilized at 121°C and 15 psi pressure for 45 min.
After sterilization the fermentor was connected to a nitro-
gen tank to maintain a positive pressure of nitrogen in the
fermentor during cooling to 30°C. After the temperature in
the fermentor reached the set-point temperature of fermen-
tation (28-30°C) and anaerobic condition were achieved
[measured dissolved oxygen (DO) = 0 mg/L], nitrogen flow
was stopped and NaHCO; solution was added aseptically to
the medium. The fermentor was then inoculated with 2 L of
SDC-9™, PJKS™ or Hawaii-05™. The final volume of
medium in the fermentor was 16-18 L.

After inoculation of the fermentor, sterile 10% yeast
extract (YE) solution was added to a final concentration of
0.1% YE (w/v) and PCE or TCE was added to a final con-
centration of 10 mg/L. SDC-9™ was grown on PCE, but
PIKS™ and Hawaii-05™ were grown on either PCE or
TCE. The fermentor was operated at 28-30°C with an agi-
tator speed of 100 rpm. pH was maintained at 6.4-7.2 by
addition NaOH (2 N). Alternatively, to increase pH during
fermentation, the fermentor was sparged with nitrogen to
remove dissolved CO,. To control foam in the fermentor
Antifoam 289 or 204 (Sigma) was applied automatically.
After 1 day of fermentation, sodium lactate (60% solution)
was added continuously to the fermentor at flow rate of
0.02-0.04 mL/h x liter of media. Subsequent additions of
PCE or TCE (10 mg/L) were made to the fermentor only
after complete dechlorination of PCE/TCE but before com-
plete dechlorination of cDCE. Typicaly, PCE/TCE was
added to the medium when the concentration of cDCE in
the medium was reduced to 1-3 mg/L. When the culture
reached an optical density (OD) at 550 nm (ODgg,) of
approximately 1.0 it was transferred anaerobically to the
750-L fermentor.

The 750-L fermentor was prepared with 550 L RAMM
medium and sampled and monitored essentialy as
described above. The fermentor was connected to a nitro-
gen tank to maintain anoxic conditions, and it was operated
under the same conditions as described for the 20-L fer-
mentor except the agitator speed was set at 60 rpm. The
automatic pH control system on the fermentor was inacti-
vated to avoid addition of excess sodium. After 1 day of
fermentation a continuous feed of sodium lactate (60%
solution) was initiated with flow rate of 0.02-0.04 mL/h x L.
When the specific PCE and cDCE dechlorination activity

reached 1.3-1.7 mg/h x gram of dry weight, a continuous
feed of neat PCE/TCE was initiated at rate of 0.18-0.25
pL/h x L. This rate was increased to 0.9-1.2 uL/h x L as
the culture cell density and dechlorination activity
increased. The culture was grown for 13-15 days until an
ODg, ~ 0.7-1.1 or 10'°-10" DHC/L was achieved. Higher
DHC concentrations could be obtained by extending the
fermentation for up to 35 days.

Growth of the cultures in the 4,000-L fermentor
(working volume 3,200L) was performed essentialy as
described for the 750-L fermentor, but because the 4,000-L
fermentor did not have an impeller, cells were continuously
suspended by using a centrifugal pump that circulated the
culture medium. The 4,000-L fermentor was chemically
sterilized by using NaOH and a clean-in-place system. The
culture medium in the 4,000-L fermentor was not sterilized.
Substrate feeding and other parameters were as described
for the 750-L fermentor. The fermentor was inocul ated with
either culture from the 750-L fermentor or refrigerated con-
centrated cell stocks.

Degradation assays and analytical procedures

Whenever possible, analytical methods performed during
this project followed US Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) SW-846 methods [32] that are available online at
http://www.epa.gov/epawaste/hazard/testmethods/sw846/
index.htm. Biodegradation assays were incubated at
28 + 1°Cinthedark in serum vials essentially as described
by Schaefer et al. [28]. Chlorinated ethene analyses were
performed by gas chromatography using USEPA method
8260 [gas chromatography/mass spectrometry (GC/MS)
with purge and trap injection]. Methane and ethene were
monitored by GC/flame ionization detection (FID) accord-
ing to USEPA SW846 method 8015h. Lactate and volatile
fatty acids (VFAS) were measured by ion chromatography
using USEPA method 300.0-modified on a Dionex DX600
ion chromatograph (Dionex Corp., Bannockburn, IL).
Hydrogen concentration in the fermentors was measured by
analyzing the headspace of 100-mL samples in 120-mL
vials on a Varian 3800 gas chromatograph (Varian, Inc.,
Walnut Creek, CA) equipped with aValco pulsed discharge
helium ionization detector (PDHID), a helium gas purifier
to achieve helium carrier and makeup gas of 99.999%
purity, and Varian PoraBond Q (10 m, 0.32 inner diameter,
5 uM df) and Varian Molsieve 5A (10 m, 0.32 inner diame-
ter, 5 uM df) columns operated in series. Concentration of
hydrogen was determined by comparison to a standard
curve. Dry weight (Dwt) was determined by concentrating
15-30 mL culture in a RC5C centrifuge (10,000x g; Sorval
Instruments, Newtown, CT), removing the supernatant,
suspending the pellet in deionized (D) water, and repeating
the procedure twice. The washed cell pellet was suspended
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in DI water, transferred to an aluminum weighing dish, and
dried at 105°C.

DHC quantification

DHC-like organisms were quantified by using rea-time
guantitative polymerase chain reaction (qPCR). Following
collection of fermentor samples, the ODgg, of the sample
was measured and the cells were either concentrated by
centrifugation or diluted with water to an ODg5, Of approxi-
mately 0.5. OD was then remeasured for verification. One
milliliter of the ODg5, = 0.5 cells were then concentrated by
centrifugation (16,000xg for 2min) and resuspended in
100 pL distilled water. The cells were then processed using
an ldaho Technologies 1-2-3 RAPID DNA purification kit
(Idaho Technology Inc. Salt Lake City, UT) as per manu-
facturer instructions and using a Bead Beater (BioSpec
Products Inc., Tulsa, OK). DNA was eluted from columns
in afinal volume of 100 puL buffer rather than the prescribed
400 pL.

Quantitative real-time PCR was performed with a
RAPID PCR machine (Idaho Technologies Inc.) and a
Lightcycler FastStart DNA Master Hybprobe probe kit
(Roche Diagnostics GmbH, Manheim, Germany) and prim-
ers developed by us with the assistance of 1daho Technolo-
gies, Inc. to amplify and quantify 16 s ribosomal RNA
(rRNA) gene DNA. DNA amplification used a forward
primer (5'-GAAGTAGTGAACCGAAAGG-3') and a
reverse primer (5-TCTGTCCATTGTAGCGTG-3'), and
the amplified DNA was quantified using a fluorescence res-
onance energy transfer (FRET) probe system that employed
a Light Cycler Red 640 fluorophore (5'-AGCGAGAC
TGCCCC-3') and an fluorescein isothiocyanate (FITC)-
labeled probe (5'-CCCACCTTCCTCCCCGTTTC-3'). The
amplification conditions were as follows: denaturation at
95°C for 10 min, followed by 40 cycles of melting at 94°C
for 20 s, annealing at 53°C for 10 s, and extension at 72°C
for 20s. Dehalococcoides sp. chromosomal DNA was
guantified by comparison to a standard curve generated by
amplifying serial dilutions of a known concentration of
plasmid (pSC-A vector; Stratagene Inc. La Jolla, CA) con-
taining acloned 16S rRNA gene from the SDC-9™ culture.

Results and discussion

Culture growth

A typical growth curve of large-scale (3,200-L) production
of SDC-9™ is shown in Fig. 1a. Monod kinetics parame-
ters for SDC-9™ are reported elsewhere [28]. The célls

were grown with lactate as an electron donor and PCE asan
electron acceptor, and yeast extract was added periodically
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solution was added at the beginning of the fermentation and as indi-
cated. The fermentor was sparged with N, as indicated to control pH

as indicated. Although the ODgg, of the culture increased
rapidly in the fermentor, DHC concentrations remained
constant for 5 days before the initiation of the exponential
growth phase. This DHC lag phase, however, did not occur
in al fermentation runs and it could be the result of vari-
ability in the gPCR quantification method. During the expo-
nential growth phase when both ¢cDCE and VC were
present in excess the specific growth rate (m) reached
0.032/h with a cell doubling time of 21.5 h. During multiple
fermentation runs at both the 550-L and 3,200-L scale
(n =5) (data not shown), specific DHC growth rates ranged
from 0.027 to 0.043/h with mean rate of 0.036/h
(19.3 £ 2.7 h doubling time).
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Although the OD of the culture stabilized after approxi-
mately 10 days, exponential growth of DHC continued
until approximately day 24. These results suggest that non-
DHC microorganisms in the consortium initialy grew
much faster than DHC. During this early fermentation
period, DHC represented a relatively low proportion of the
total bacterial population of the culture, but during
extended growth the relative abundance of DHC in the cul-
ture increased. The results aso demonstrate that, at least
during the early stages of fermentation, OD measurements
are not a good indicator of DHC concentration in the cul-
ture, and more advanced measurements such as qPCR are
needed to estimate DHC numbers in the culture effectively
[17, 27].

During theinitial stages of 3,200-L fermentation (to day
25) a maximum DHC concentration of ~10* DHC/L was
achieved in the fermentor, even though growth substrates
were till present in the culture broth (Fig. 1a). DHC con-
centrations in the fermentor, however, could be increased
approximately tenfold by the addition of YE as a nutrient
source. The exact role of the YE is not known, but its addi-
tion also revived the growth of non-DHC organisms in the
consortium (Fig. 1a). Because the RAMM medium used in
this study did not contain sodium sulfide or other sulfur-
containing salts, it is possible that the yeast extract pro-
vided a needed source of sulfur for the cultures. Based on
our analysis (data not shown) 1 g/L YE was estimated to
provide 5 mg/L sulfur and 0.48 mg/L iron. YE aso could
provide a needed source of amino acids and/or precursors
for the production of corrinoid cofactors that are necessary
for dehalogenation by DHC strains [23]. During this
extended growth of the culture there was a correlation
between culture ODg5, and DHC concentrations, suggest-
ing that during this period of the fermentation process mea-
surements of OD may be useful for estimating DHC levels
in the fermentor and to automate the control of the fermen-
tation process.

Similar fermentation results were obtained with two
other chloroethene dechlorinating bacterial consortia,
PIJKS™ and Hawaii-05™, at both the 550-L and 3,200-L
scale (Table 1), by using the described procedures. Both

cultures could be grown to high DHC concentration
(>10™ cells/L), and both the final ODg, and total cell mass
obtained were similar to the results obtained with SDC-9™.

No other studies have evaluated or reported large-scale
production of DHC-containing consortia, but the DHC cell
concentration achieved in our studies were similar to those
obtained by others in small-scale laboratory tests. For
example, Coupleset al. [1] calculated final DHC concentra-
tionsof upto 4 x 10'Y/L during growth of the VS culturein
TCE-fed 60-mL batch cultures, and He et al. [9], achieved
upto 1.8 x 10" copies/L of thetceA genein 100-mL batch
cultures of D. ethenogenes strain 195 containing a cocul-
ture of a sulfate-reducing bacterium. Similarly, whereas we
observed DHC doubling times of 19.3 h during large-scale
fermentation, DHC doubling times from small laboratory
studies of 19.5 h to 2 days have been reported [2, 9, 10, 22].

The results of this study demonstrate that culture vol-
umes and DHC cell densities sufficient to treat even rela
tively large contaminated aquifers can be obtained.
Assuming that 10’ DHC/L of contaminated groundwater
are needed to obtain effective and timely remediation [19],
3,200 L of culture with 10" DHC/L could potentially sup-
port remediation of 3.2 x 10’ L of groundwater, even with-
out further in situ growth of the organisms.

Factors affecting fermentation

Several factors could affect the results obtained during
growth of the test cultures, including substrate type and
feed rates, pH, and VFA accumulation. Growth of DHC
requires the presence of a chlorinated substrate as an elec-
tron acceptor, H, as an electron donor, and a carbon growth
source such as acetate [8, 16, 23]. In consortia such as those
used in this study, the primary growth substrate (i.e., lac-
tate) is fermented by non-DHC members of the consortiato
H, and acetate that can be utilized by DHC. The presence
of excess H,, however, can lead to substrate competition
with methanogenic bacteria in the consortia that also can
use H.,, albeit at a higher substrate threshold than DHC [18,
20, 34]. Therefore, in developing a fermentation protocol
for the described cultures, attempts were made to maintain

Table1l Resultsof multiple

fermentation runswith the tested Culture Date Volume  Fina Final DHaC Dwt PCE activity cDCE activity
chlorinated solvent.dechlorinet. MIY) (L) ODss,  (cellsL) (mg/L) (mg/hgDwt) (mg/hig Dwt)
ing consortia SDC-9 01/2006 550 1.3 14E11 0.51 16 13

SDC-9 02/2008 550 1.7 2.8E11 0.66 22 14

SDC-9 03/2008 3,200 16 14E11 0.65 41 37

SDC-9 05/2008 2,500 1.6 2.4E12 0.59 42 39

SDC-9 08/2008 2,000 14 10E12 0.51 80 69

PIKS 01/2008 2,500 1.1 94E11 0.41 32 14
2 Besed on GPCR assurming PJKS“ 02/2008 1,700 13 10E11 0.50 64 45

Hawaii-05 11/2007 550 1.2 15E11 0.50 23 16

1 16S rRNA gene copy/cell
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consistent low H, concentrations within the reactor. The
sodium lactate feed rate used during the fermentation pro-
cess resulted in sustained dissolved hydrogen concentration
in the reactor of <20 nM. During utilization of the initial
batch feeding of lactate and Y E added prior to inoculation,
H, concentrations sometimes exceeded 100 nM, but during
the extended fermentation process H, concentrations were
typicaly 3-5nM, which was similar to the half-velocity
coefficient for hydrogen calculated for the VS culture
(7 £2nM; [3]).

Fermentation of lactate also led to an accumulation of
VFAs (e.g., propionate and acetate) that could potentially
inhibit dechlorinating organisms in the consortia. Studies
with SDC-9™ demonstrated that dehal ogenation of chlori-
nated ethenes by the culture was not inhibited by propio-
nate and acetate concentrations to 6,000 mg/L (data not
shown). Figure 2a, b shows the formation of VFAS during
growth of SDC-9™ and PJKS™, respectively. In both
cases, the VFA concentrations did not reach inhibitory lev-
els with the fermentation protocol described here. Notably,
the SDC-9™ culture accumulated much less propionate
and acetate than the PJKS™ culture grown under the same
conditions. Although the reason for this lower accumula
tion of VFAs s not certain, it is likely due to evolution of
the SDC-9™ consortium during several years of mainte-
nance on lactate as a primary growth substrate, either in
activity or member composition, to utilize VFAs more
efficiently.

To optimize the growth of the SDC-9™ consortium it
was necessary to determine a relationship between PCE
feed rate and DHC cell concentration. We were most con-
cerned about maintaining the VC-reducing population(s) in
the consortia because VC reduction is less energetically
favorable than the other dehal ogenating reactions, so it was
possible that PCE and TCE dehalogenating populations
could outcompete the VVC reducers if the higher chlorinated
substrates were maintained in excess. Furthermore,
Cupples et al. [3] observed that net decay in dechlorinating
microorganisms could occur in the VS culture if DCE plus
VC concentrations were below 0.7 pM. In addition, with
SDC-9™, based on many biodegradation assays, the VC
dechlorination rate is 28-35% of the PCE dechlorination
rate. Therefore, there was a tendency for VC to accumulate
in the fermentor during high-rate PCE feeding. Conse-
quently, PCE feed rates were adjusted to prevent accumula-
tion of PCE, TCE or cis-DCE while maintaining a residual
VC concentration in the medium of ~1mg/L (16 pM).
Evaluating the PCE feed rates during multiple fermentation
runs, the results of the biodegradation assays, and the anal-
yses of PCE, TCE cDCE, and VC concentrations during
fermentation alowed us to optimize PCE feed rates for the
growth of SDC-9™ consortium. The relationship between
DHC vyield and PCE feed rate could be described by the
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Fig. 2 Accumulation of VFAs during growth of SDC-9™ (a) or
PIKS™ (b) in a750-L fermentor. Symbols indicate lactic acid (filled
diamond), propionic acid (filled circle), formic acid (open diamond),
pyruvic acid (open square), butyric acid (open triangle), and acetic
acid (filled square), or the total amount of sodium lactate added to the
fermentor (open circle; b)

following equation. DHC concentration (cellg/L) =
—6.77 x 10" +[8.40 x 10" x PCE feed rate (mg/h x L)]
(R=0.999).

Dehalogenation of chloroethenes by SDC-9™ aso was
affected by culture pH, with little or no dehaogenation
below pH 5.0 (Fig. 3). Both reductive dehal ogenation and
fermentation of the growth substrates used to grow the cells
consumes considerable amounts of alkalinity [24]. The pH
of the medium in the 4,000-L fermentor decreased from an
initial pH of 7.4 to approximately 6.1 during the first
30 days of cell growth (Fig. 1b). Because the culture was
fed sodium lactate, however, the addition of NaOH to con-
trol pH could have led to an excess of sodium ions in the
reactor that could affect cell growth. Therefore, instead of
adding NaOH, the fermentors were sparged periodically
with N, to remove dissolved CO, from the culture medium.
This approach sufficiently regulated the medium pH to
allow completion of the culture production (Fig. 1b), even
though this may have been below the optimum pH for
dehalogenation by the cultures.
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PCE degradation rate (mg/l x h)

10

Fig. 3 Effect of culture pH on PCE dehaogenation by SDC-9™.
Values represent the mean of triplicate samples, and error bars
represent one standard error of the mean

Culture activity

The relative degradative activity of the grown dehal ogenat-
ing cultures was evaluated by performing serum bottle
biodegradation assays with the grown culture. The
biodegradation assays evaluated the ability of the grown
cultures to dehalogenate PCE and cDCE by incubating the
cells in individual serum vials with either PCE or cDCE.
An example of a PCE degradation activity assay is pre-
sented in Fig. 4. A summary of results from several assays
with the three test cultures evaluated here is presented in
Table 1. In each case, the specific activities of the resulting
cultures were of a similar order of magnitude, but some
variation was observed. Several factors could cause the
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Fig. 4 Results of a PCE degradation assay with samples from a
550-L fermentation batch of the SDC-9™ culture. The assay was
performed in 60-mL serum vials containing 60 mL SDC-9™ culture
(0.52 g/L Dwt), 6 mM sodium lactate, and 10 mg/L PCE. Values
represent means of triplicate samples and error bars represent one
standard error of the mean

observed differences, including variability in the concentra-
tion of nondehalogenating organisms produced. That is,
because the cultures were mixtures of dehalogenating and
nondehal ogenating microbes, even relatively small differ-
ences in the total concentration of nondehal ogenating
microbes could greatly affect the measured specific, dry-
weight-based, activity measurements. Repetitive fermenta-
tion of SDC-9™ culture over the last 4 years has resulted in
development of the current fermentation protocol that has
resulted in a general increase in the specific activity of the
produced cultures.

Related issues

The use of biocaugmentation to remediate chlorinated sol-
vent-contaminated sites requires the shipment of cultures
throughout the USA and elsewhere. Shipping a large vol-
ume of culture is costly, and ground transportation can
require that the culture spend several days in shipping,
which could affect culture activity. An alternate approach is
to concentrate the culture to allow overnight shipping of a
reduced culture volume. We used a tubular ceramic mem-
brane system to concentrate consortia. The cell culture was
chilled during concentration to ensure maintenance of cell
viability. Analysis of the specific activity of the cells before
and after concentration demonstrated only slight changesin
activity during concentration. For example, specific activity
of two cultures tested were 24.5 and 16.5 mg PCE/h x g
Dwt before concentration and 22.6 and 15.1 mg PCE/h x g
Dwt after concentration, respectively. Concentration
resulted in approximately 90% reduction in culture volume,
and it also removed ~90% of any fermentation byproducts
remaining in the culture broth. It also alowed us to stan-
dardize the DHC concentration and activity of culture
batches, thereby allowing users to more accurately estimate
the volume of culture needed for field applications.

Storage of bacterial cultures dso is critical for alowing
timely delivery of cultures to contaminated sites to coordinate
culture injection with the availability of field personnd and
equipment (e.g., drilling rigs). To evauate storage longevity,
tenfold-concentrated SDC-9™ cultures were incubated for up
to 90 days at either 4°C, 13°C, 22°C, or 28°C in stainless-stedl
containers. Periodically, samples of the stored cultures were
removed and assayed for their ability to degrade PCE and
cDCE. Activity of the culture decreased rapidly if stored at
13°C or 28°C, but SDC-9™ could be stored a 4°C for
>40 day without measurable loss of activity (Fig. 5).

Conclusions

A fermentation protocol was developed for large-scale
production of DHC-containing cultures for insitu
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Fig. 5 Effect of storage conditions on the activity of concentrated
SDC-9™ culture. Tenfold-concentrated SDC-9™ culture was stored
anaerobically and without substrate at either 4°C (filled circle), 13°C
(filled square), 22°C (filled diamond) or 28°C (filled triangle). Values
represent means of triplicate samples, and error bars are one standard
error of the mean

bioaugmentation of chlorinated ethene-contaminated aqui-
fers. The performance of the SDC-9™ culture in contami-
nated aquifer material is described elsewhere [28]. Success
of the fermentation process was dependant on electron
donor (i.e., lactate) and acceptor (PCE) feed rate, and the
addition of YE greatly improved cell yield. The initial
stages of fermentation were characterized by arapid growth
of non-DHC organisms in the culture, while the growth rate
of DHC within the consortia tested exhibited a short lag and
then was relatively constant to final DHC concentrations of
>10'Y/L. The fermentation protocol was scalable to 550 L
and 3,200 L and produced comparable results for consortia
enriched from three different sites.

Based on 16S RNA gene sequencing the SDC-9™ cul-
ture contains multiple DHC strains (data not shown), and it
is possible that growth of the individua dehalogenating
strains within the culture might be different during the fer-
mentation process. Although this could not be monitored
during this study, our results demonstrated that both PCE
and cDCE dehalogenation activities were high in the fina
cultures, and the culture degraded VC well, albeit at alower
rate than PCE and cDCE dehal ogenation. This suggests that
the described procedure supports the growth of DHC that
are able to completely dehalogenate chlorinated ethenes,
including vinyl chloride. Our results also demonstrate that
DHC-containing cultures designed for bioaugmentation can
be concentrated by cross-flow filtration to reduce shipping

@ Springer

volumes, and that the concentrated cultures can be stored
under refrigeration for >40 days to alow for injection
schedule flexibility.

With the increased use of bioaugmentation to treat chal-
lenging chlorinated ethene-contaminated sites, the ability to
produce large volumes of high-density culturesis becoming
increasingly important. This study provides useful informa-
tion to aid in the production of cultures for bicaugmenta-
tion, even at scales suitable for treating large contaminant
plumes.
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Field-Scale Evaluation of a Biobarrier
for the Treatment of a Trichloroethene
Plume

In the 1960s, trichloroethene (TCE) was used at what is now designated as Installation Restoration
Program Site 32 Cluster at Vandenberg Air Force Base to flush missile engines prior to launch and
perhaps for other degreas[ng activities, resulting in releases of TCE to groundwater. The TCE plume
extends approximatély 1 kilometer from the previous launch facilities beyond the southwestern end
of the site. To limit further migration of TCE and chlorinated degradation by-products, an in situ,
permeable, reactive bioremediation barrier (biobarrier) was designed as a cost-effective treatment
technology to address the TCE plume emanating from the source area. The biobarrier treatment
would involve injecting carbon-based substrate and microbes to achieve reductive dechlorination
of volatile organic compounds, such as TCE. Under reducing conditions and in the presence of
certain dechlorinating microorganisms, TCE degrades to nontoxic ethene in groundwater.

To support the design of the full-scale biobarrier, a pilot test was conducted to evaluate site
conditions and collect pertinent design data. The pilot test results indicated possible substrate de-
livery difficulties and a smaller radius of influence than had been estimated, which would be used to
determine the final biobarrier well spacing. Based on these results, the full-scale biobarrier design
was modified. In January 2010, the biobarrier was implemented at the toe of the source area by
adding a fermentable substrate and a dechlorinating microbial culture to the subsurface via an
injection well array that spanned the width of the TCE plume.

After the injections, the groundwater pH in the injection wells continued to decrease to a
level that could be detrimental to the population of Dehalococcoides in the SDC-9™ culture. In
addition, 7 months postinjection, the injection wells could not be sampled due to fouling. Cleaning
was required to restore their functions. Bioassay and polymerase chain reaction analyses were
conducted, as well as titration tests, to assess the need for biobarrier amendments in response to
the fouling issues and low pH. Additionally, slug tests were performed on three wells to evaluate
possible localized differences in hydraulic conductivity within the biobarrier. Based on the test
results, the biobarrier was amended with sodium carbonate and inoculated a second time with
SDC-9™. The aquifer pH was restored, and reductive dechlorination resumed in the treatment
zone, evidenced by the reduction in TCE and the increase in degradation products, including
ethene. © 2011 Wiley Periodicals, Inc.

INTRODUCTION

Located along the central California coast in Santa Barbara County, between San Luis
Obispo and the city of Santa Barbara, Vandenberg Air Force Base (VAFB) occupies

© Published 2011. This article is a US Government work and is in the public domain in the USA.
Published online in Wiley Online Library (wileyonlinelibrary.com). DOI: 10.1002/rem.21297 . 29
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approximately 98,000 acres and 35 miles of coastline. Currently, VAFB is an active U.S.
military installation and supports major launch operations for both military and
commercial satellites. The project site, Installation Restoration Program Site 32C, is a site
«Juster” and refers to two sites, IRP Sites 32 and 35, which share similar hydrogeologic
settings and operational history. IRP Site 32C, located in the northern portion of VAFB, is
a former missile launch facility. During its use as a launch site in the 1960s, missile engines
were flushed with TCE for degreasing purposes; these past operations likely resulted in
TCE releases to soil and groundwater. An investigation conducted in 2009 assessed the
vertical and lateral extent of soil and groundwater contamination in the source area,
located approximately 300 feet (ft) upgradient of the project location. The investigation
results concluded that the groundwater plume emanated from a location southeast of
Building 1930 (Exhibit 1) and continued southwest following groundwater flow.
Groundwater is unconfined and is approximately 25 ft below ground surface (bgs) at the
project location. Previous investigations at IRP Site 32C assessed the TCE plume as
relatively narrow, approximately 200 ft in width, following bedrock topography within a
paleochannel and extending almost 1 kilometer to the southwest.
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Exhibit 1. The arrows indicate the approximate direction of groundwater flow and TCE plume
migration. The plume contour represents the approximate 50 micrograms per liter TCE in ground-

water prior to the biobarrier installation
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Engineered in situ bioremediation in the form of a permeable, reactive biobarrier was
selected as the remedy for this site based on the narrow groundwater plume configuration
and long-term treatment goals. Permeable reactive barriers are intended to allow
groundwater to pass through a reactive zone, in this case a biologically active zone, which
treats the contaminants while not impeding groundwater flow (U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, 1998). To reduce the concentrations of TCE and its chlorinated
degradation by-products, such as cis-1,2-dichloroethene (cis-1,2-DCE) and vinyl chloride,
in the groundwater plume and to limit further migration of these VOC:s, a biobarrier
consisting of seven 4-inch-diameter injection wells (35-IN]J-6-35-IN]J-12) was constructed
in August 2009 (Exhibit 1). These seven wells were used as conduits for substrate delivery -
to promote the formation of a biologically active zone. This zone was created to encourage
reductive dechlorination via biostimulation with a carbon substrate, such as emulsified
soybean oil, and bioaugmention with a dechlorinating microbial culture, such as sDC-9™.
The SDC-9™ culture is a consortium comprised of a variety of bacteria including
Clostridium (fermenters that convert complex carbon compounds into hydrogen),
Desulfitobacterium (facultative dehalogenators), and at least three different strains of
Dehalococcoides (Dhc) (R. J. Steffan, personal communication, May 31, 2011). Certain
strains of Dhc are capable of anaerobically degrading DCE and vinyl chloride (Maymé
Gatell, Chien, Gossett, & Zinder, 1997; Maymé Gatell, Anguish, & Zinder, 1999).

Refined soybean oil is the most widely used food-grade substrate for enhanced in situ
bioremediation (Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence, 2007). Due to its low
solubility, this carbon source acts as a slow-release electron donor in the aquifer matrix.
Microbes use the carbon source and produce hydrogen, which in turn is used by other
dechlorinating bacteria, such as Dhc, as an electron donor. The electrons are accepted by
the chlorinated compound, and a chloride ion is released into solution. This process of
reductive dechlorination (or reductive dehalogenation) reduces toxic TCE to the
nontoxic, nonchlorinated ethene (Vogel, Criddle, & McCarty, 1987). A slow-release,
persistent substrate, such as LactOil™ (JRW Bioremediation LLC, Lenexa, Kansas), was
selected as the injectate in order to maintain the reactive zone over an extended time
period without the need for substrate reinjection or buffering. LactOil™ is buffered to pH
6.5 (JRW Bioremediation LLC, 2011).

At the time of the biobarrier installation, the source area was scheduled for soil
removal and groundwater treatment by others. In April 2010, following the targeted soil
excavation of 200 cubic yards in the source area, confirmation soil samples collected along
the side walls had TCE concentrations ranging from 15 to 2,700 micrograms (mcg) per
kilogram. No further source area removal action had been completed as of July 2011 and,
thus, the TCE loading on the biobarrier continues.

DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION

Although extensive remedial investigations had been conducted at the site at the time the
remedy was under consideration, very little soil or groundwater sampling in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed biobarrier had been completed. Therefore, a pilot test was
performed with three biobarrier wells spaced approximately 20 ft and 40 ft apart. The initial
spacing was based on previo'us biobarrier projects at another VAFB site. Tracer tests were
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With the additional soil
characterization  informa-
tion and the limited results
of the tracer test, a ground-
water simulation using Vis-
ual MODFLOW was run to
estimate the ROL.

conducted on these three wells prior to the installation of the remaining four wells to deter-
mine the site-specific radius of influence (ROI) and evaluate the final spacing of the wells.
The biobarrier injection wells and two downgradient monitoring wells wereinstalled to
bedrock, approximately 40 ft bgs using the hollow stem auger drilling method; split spoon
samples were collected and logged by the project geologist every 5 ft to determine the soil
lithology. Subsurface soils were identified as predominantly poorly graded, fine-grained
sand with some interbedded lenses of clayey sand. Several borings were also identified with

fine-grained silty sands in the upper 10 to 20 ft, and a gravel layer overlaying the bedrock.

PILOT TEST

During the installation of the first three biobarrier wells (35-INJ-6—35-IN]J-8), four
direct-push borings (HP-1-HP-4) were advanced for grab groundwater sampling to assess
the longitudinal ends of the proposed biobarrier width (Exhibit 1). The proposed target
depth of the four grab sampling locations was between 33 and 37 ft bgs. The formation
failed to yield groundwater at 37 ft within a reasonable amount of time, so groundwater
samples were collected at either 30 or 33 ft bgs. The northernmost boring, HP-4, failed
to yield any water during sampling, indicating preferential migration of groundwater
around this area. Based on the analytical results of the grab samples and samples collected
from existing wells both up- and downgradient of the proposed biobarrier location, the
width of the plume was estimated at approximately 150 ft.

Tracer tests using fluorescein dye and bromide were conducted on two of the initial
three injection wells, 35-INJ-6 and 35-INJ-7; tracer was injected into 35-INJ-6, while
35-INJ-7 was pumped and monitored. The bromide levels rose only slightly in 35-IN]J-7,
and red dye was not observed during the test. The tracer test results were deemed
inconclusive; thus, an additional soil investigation was performed to further investigate
subsurface soil characteristics near the injection wells 35-INJ-6 and 35-IN]J-8 as these
wells yielded little to no water during well development.

Two additional borings, 35-DP-01 and 35-DP-02, were advanced via direct-push tech-
nology and continuously logged from 0 to 20 ftbgs and 24 to 36 ft bgs, respectively. The in-
tention had been to continuously log from 0 to approximately 40 ft bgs (surface to bedrock);
however, the dense, dry sands created substantial friction causing the acetate liners to “melt”
in the drill rods. The soils were classified as primarily sand with clay and sand with silt.

With the additional soil characterization information and the limited results of the
tracer test, a groundwater simulation using Visual MODFLOW was run to estimate the
ROI. Based on the model results, the original well spacing of 40 ft was decreased. The
remaining biobarrier wells were installed approximately 30 ft apart, spanning the width of
the estimated 150-ft TCE plume and oriented in a northwest—southeast direction.

FULL-SCALE DESIGN

The remaining four injection wells (35-IN]J-9~35-IN]J-12) and the two downgradient
monitoring wells (35-MW-45 and 35-MW-46) were screened from bedrock at
approximately 40 ft bgs to the top of the water table at approximately 16 ft bgs, targeting
the saturated zone. Prior to the injections, baseline sampling was conducted with stacked,
passive diffusion bag samplers in select wells to assess the vertical stratification of
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Exhibit 2. Biobarrier hydrogeologic cross section with baseline TCE concentrations in micrograms
per liter; select wells sampled with diffusion bags

contamination across the treatment zone. Diffusion bag sampling delays groundwater
quality parameter monitoring (i.e., dissolved oxygen, oxidation-reduction potential
[ORP], and pH); thus, some wells were sampled without diffusion bags. The baseline
sampling results indicated the presence of higher TCE concentrations toward the bottom
of the water-bearing zone (Exhibit 2); hence, all future groundwater samples would be
collected from this interval.

In preparation for the substrate injections, water was extracted from two biobarrier
wells, 35-INJ-7 and 35-INJ-12, at approximately 8 gallons per minute (gal/m), and stored
in two 21,000-gal tanks on-site to be used during the substrate and microbe injections.
The stored groundwater was amended with very low concentrations of sodium lactate
(less than 0.3 percent solution) to create anaerobic conditions. An injection manifold was
constructed connecting the Baker tanks and a smaller, portable tank to each wellhead.

In November 2009, LactOil™ and SDC-9™ injections commenced. The spc-9™
microbial culture requires low dissolved oxygen, preferably less than 0.5 milligram per
liter (mg/L), an ORP less than —100 millivolts (mV), and a relatively neutral pH for
optimal performance (Vainberg, Condee, & Steffan, 2009). The LactOil™ was diluted to
less than the manufacturer’s recommended 10 percent by volume; however, a
higher-concentration solution was added to each biobarrier well to prime the

groundwater prior to the addition of the SDC-9™

. At the request of the state regulatory
agencies to minimize aquifer displacement, the total injectate volume did not exceed 10
percent of the total groundwater treatment zone volume. Each injection well received
approximately 20 L of SDC-9™ via a delivery system that displaces the culture from the
shipping canisters with nitrogen rather than air to maintain an anaerobic environment for

the microbes (Exhibit 3). As expected following the pilot test, the site lithology limited

injection rates (between 0.5 and 2.7 gal/m) at some biobarrier well locations. As a result, -
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Exhibit 3. Nitrogen delivery system for the SDC-9™ bacteria injections

injections were not completed until the end of January 2010. Subsurface heterogeneity
encountered in the groundwater plume contributed to significant variation in injectate
distribution observed in the biobarrier treatment zone, resulting in varied ROI among the
injection wells. This information was important for monitoring purposes; because the
southern biobarrier wells (35-INJ-7— 35-INJ-12) accepted the injectate better than the
northern biobarrier wells, it was expected that the substrate effects would appear sooner
in 35-MW-45, the more southern of the two wells downgradient of the biobarrier.

SAMPLING AND MONITORING

The seven injection wells, two dbwngradient wells (35-MW-45 and 35-MW-46), and
existing upgradient well (35-MW-27) were sampled for VOCs and groundwater quality
parameters on the last day of injections and then approximately 30, 60, and 90 days
postinjection, followed by quarterly sampling, which is expected to continue for the next

‘Decreasmg pH levels were

2 yéars. Only the well 35-MW-45, located downgradient of the southern portion of the

recorded in all the biobar- biobarrier, showed a significant reduction in TCE and an increase of cis-1,2-DCE by the

rier wells from the time of day-60 sampling event. The TCE concentrations at 35-MW-45 decreased from 910 ug/L

the injections until the day- to 7.5 ug/L by day 60; the cis-1,2-DCE concentrations during this same time period

90 sampling event.
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increased from 22 png/Lto 520 ug/L, with trace amounts of vinyl chloride and ethene.
The well immediately upgradient of the biobarrier, 35-MW-27, has consistently had TCE
concentrations exceeding 2,000 ug/L since the construction of the biobarrier.

Decreasing pH levels were recorded in all the biobarrier wells from the time of the
injections until the day-90 sampling event. The pH levels recorded in the biobarrier wells
prior to injections ranged between 6.61 and 6.81; by day 90, the pH levels in these same
wells ranged between 4.82 and 5.01. The pH range for the growth of dechlorinating
microbes is between 5.5 and 8 (Vainberg et al., 2009).

Based on previous aquifer tests conducted prior to the biobarrier installation, the
estimated hydraulic conductivity for the site is between 1.1 and 5.8 ft per day (ft/day).
During groundwater level gauging conducted in March 2010, the average hydraulic
gradient was estimated at 0.064 ft/1 ft to the southwest. Assuming an effective porosity
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Exhibit 4. Gray substance discovered in the biobarrier wells approximately

7 months after injections

of 0.3, the seepage velocity was estimated between 0.23 and 1.2 ft/day. Monitoring wells
35-MW-45-and 35-MW-46 are approximately 60 to 70 ft downgradient of the biobarrier;
thus, hydrogeologic modeling suggests that water traveling from the biobarrier would
reach the downgradient wells between 50 and 300 days under ambient conditions. This
time frame does not account for the injection delivery process, which would decrease the
travel time of the substrate to the monitoring wells. The downgradient well 35-MW-45,
which is located closest to injection well 35-INJ-7, began showing the full effect of the
substrate injections within 60 days. Although the substrate effects had reached the
downgradient well 35-MW-46, the percent reduction was less than that occurring at
35-MW-45; the moderate reduction is likely due to its location downgradient of the
northern portion of the biobarrier, where hydraulic conductivity is suspected to be much
lower based on well development records and injection rates.

By September 2010, almost 7 months postinjection, the biobarrier wells were so
obstructed with a gray substance that the wells could not be sampled (Exhibit 4). The
obstruction was possibly due to biofouling and/or the presence of emulsion breakdown
product. Fouling was not noted by the field team during the May 2010 sampling event.
The gray substance was subsequently removed from five of the injection wells, and
groundwater conditions were examined in December 2010. Two injection wells had
more persistent, crusted layers of the gray substance and were not cleaned successfully
until January 2011. Injection wells that could be sampled had an average groundwater pH
of 5, a level that could be detrimental to the population of Dhe.

TESTS

In response to the low pH and the possible biofouling or formation of breakdown
products in the injection wells, several tests were conducted to assess the biobarrier
condition and the need for amendments to restore the biobarrier to optimum -
performance conditions. These tests included microbial analyses, a titration test, and well
slug tests. Microbial analyses were performed to determine the presence of Dhc. A
titration test was conducted to establish the buffering requirements for the groundwater
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The laboratory concluded
that, although both sam-
ples had a sufficient
amount of hydrogen, the
initial pH of the samples
was below the range re-
quired for dehalogenation
activity.

within the treatment zone, and slug tests were conducted to evaluate the hydraulic
conductivities across the biobarrier.

Microbial (qPCR) Analysis

In November 2010, groundwater samples were collected from injection well 35-IN]J-7
and downgradient monitoring well 35-MW-45 and were sent to Shaw’s biotechnology
laboratory in Knoxville, Tennessee, for quantitative polymerase chain reaction (qPCR)
analysis. The number of Dhc in the sample was determined based on the number of 16s

. TRNA gene sequences detected via qPCR using a Roche Real-Time LightCycler PCR

instrument. The sample from 35-INJ-7 contained a large amount of solid gray material,
causing matrix interference, and could not be filtered for analysis. The microbial
communities from the groundwater sample collected at 35-MW-45 were screened for
Dhc presence; Dhe were not observed above the detection limit of 40 cells per milliliter
(mL). Although this information assisted in determining the extent of Dhc presence, it
was essential to assess the viability of the microbes within the biobarrier wells. Thus, once
the wells were cleared of the interfering gray material, a sample was collected again from
35-IN]J-7 and from 35-INJ-8. The samples were sent again for gPCR analysis, but this
time to Shaw’s biotechnology laboratory in Lawrenceville, New Jersey, for verification.
The laboratory reported that 813 cells/mL were detected in 35-INJ-7 and no Dhc were
detected in 35-INJ-8. To evaluate the dechlorination activity in the groundwater samples,
the laboratory also performed a degradation assay. Each sample was amended with sodium
carbonate to increase the pH to the optimum level. The pH in the sample from 35-INJ-7
was raised from 5.33 to 6.34 and that from 35-IN]J-8 was increased from 5.07 to 6.42.
TCE was added to the vials at a final concentration of 1 mg/L. The vials were incubated
for 20 days at 23°C and then 5 days at 30°C. The samples were submitted for

VOC analysis after 20 and 25 days of incubation and for Dhc quantification by qPCR
analysis after 25 days. The laboratory concluded that, although both samples had a
sufficient amount of hydrogen, the initial pH of the samples was below the range required
for dehalogenation activity. Additionally, even after buffering and incubating the samples,
the growth of Dhc bacteria was insignificant. :

Titration Test

On December 17, 2010, a titration test was performed using groundwater from 35-INJ-7
and 35-IN]J-8 to determine buffering requirements needed to restore the aquifer pH.
Titration was performed on two different groundwater samples of 250 mL each using
sodium carbonate solutions at two different concentrations: 4 grams (g) per L and 50 g/L.
Prior to buffering, the pH at 35-INJ-7 had decreased to 5.3. The low-concentration
sodium carbonate buffering solution was added to a sample of the water collected from
35-INJ-7 in increments until the pH reached 7.31. The test was repeated with a water
sample from 35-IN]J-7 using the high-concentration, sodium carbonate solution. The same
titrations were performed with a groundwater sample from 35-INJ-8. The results were
graphed and a best-fit linear regression analysis was used to determine the buffering
requirements for both wells. Approximately 5.1 g sodium carbonate would be required to
adjust the pH of 1 gallon of groundwater at 35-INJ-7 to a pH of 8.0. This amounts to
11 pounds (Ib) per 1,000 gallons (gal) of groundwater, which was determined to be the

36 Remediation DOI: 10.1002/rem  © Published 2011. This article is a US Government work and is in the public domain in the USA.




amount required to adjust the pH in the column of water within and immediately around
35-INJ-7. Similarly, approximately 34 1b/1,000 gal were required for pH adjustment in
and around 35-IN]J-8. Background alkalinity concentrations in the vicinity of the
biobarrier are on average 100 mg/L; thus, the buffering capacity of the aquifer is limited.

Slug Tests

Slug tests were performed on 35-INJ-7, 35-INJ-8, and 35-INJ-10 to assess the possibility
of variable hydraulic conductivity across the biobarrier, and potentlal changes to the
subsurface conditions, such as reduced hydraulic conductivity as a result of the injections.
These three wells were selected based on their spacing of approximately 50 ft apart,
representing different portions of the biobarrier. The addition of substrate likely reduced
hydraulic conductivity adjacent to the injection wells, across the biobarrier; however, it
was suspected that the groundwater moved faster through the southern portion of the
biobarrier than through the northern portion, even after injections. Based on the slug test
results, the mean hydraulic conductivities ranged between 0.045 ft/day at 35-INJ-7,
0.008 ft/day at 35-INJ-10, and 0.003 ft/day at 35-IN]-8, signifying large lateral
differences in the groundwater flow near the biobarrier wells, across a 100-ft span. These
hydraulic conductivity values were lower by 2 to 3 orders of magnitude from the
hydraulic conductivity range previously estimated for the site of 1.1 to 5.8 ft/day.

BIOBARRIER AMENDMENTS

Based on the qPCR analyses and the field tests previously described, the conclusion was

These amendments included buffering the groundwater at the injection wells and
introducing additional Dhc

Buffering

To restore the aquifer pH, the groundwater at the biobarrier wells was buffered with
sodium carbonate in February 2011. Due to the low yield of the biobarrier wells, the
original plan to buffer using extracted site water, as had been done during substrate
injections, was abandoned. Instead, hydrant water, pretreated through a granular
activated carbon system to remove disinfectant by-products, was transported to the site,
and the buffering requirements were recalculated based on the hydrant water pH.

Bioaugmentation

Once the pH stabilized between 6 and 8 and reducing conditions were established (low
dissolved oxygen ranging between 0.22 mg/L and 0.80 mg/L, and low ORP ranging
between —135 mV and —227 mV) the biobarrier wells were inoculated again in March
2011. Approximately 5 L SDC-9™ were injected into each injection well via a polyvinyl

were added to each injection well as a chaser to push the microbes into the formation and

3,100 mg/L and 10,300 mg/L as of the last samplmg event in May 2010, only a minimal

that the biobarrier would require amendments in order to restore optimum performance.

chloride drop pipe and the nitrogen delivery system. Several hundred gallons of site water

away from the well. Since the total organic carbon levels were still thh ranging between
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9TM

amount of sodium lactate was added to the chaser water with the SDC-9'" to sustain

anaerobic conditions.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION OF THE BIOBARRIER AMENDMENTS

Prior to the substrate injections completed in January 2010, groundwater was extracted
from two biobarrier wells, 35-INJ-7 and 35-IN]J-12, at approximately 8 gal/m per well.
During the buffering preparations, these same two wells were pumped dry with very slow
recharge rates; injection well 35-INJ-7 ran dry after 4 minutes of pumping at 5 gal/m,
and 35-IN]J-12 had similar results. The injectate likely temporarily reduced the hydraulic
conductivity, which would increase the residence time of groundwater in the treatment
zone and the travel time to the downgradient monitoring wells. Based on quarterly
sampling results from wells to the north and south of the biobarrier, it does not appear as
if the groundwater is moving around the treatment zone at this time. It is possible that the
reduced hydraulic conductivity is localized to the injection wells and may not fully extend
into the treatment zone.

Although substrate degradation results in organic fatty acid production, which can
lower the groundwater pH, the LactOil™ product is buffered to pH 6.5; therefore, the
significant pH depression in the groundwater within the treatment zone was unexpected.
As such, all future LactOil™ injections at the site will require additional buffering using
sodium carbonate. To mitigate the possibility of biofouling and/or emulsion breakdown
product formation within the injection wells, the wells will also be flushed with
unamended site water after any subsequent substrate injections.

Since the sodium carbonate buffering and second inoculation of SDC-9™ in March
2011, groundwater quality parameéters were reexamined from the biobarrier wells and

the two downgradient monitoring wells. The groundwater quality parameters collected
from the injection wells indicated that the buffering had restored the pH levels to baseline
conditions, ranging between 6.32 and 6.74, in the treatment zone. Additionally, the

dissolved oxygen concentrations ranged between 0.13 mg/L and 0.45 mg/L, and ORP
levels ranged between —106 mV and —160 mV. The field crew noted that the
groundwater samples were gray to black and produced a very strong odor indicative of
ongoing biological reactions. ‘
Groundwater sampling was performed in June 2011 on the biobarrier wells, the two

downgradient monitoring wells, and existing vicinity wells. Based on the sampling results,
reductive dechlorination is occurring, as indicated by the decrease in TCE in the injection
wells and downgradient monitoring wells and the simultaneous increase in cis-1,2-DCE
and vinyl chloride in the downgradient monitoring wells, 35-MW-45 and 35-MW-46
(Exhibit 5). Because the upgradient well, 35-MW-27, has consistently had TCE
concentrations exceeding 2,000 png/L, the decreases in TCE downgradient of the
biobarrier are fully attributed to the effectiveness of the biobarrier. The increase in the
“ethene concentration at downgradient monitoring well 35-MW-46 confirms that
complete reductive dechlorination has also occurred. The other downgradient well,
35-MW-45, had ethene detections 30, 60, and 90 days after the first biobarrier treatment,
but since the second inoculation in March 2011, this well has yet to show any signiﬁcant

increases in ethene.
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Exhibit 5. Molar concentrations of VOCs at the downgradient monitoring wells from the time of

the biobarrier installation until June 2011

As of June 2011, dissolved oxygen concentrations in the biobarrier wells ranged
between 0.49 mg/L and 2.36 mg/L, pH ranged between 6.60 and 7.27, and ORP levels
ranged between —121 mV and —152 mV. The dissolved oxygen level increases (greater
than 0.5 mg/L) in several of the injection wells since the May 2011 sampling event could
be the result of using different sampling devices; a portable bladder pump was used during
the May sampling and a 2-inch (in.) variable-speed Grundfos@ Redi-Flo pump was used
during the June sampling. The record rainfall that occurred in California between the May
and June sampling events was also considered as contributing to the increased dissolved
oxygen levels. According to the County of Santa Barbara Public Works (2011), the area
received 1 in. precipitation between the sampling events, possibly recharging the aquifer.

The groundwater elevation from May to June rose approximately 1.2 in.
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Although the greater than 0.5 mg/L dissolved oxygen concentrations are not
conducive to reductive dechlorination, other factors, such as degradation product
increases, methane increases, low ORP, and neutral pH, indicate that the treatment zone
conditions are still reducing and the biobarrier performance has improved.

The biobarrier pilot test provided useful design data that were implemented during
the full-scale design and construction, such as the final well spacing; however, regular
monitoring of the biobarrier prevented complete biobarrier failure. The fouling in the
injection wells and the very low pH levels were remedied with well cleaning and
biobarrier amendments. Since the biobarrier was amended, it continues to operate as
intended by limiting VOC migration.

PATH FORWARD

As of June 2011, the pH levels at all biobarrier wells and both downgradient monitoring
wells were within the range that sustains optimal microbial activity. TCE and cis-1,2-DCE
concentrations continue to decrease in the downgradient monitoring wells despite the
continual TCE loading from the source area onto the biobarrier. Ethene has been detected
at both downgradient wells since the initial biobarrier treatment, and higher
concentrations of ethene appeared in one downgradient well since the second inoculation.
Future sampling results may differ since the travel time through the treatment zone has
likely increased due to the decrease in hydraulic conductivity as demonstrated during the
slug tests.

The total organic carbon concentrations remain relatively high in the injection wells;

thus, there are no future plans to inject additional substrate. As of July 2011, the source
area removal was still incomplete. If TCE concentrations upgradient of the biobarrier do
not decrease, the biobarrier will likely require additional substrate and amendments in the
next two years. The next groundwater sampling is scheduled for September 2011.
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OnMaterials, LLC MSDS: Z-Loy™ MicroMetal

Section 1: Product I nfor mation

Trade Name (as labeled):

Date of Current Revision:
Product Use:

Chemical Names:

Chemical Formulas:

CASH:

Chemical Shipping Name/Class:
Manufacturer Name:
Telephone:

Website:

Z-Loy™ MicroMetal

January 1, 2015

Reducing agent for accomplishing in-situ groundwater remediation
Zero vaent iron, glycerol

Fe, C3HsO3

Mixture

Non-Regulated Material

OnMaterias, 1533 Simpson Way, Escondido, CA 92029
760-306-3255; 760-445-9934

www.onmaterials.com

Section 2: Hazard Identification

Product Overview:
Flammability:

Reactivity:

Health Hazards:
Environmental Hazards:

Health Hazar dExposur e Risks:

Skin Contact:
Eye Contact:

I ngestion:

I nhalation:
Special Hazards:

This product is a viscous hon-agqueous suspension with ametallic color.
This product is non-flammable with a flash point of about 200 C for pure
glycerol.

Avoid contact with acids and oxidizers, may react violently if exposed
to these substances.

Not expected to cause adverse health hazards when used as intended.

The environmental effect has not been investigated but it is not anticipated
to have adverse effect on the environment.

Not expected to cause adverse health effects when used as intended.
Prolonged contact may cause irritation.

Direct eye contact can cause irritation.

Ingestion may cause irritation, nausea, and vomiting.

Not expected to cause adverse health effects when used as intended.
Rapid exothermic reaction when exposed to acids or oxidizers. Avoid
contact with these materials.

Section 3. Composition

Zerovalent iron:
USP glyceral:
Proprietary Additive

40 — 60 mass %, CASH 7439-89-6
60 — 40 mass %, CASH 8043-29-6
0—-2mass %




Section 4: First Aid M easures

Eye Contact: Flush eyes with running water for at least 15 minutes. Seek medical
attention if irritation develops or persists.

Skin Contact: Wash skin with plenty of soap and water. Seek medical aid if irritation
develops or persists.

Inhalation: Removeto fresh air in case of breathing difficulties. Seek medical
attention.

I ngestion: If swallowed seek medical attention or poison control.

Section 5: Fire Fighting M easures

Flash Paint: Non-flammable with flash point of about 200 C.

Extinguishing Media: Use water spray to cool fire exposed containers. For small fires use dry
chemical, carbon dioxide, water spray or regular foam.

Fireand Explosion Hazard: Minimal at ambient temperatures.

Special Fire Fighting Instructions: Closed containers can build up pressure if exposed to heat and fire. Asin
any fire, wear a self-contained breathing apparatus in pressure-demand,
MSHA/NIOSH, and full protective gear. Water runoff will not present
any special environmental damage.

Section 6: Accidental Release M easur es

General Response Procedure: Use proper personal protective equipment asindicated in Section 8.
Absorb the spill using a non-combusting material such as earth, sand, or
vermiculite. Scoop up and dispose in accordance with federal, state, and
local regulations.

Section 7: Handling and Storage

General Handling Practices: Use normal chemical handling protocols to prevent exposure to eyes and
skin or ingestion. Use normal hygiene practices, including washing after
handling.

General Storage Practices: Store the product in the original containers. Storein acool and dry

location. Do not store the product in the vicinity of acids or oxidizers.



Section 8: Exposure Controls and Personal Protection

Glyceral:
ZeroValent Iron:

Ventilation/Engineering Controls:
Eyes and Face:
Skin:

Inhalation/Respiratory:

Body/Clothing:

TWA: 10 mg/m? mist
TLV: 5 mg/m?

Use adequate genera or local exhaust ventilation to maintain airborne
concentrations below the permissible exposure limits.

Wear appropriate eyeglasses or chemical safety goggles as described by
OHSA 29 CFR 1910.133.

Wear appropriate protective gloves to prevent skin exposure as described
by OSHA 29 CRF 1910.138

Respirators are not necessary when using this product. Maintain airborne
concentrations below the permissible exposure limits. If respirators are
used, refer to OSHA 29 CFR 1910.134.

Use appropriate body protection for the task being performed.

Section 9: Physical and Chemical Properties

Appearance:

Odor:

pH:

Viscosity:

Melting Temper ature:
Boiling Temperature:
Flash Point:
Auto-ignition Temperature:
Evaporation Rate:
Flammability:

Vapor Pressure:
Specific Gravity:
Solubility in Water:

Viscous dark gray metallic suspension
Slight

Typicaly 7 to 8 when mixed with water
Typically 3000 cP at room temperature
About 10 C for pure glycerol

About 290 C for pure glycerol

About 200 C for pure glycerol

About 350 C for pure glycerol

Not available

Not available

Not available

Typicaly 1.6t0 2.5

Glycerol isfully water miscible. Ironisinsoluble in water.

Section 10: Stability and Reactivity

Stability:

Incompatible M aterials/
Conditionsto avoid:
Decomposition Products:

Incompatible M aterials:

Stable under conditions of normal storage and use. Reacts exothermically
with acids and strong oxidizers.

Acids and strong oxidizers.

Thermal decomposition products include gaseous hydrocarbons and
oxides.

Acids and strong oxidizers.




Section 11: Toxological I nfor mation

Toxicity Data: No LD50 data available for this product.

Suspected Cancer Agent: Individual ingredients within the product are not included on the following
lists. Federa OSHA Z List, NTP, IARC, CAL/OSHA and are not
considered or suspected to be cancer-causing agents by these agencies.

Irritancy: No datais available
Sensitivity: No datais available
Reproductive Hazards: No datais available.

Section 12: Ecological Information

Use standard hygiene and work practices to avoid unintentional releases of this product into the environment.

Chemical Effect on Plants,
Animalsand Aquatic Life: When released into soil and groundwater, this material is expected to

biodegrade. The material is not expected to bioaccumulate.

Section 13: Disposal Considerations

Dispose in accordance with appropriate Federal, State, and Local Agencies

Section 14: Transportation Infor mation

This product is classified by the U.S. DOT asfollows:

UN ldentification Number: None
Packaging Group: None
DOT Labd: Not required
Hazard Class and Description: None

Section 15: Regulatory I nfor mation

TSCA: Each component within this product is listed on the TSCA inventory

Other U.S. Federal Regulations: None

California Prop 65: The components within this product are not included on the Prop 65
lists.

Section 16: Other Information

The information contained herein is believed to be accurate and represents the best information currently
available but is not warranted. OnMaterials assumes no responsibility for damages or injury to users or others
caused by this product if reasonable safety practices are not followed or if the material is not used as intended.



SAFETY DATA SHEET

Newman Zone EVO

Prepared to U.S. OSHA, CMA, ANSI, Canadian WHMIS Standards, Australian WorkSafe, Japanese Industrial Standard JIS Z 7250:2000, and European Directives

TRADE NAME (AS LABELED):
SYNONYMS:

CAS#:

PRODUCT USE:

CHEMICAL SHIPPING NAME/CLASS:

U.N. NUMBER:

MANUFACTURER'S NAME:
ADDRESS:

BUSINESS PHONE:
EMERGENCY PHONE:

DATE OF CURRENT REVISION:
DATE OF LAST REVISION:

1. PRODUCT IDENTIFICATION

Newman Zone EVO

None known

Mixture

This product is used for soil and ground water remediation. It is
formulated and processed using food grade additives, following
packaging, sanitation and storage as required by Best Practices used
for Food products.

Non-Regulated Material

None

RNAS Remediation Products

6712 West River Road, Brooklyn Center, MN 55430

1-763-585-6191

1-800-424-9300 (Chemtrec 24 Hr Service — Emergency Only)
January 16, 2016

July 16, 2015

2. HAZARD IDENTIFICATION

Reactivity Hazards: None known

EMERGENCY OVERVIEW: This product is a white liquid with a vegetable oil odor.

Health Hazards: Not expected to cause adverse health effects when used as intended. Prolonged or repeated
exposure may cause irritation to skin. May cause irritation to eyes upon contact. Inhalation of vapors/sprays or mist
may cause respiratory irritation. Ingestion of large amounts of this product may cause gastrointestinal irritation.
Flammability Hazards: This product is a Non-Flammable liquid with a flash point of >540°F (>282°C).

Environmental Hazards: The Environmental effects of this product have not been investigated. Release of this
product is not anticipated to have significant adverse effects in the aquatic environment.

US DOT SYMBOLS CANADA (WHMIS) SYMBOLS EUROPEAN and (GHS) Hazard Symbols
None
Non-Regulated Material Complies with WHMIS 2015 Signal Word: None

GHS LABELING AND CLASSIFICATION:

This product does not meet the definition of a hazardous substance or preparation as defined by 29CFR 1910.1200 or
the European Union Council Directives 67/548/EEC, 1999/45/EC, 1272/2008/EC and subsequent Directives.

EU HAZARD CLASSIFICATION OF INGREDIENTS PER DIRECTIVE 1272/2008/EC:

None of the ingredients are listed in Annex VI

Substances not listed either individually or in group entries must be self classified.

Component(s) Contributing to Classification(s):

All Ingredients

GHS Hazard Classification(s):
None known

Hazard Statement(s):

None known

Precautionary Statement(s):
None known

HEALTH HAZARDS OR RISKS FROM EXPOSURE:
SYMPTOMS OF OVEREXPOSURE BY ROUTE OF EXPOSURE: The most significant routes of overexposure for this
product are by contact with skin or eyes, inhalation of vapors and ingestion. The symptoms of overexposure are described

below.
ACUTE:

INHALATION: Not expected to cause adverse health effects when used as intended. Inhalation of vapors/mist/spray

may cause respiratory irritation.

CONTACT WITH SKIN: Not expected to cause adverse health effects when used as intended. Prolonged and
repeated contact may cause irritation to skin.
EYE CONTACT: Direct eye contact can cause irritation with redness, tearing and blurred vision.

RNAS
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Newman Zone EVO
INGESTION: Under normal conditions of intended use, this material is not expected to be an ingestion hazard. Ingestion
of large quantities may cause gastrointestinal irritation, nausea and vomiting.
CHRONIC: None known

TARGET ORGANS: Acute: Skin, Respiratory System and Eyes Chronic: None known

3. COMPOSITION AND INFORMATION ON INGREDIENTS

Hazardous Ingredients: WT% CAS# EINECS # GHS Hazard Classification(s)
Food Grade Soybean Oil 45 - 55% 8001-22-7 232-274-4 None

Water 35-45% 7732-18-5 231-791-2 None

Food Grade Sodium-L-lactate 0-4% 867-56-1 212-762-3 None

Proprietary Food Grade Surfactant 4-6% Proprietary | Not Listed in ESIS None

Blend

Sodium Bicarbonate 0-1% 144-55-8 205-633-8 None

Balance of other ingredients is less than 1% in concentration (or 0.1% for carcinogens, reproductive toxins, or respiratory sensitizers).

NOTE: This product has been classified in accordance with the hazard criteria of 29CFR1910.1200 and the SDS contains all the information required by the
CPR, EU Directives and the Japanese Industrial Standard JIS Z 7250: 2000.

4. FIRST-AID MEASURES

EYE CONTACT: If product enters the eyes, open eyes while under gentle running water for at least 15 minutes. Seek
medical attention if irritation persists.

SKIN CONTACT: Wash skin thoroughly with soap and water after handling. Seek medical attention if irritation develops
and persists.

INHALATION: If breathing becomes difficult, remove victim to fresh air. If necessary, use artificial respiration to support
vital functions. Seek medical attention.

INGESTION: If product is swallowed, call physician or poison control center for most current information. If professional
advice is not available, do not induce vomiting. Never induce vomiting or give diluents (milk or water) to someone who is
unconscious, having convulsions, or who cannot swallow. Seek medical advice. Take a copy of the label and/or SDS with
the victim to the health professional.

MEDICAL CONDITIONS AGGRAVATED BY EXPOSURE: None known

RECOMMENDATIONS TO PHYSICIANS: Treat symptoms and eliminate overexposure.

5. FIRE-FIGHTING MEASURES

FLASH POINT: Non-Flammable with flash point >540°F (>282°C)
AUTOIGNITION TEMPERATURE: Not Available

FLAMMABLE LIMITS (in air by volume, %): Lower NA Upper NA

FIRE EXTINGUISHING MATERIALS: Use fire extinguishing methods below:
Water Spray: Yes Carbon Dioxide: Yes

Foam: Yes Dry Chemical: Yes
Halon: Yes Other: Any “C” Class

UNUSUAL FIRE AND EXPLOSION HAZARDS: Not considered a fire or explosion hazard.

Explosion Sensitivity to Mechanical Impact: No

Explosion Sensitivity to Static Discharge: No

SPECIAL FIRE-FIGHTING PROCEDURES: Incipient fire responders should wear eye protection. Structural firefighters
must wear Self-Contained Breathing Apparatus and full protective equipment. Isolate materials not yet involved in the fire
and protect personnel. Move containers from fire area if this can be done without risk; otherwise, cool with carefully applied
water spray. If possible, prevent runoff water from entering storm drains, bodies of water, or other environmentally sensitive
areas.
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NFPA RATING SYSTEM HMIS RATING SYSTEM
HAZARDOUS MATERIAL IDENTIFICATION SYSTEM

Flammability

Health Reactivity

PHYSICAL HAZARD (YELLOW) 0

PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT
EYES RESPIRATORY HANDS BODY

@ See Sect 8 w See Sect
8

For Routine Industrial Use and Handling Applications

Other

Hazard Scale: 0= Minimal 1 = Slight 2 = Moderate 3 = Serious 4 = Severe * = Chronic hazard

6. ACCIDENTAL RELEASE MEASURES

SPILL AND LEAK RESPONSE: Stop the flow of material, if this can be done safely. Contain discharged material. Absorb
spill using an absorbent, non-combustible material such as earth, sand, or vermiculite. Place in a proper container for
disposal. Dispose of in accordance with U.S. Federal, State, and local hazardous waste disposal regulations and those of
Canada and its Provinces, those of Australia, Japan and EU Member States (see Section 13, Disposal Considerations).

7. HANDLING and STORAGE

WORK PRACTICES AND HYGIENE PRACTICES: As with all chemicals, avoid getting this product ON YOU or IN YOU.
Wash thoroughly after handling this product. Use good hygiene practices.

STORAGE AND HANDLING PRACTICES: Store in original container. Keep container closed when not in use. Store in a
cool, dry location. Avoid freezing or extended storage in high temperatures and away from incompatible materials.

8. EXPOSURE CONTROLS - PERSONAL PROTECTION

Chemical Name CAS# ACGIH TLV OSHA TWA
Blend of Food Grade Soybean Oil 8001-22-7 10 mg/m? Oil Mists 15 mg/m? Oil Mists
Food Grade Sodium-L-lactate 867-56-1 Not Listed Not Listed
Proprietary Food Grade Surfactant Blend Proprietary Not Listed Not Listed
Sodium Bicarbonate 144-55-8 Not Listed Not Listed

VENTILATION AND ENGINEERING CONTROLS: Use with adequate ventilation to ensure exposure levels are maintained
below the limits provided above.

The following information on appropriate Personal Protective Equipment is provided to assist employers in complying with
OSHA regulations found in 29 CFR Subpart | (beginning at 1910.132) or equivalent standard of Canada, or standards of
EU member states (including EN 149 for respiratory PPE, and EN 166 for face/eye protection), and those of Japan.
Please reference applicable regulations and standards for relevant details.

RESPIRATORY PROTECTION: Not required when using this product. Maintain airborne contaminant concentrations below
guidelines listed above, if applicable. If necessary, use only respiratory protection authorized in the U.S. Federal OSHA
Respiratory Protection Standard (29 CFR 1910.134), equivalent U.S. State standards, Canadian CSA Standard Z94.4-93, the
European Standard EN149, or EU member states.

EYE PROTECTION: Safety glasses or goggles are recommended to avoid eye contact. If necessary, refer to U.S. OSHA
29 CFR 1910.133, Canadian Standards, and the European Standard EN166, Australian Standards, or relevant Japanese
Standards.

SKIN PROTECTION: Wear impervious gloves for prolonged or repeated exposure as appropriate to task when using this
product. If necessary, refer to U.S. OSHA 29 CFR 1910.138, the European Standard DIN EN 374, the appropriate
Standards of Canada, Australian Standards, or relevant Japanese Standards.
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BODY PROTECTION: Use body protection appropriate to task being performed. If necessary, refer to appropriate Standards
of Canada, or appropriate Standards of the EU, Australian Standards, or relevant Japanese Standards.

9. PHYSICAL and CHEMICAL PROPERTIES

APPEARANCE (Physical State) and COLOR: This product is a white liquid with a vegetable oil odor.
ODOR: Slight

ODOR THRESHOLD: Not Applicable

pH: 70-9.0

MELTING/FREEZING POINT: Not Available

BOILING POINT: Not Available

FLASH POINT: >540°F / >282°C ( For pure soybean oil)

EVAPORATION RATE (n-BuAc=1): Not Available

FLAMMABILITY (SOLID, GAS): Not Applicable

UPPER/LOWER FLAMMABILITY OR EXPLOSION LIMITS: Not Available
VAPOR PRESSURE (mm Hg @ 20°C (68°F)): Not Available

VAPOR DENSITY: Not Available

SPECIFIC GRAVITY: 0.98 - 0.99 @ 25°C

SOLUBILITY IN WATER: Dispersible in water

WEIGHT PER GALLON: 8.15 —8.25 Ib/gal

PARTITION COEFFICENT (n-octanol/water): Not Available
AUTO-IGNITION TEMPERATURE: Not Available

DECOMPOSITION TEMPERATURE: Not Available

VISCOSITY: 24 - 200 cPs @ 20°C

10. STABILITY and REACTIVITY

STABILITY: Stable under conditions of normal storage and use.

HAZARDOUS DECOMPOSITION PRODUCTS: Thermal decomposition products include oxides of carbon.
MATERIALS WITH WHICH SUBSTANCE IS INCOMPATIBLE: Strong oxidizing materials.

POSSIBILITY OF HAZARDOUS REACTIONS: Will not occur.

CONDITIONS TO AVOID: Incompatible materials

11. TOXICOLOGICAL INFORMATION

TOXICITY DATA:

No LD50 Data available for this product.

SUSPECTED CANCER AGENT: Ingredients within this product are not found on the following lists: FEDERAL OSHA Z
LIST, NTP, IARC, or CAL/OSHA and therefore are not considered to be, nor suspected to be, cancer-causing agents by these
agencies.

IRRITANCY OF PRODUCT: No specific data available

SENSITIZATION TO THE PRODUCT: This product is not a skin and respiratory sensitizer

REPRODUCTIVE TOXICITY INFORMATION: No information concerning the effects of this product and its components on the
human reproductive system.

12. ECOLOGICAL INFORMATION

ALL WORK PRACTICES MUST BE AIMED AT ELIMINATING ENVIRONMENTAL CONTAMINATION.

ENVIRONMENTAL STABILITY: No specific data available on this product.

CHEMICAL EFFECT ON PLANTS, ANIMALS AND AQUATIC LIFE: This product is not expected to cause significant harm
to plants, animals or aquatic life.

WATER ENDANGERMENT CLASS: Water endangering in accordance with EU Guideline 91/155-EWG — Not Determined.
SPECIFIC AVAILABLE COMPONENT INFORMATION: No additional data available at this time.
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13. DISPOSAL CONSIDERATIONS

PREPARING WASTES FOR DISPOSAL: Waste disposal must be in accordance with appropriate U.S. Federal, State, and
local regulations, those of Canada, Australia, EU Member States and Japan.
EU Waste Code: Not determined

14. TRANSPORTATION INFORMATION

US DOT, IATA, IMO, ADR:
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (DOT) SHIPPING REGULATIONS: This product is classified (per 49 CFR
172.101) by the U.S. Department of Transportation, as follows.

PROPER SHIPPING NAME: Non-Regulated Material
HAZARD CLASS NUMBER and DESCRIPTION: None

UN IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: None

PACKING GROUP: NA

DOT LABEL(S) REQUIRED: None

NORTH AMERICAN EMERGENCY RESPONSE GUIDEBOOK NUMBER: None

RQ QUANTITY: None

MARINE POLLUTANT: The components of this product are not designated by the Department of Transportation to be Marine Pollutants
(49 CFR 172.101, Appendix B).

INTERNATIONAL AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION SHIPPING INFORMATION (IATA): This product is not considered as
dangerous goods.

INTERNATIONAL MARITIME ORGANIZATION SHIPPING INFORMATION (IMQO): This product is not considered as
dangerous goods.

EUROPEAN AGREEMENT CONCERNING THE INTERNATIONAL CARRIAGE OF DANGEROUS GOODS BY ROAD
(ADR): This product is not considered by the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe to be dangerous goods.

15. REGULATORY INFORMATION

UNITED STATES REGULATIONS:

U.S. SARA REPORTING REQUIREMENTS: The components of this product are subject to the reporting requirements of
Sections 302, 304, and 313 of Title Ill of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act as follows: None

U.S. SARA THRESHOLD PLANNING QUANTITY: There are no specific Threshold Planning Quantities for the components
of this product. The default Federal SDS submission and inventory requirement filing threshold of 10,000 Ibs (4,540 kg)
therefore applies, per 40 CFR 370.20.

U.S. CERCLA REPORTABLE QUANTITY (RQ): None

U.S. TSCA INVENTORY STATUS: The components of this product are listed on the TSCA Inventory or are exempted from
listing.

OTHER U.S. FEDERAL REGULATIONS: None

CALIFORNIA SAFE DRINKING WATER AND TOXIC ENFORCEMENT ACT (PROPOSITION 65): Ingredients within this
product are not on the Proposition 65 Lists.

CANADIAN REGULATIONS:

CANADIAN DSL/NDSL INVENTORY STATUS: The components of this product are on the DSL Inventory, or are exempted
from listing.

OTHER CANADIAN REGULATIONS: Not applicable.

CANADIAN ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT (CEPA) PRIORITIES SUBSTANCES LISTS:

This product has been classified in accordance with the hazard criteria of the Controlled Products Regulations and the
SDS contains all of the information required by those regulations.

CANADIAN WHMIS CLASSIFICATION and SYMBOLS: Complies with WHMIS 2015

EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COMMUNITY INFORMATION:

This product does not meet the definition of a hazardous substance or preparation as defined by the European Union
Council Directives 67/548/EEC, 1999/45/EC, 1272/2008/EC and subsequent Directives.

See Section 2 for Details

AUSTRALIAN INFORMATION FOR PRODUCT: The components of this product are listed on the International Chemical
Inventory list.
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JAPANESE INFORMATION FOR PRODUCT:
JAPANESE MINISTER OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND INDUSTRY (MITI) STATUS: The components of this product are not listed

as Class | Specified Chemical Substances, Class |l Specified Chemical Substances, or Designated Chemical Substances by the
Japanese MITI.

JAPANESE ENCS INVENTORY: The components of this product are on the ENCS Inventory as indicated in the section on International
Chemical Inventories, below.

POISONOUS AND DELETERIOUS SUBSTANCES CONTROL LAW: No component of this product is a listed Specified Poisonous
Substance under the Poisonous and Deleterious Substances Control Law.

INTERNATIONAL CHEMICAL INVENTORIES:

Listing of the components on individual country Chemical Inventories is as follows:

Asia-Pac: Listed or Exempt from listing

Australian Inventory of Chemical Substances (AICS): Listed or Exempt from listing

Korean Existing Chemicals List (ECL): Listed or Exempt from listing

Japanese Existing National Inventory of Chemical Substances (ENCS): Listed or Exempt from listing

Philippines Inventory of Chemicals and Chemical Substances (PICCS): Listed or Exempt from listing

Swiss Giftliste List of Toxic Substances: Listed or Exempt from listing

U.S. TSCA: Listed

Newman Zone EVO

16. OTHER INFORMATION

ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS:

EPA: United States Environmental Protection Agency

ARD: European Agreement concerning the International Carriage of Dangerous Goods by Road
IMDG: International Maritime Code for Dangerous Goods

DOT: US Department of Transportation

IATA: International Air Transport Association

ACGIH: American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists

NFPA: National Fire Protection Association (USA)

HMIS: Hazardous Materials Identification System (USA)

PREPARED BY: Paul Eigbrett — (GHS MSDS Compliance PLUS)
DATE OF PRINTING: January 16, 2016

The information contained herein is believed to be accurate but is not warranted to be so. Data and calculations are
based on information furnished by the manufacturer of the product and manufacturers of the components of the
product. Users are advised to confirm in advance of the need that information is current, applicable and suited to the
circumstances of use. RNAS Remediation Products assumes no responsibility for injury to vendee or third party person
proximately caused by the material if reasonable safety procedures are not adhered to as stipulated in the data sheet.
Furthermore, RNAS Remediation Products assumes no responsibility for injury caused by abnormal use of this material
even if reasonable safety procedures are followed.

END OF SDS SHEET
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Prepared to U.S. OSHA, CMA, ANSI, Canadian WHMIS Standards, Australian WorkSafe, Japanese Industrial Standard JIS Z 7250:2000, and European Directives

TRADE NAME (AS LABELED):
SYNONYMS:

CAS#:

PRODUCT USE:

CHEMICAL SHIPPING NAME/CLASS:

U.N. NUMBER:

MANUFACTURER'S NAME:
ADDRESS:

BUSINESS PHONE:
EMERGENCY PHONE:

DATE OF CURRENT REVISION:
DATE OF LAST REVISION:

1. PRODUCT IDENTIFICATION

Newman Zone HRO

None known

Mixture

This product is used for soil and ground water remediation. It is
formulated and processed using food grade additives, following
packaging, sanitation and storage as required by Best Practices used
for Food products.

Non-Regulated Material

None

RNAS Remediation Products

6712 West River Road, Brooklyn Center, MN 55430

1-763-585-6191

1-800-424-9300 (Chemtrec 24 Hr Service — Emergency Only)
January 16, 2016

April 11, 2014

2. HAZARD IDENTIFICATION

Reactivity Hazards: None known

EMERGENCY OVERVIEW: This product is a clear light yellow colored liquid with a vegetable oil odor.

Health Hazards: Prolonged or repeated exposure may cause irritation to skin. May cause irritation to eyes upon
contact. Inhalation of vapors/sprays or mist may cause respiratory irritation. Ingestion of large amounts of this
product may cause gastrointestinal irritation.

Flammability Hazards: This product is a Non-Flammable liquid with a flash point of >235°F (>113°C).

Environmental Hazards: The Environmental effects of this product have not been investigated. Release of this
product is not anticipated to have significant adverse effects in the aquatic environment.

US DOT SYMBOLS CANADA (WHMIS) SYMBOLS EUROPEAN and (GHS) Hazard Symbols
None
Non-Regulated Material Complies with WHMIS 2015 Signal Word: None

CLASSIFICATION OF SUBSTANCE OR MIXTURE IN ACCORDANCE WITH 29 CFR 1910.1200 (OSHA HCS) AND

THE EUROPEAN UNION DIRECTIVES:

This product does not meet the definition of a hazardous substance or preparation as defined by OSHA in 29 CFR
1910.1200 or the European Union Council Directives 67/548/EEC, 1999/45/EC, 1272/2008/EC and subsequent
Directives.

EU HAZARD CLASSIFICATION OF INGREDIENTS PER DIRECTIVE 1272/2008/EC:

None of the ingredients are listed in Annex VI of Directive 67/548/EEC

Substances not listed either individually or in group entries must be self classified.

Component(s) Contributing to Classification(s):

All Ingredients

GHS Hazard Classification(s):

None known
Hazard Statement(s): Precautionary Statement(s):
None known None known

HEALTH HAZARDS OR RISKS FROM EXPOSURE:

SYMPTOMS OF OVEREXPOSURE BY ROUTE OF EXPOSURE: The most significant routes of overexposure for this
product are by contact with skin or eyes, inhalation of vapors and ingestion. The symptoms of overexposure are described
below.

ACUTE:

INHALATION: Not expected to cause adverse health effects when used as intended. Inhalation of vapors/mist/spray
may cause respiratory irritation.

CONTACT WITH SKIN: Not expected to cause adverse health effects when used as intended. Prolonged and
repeated contact may cause irritation to skin.
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EYE CONTACT: Direct eye contact can cause irritation with redness, tearing and blurred vision.

INGESTION: Under normal conditions of intended use, this material is not expected to be an ingestion hazard. Ingestion
of large quantities may cause gastrointestinal irritation, nausea and vomiting.

CHRONIC: None known

TARGET ORGANS: Acute: Skin, Respiratory System and Eyes Chronic: None known

3. COMPOSITION AND INFORMATION ON INGREDIENTS

Hazardous Ingredients: WT% CAS# EINECS # GHS Hazard Classification(s)
Blend of Soybean Oil and Soybean Oil 85-95% 8001-22-7 232-274-4 Not Classified

Esters

Proprietary Food Grade Surfactant 5-15% Proprietary | Not Listed in ESIS Not Classified

Blend

Balance of other ingredients is less than 1% in concentration (or 0.1% for carcinogens, reproductive toxins, or respiratory sensitizers).

NOTE: This product has been classified in accordance with the hazard criteria of 29CFR1910.1200 and the SDS contains all the information required
by the CPR, EU Directives and the Japanese Industrial Standard JIS Z 7250: 2000.

4. FIRST-AID MEASURES

EYE CONTACT: If product enters the eyes, open eyes while under gentle running water for at least 15 minutes. Seek
medical attention if irritation persists.

SKIN CONTACT: Wash skin thoroughly with soap and water after handling. Seek medical attention if irritation develops
and persists.

INHALATION: If breathing becomes difficult, remove victim to fresh air. If necessary, use artificial respiration to support
vital functions. Seek medical attention.

INGESTION: If product is swallowed, call physician or poison control center for most current information. If professional
advice is not available, do not induce vomiting. Never induce vomiting or give diluents (milk or water) to someone who is
unconscious, having convulsions, or who cannot swallow. Seek medical advice. Take a copy of the label and/or SDS with
the victim to the health professional.

MEDICAL CONDITIONS AGGRAVATED BY EXPOSURE: None known

RECOMMENDATIONS TO PHYSICIANS: Treat symptoms and eliminate overexposure.

5. FIRE-FIGHTING MEASURES

FLASH POINT: Non-Flammable with flash point >235°F (>113°C)
AUTOIGNITION TEMPERATURE: Not Available

FLAMMABLE LIMITS (in air by volume, %): Lower NA Upper NA

FIRE EXTINGUISHING MATERIALS: Use fire extinguishing methods below:

Water Spray: Yes Carbon Dioxide: Yes
Foam: Yes Dry Chemical: Yes
Halon: Yes Other: Any “C” Class

UNUSUAL FIRE AND EXPLOSION HAZARDS: Not considered a fire or explosion hazard. During a fire irritating gases
may be produced.

Explosion Sensitivity to Mechanical Impact: No

Explosion Sensitivity to Static Discharge: No

SPECIAL FIRE-FIGHTING PROCEDURES: Incipient fire responders should wear eye protection. Structural firefighters
must wear Self-Contained Breathing Apparatus and full protective equipment. Isolate materials not yet involved in the fire
and protect personnel. Move containers from fire area if this can be done without risk; otherwise, cool with carefully applied
water spray. If possible, prevent runoff water from entering storm drains, bodies of water, or other environmentally sensitive
areas.
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NFPA RATING SYSTEM HMIS RATING SYSTEM
HAZARDOUS MATERIAL IDENTIFICATION SYSTEM

Flammability

Health Reactivity

PHYSICAL HAZARD (YELLOW) 0

PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT
EYES RESPIRATORY HANDS BODY

Other ) See S
l@ See Sect 8 ee8 ect

For Routine Industrial Use and Handling Applications

Hazard Scale: 0 = Minimal 1 = Slight 2 = Moderate 3 = Serious 4 = Severe * = Chronic hazard

6. ACCIDENTAL RELEASE MEASURES

SPILL AND LEAK RESPONSE: Stop the flow of material, if this can be done safely. Contain discharged material. Absorb
spill using an absorbent, non-combustible material such as earth, sand, or vermiculite. Place in a proper container for
disposal. Dispose of in accordance with U.S. Federal, State, and local hazardous waste disposal regulations and those of
Canada and its Provinces, those of Australia, Japan and EU Member States (see Section 13, Disposal Considerations).

7. HANDLING and STORAGE

WORK PRACTICES AND HYGIENE PRACTICES: As with all chemicals, avoid getting this product ON YOU or IN YOU.
Wash thoroughly after handling this product. Use good hygiene practices.

STORAGE AND HANDLING PRACTICES: Store in original container. Keep container closed when not in use. Store in a
cool, dry location. Avoid freezing or extended storage in high temperatures and away from incompatible materials.

8. EXPOSURE CONTROLS - PERSONAL PROTECTION

Chemical Name CAS# ACGIH TLV OSHA TWA
Blend of Soybean Oil and Soybean Oil Esters 8001-22-7 10 mg/m?® Oil Mists 15 mg/m? Oil Mists
Proprietary Food Grade Surfactant Blend Proprietary 10 mg/m? Oil Mists 15 mg/m? Oil Mists

VENTILATION AND ENGINEERING CONTROLS: Use with adequate ventilation to ensure exposure levels are maintained
below the limits provided above.

The following information on appropriate Personal Protective Equipment is provided to assist employers in complying with
OSHA regulations found in 29 CFR Subpart | (beginning at 1910.132) or equivalent standard of Canada, or standards of
EU member states (including EN 149 for respiratory PPE, and EN 166 for face/eye protection), and those of Japan.
Please reference applicable regulations and standards for relevant details.

RESPIRATORY PROTECTION: Not required when using this product. Maintain airborne contaminant concentrations below
guidelines listed above, if applicable. If necessary, use only respiratory protection authorized in the U.S. Federal OSHA
Respiratory Protection Standard (29 CFR 1910.134), equivalent U.S. State standards, Canadian CSA Standard Z294.4-93, the
European Standard EN149, or EU member states.

EYE PROTECTION: Safety glasses or goggles are recommended to avoid eye contact. If necessary, refer to U.S. OSHA
29 CFR 1910.133, Canadian Standards, and the European Standard EN166, Australian Standards, or relevant Japanese
Standards.

SKIN PROTECTION: Wear impervious gloves for prolonged or repeated exposure as appropriate to task avoid when using
this product. If necessary, refer to U.S. OSHA 29 CFR 1910.138, the European Standard DIN EN 374, the appropriate
Standards of Canada, Australian Standards, or relevant Japanese Standards.

BODY PROTECTION: Use body protection appropriate to task being performed. If necessary, refer to appropriate Standards
of Canada, or appropriate Standards of the EU, Australian Standards, or relevant Japanese Standards.
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9. PHYSICAL and CHEMICAL PROPERTIES

APPEARANCE (Physical State) and COLOR: This product is a clear light yellow colored liquid with a vegetable oil odor.
ODOR: Slight

ODOR THRESHOLD: Not Applicable

pH: Not Available

MELTING/FREEZING POINT: Not Available

BOILING POINT: Not Available

FLASH POINT: >235°F (>113°C)

EVAPORATION RATE (n-BuAc=1): Not Available

FLAMMABILITY (SOLID, GAS): Not Applicable

UPPER/LOWER FLAMMABILITY OR EXPLOSION LIMITS: Not Applicable
VAPOR PRESSURE (mm Hg @ 20°C (68°F)): Not Available

VAPOR DENSITY: Not Available

SPECIFIC GRAVITY: 0.92 @ 25°C

SOLUBILITY IN WATER: Non - Soluble

WEIGHT PER GALLON: 7.68 Lbs per gal

PARTITION COEFFICENT (n-octanol/water): Not Available
AUTO-IGNITION TEMPERATURE: Not Applicable

DECOMPOSITION TEMPERATURE: Not Available

VISCOSITY: Not Available

10. STABILITY and REACTIVITY

STABILITY: Stable under conditions of normal storage and use.

HAZARDOUS DECOMPOSITION PRODUCTS: Thermal decomposition products include oxides of carbon and irritating
odors.

MATERIALS WITH WHICH SUBSTANCE IS INCOMPATIBLE: Strong oxidizing materials.

POSSIBILITY OF HAZARDOUS REACTIONS: Will not occur.

CONDITIONS TO AVOID: Incompatible materials.

11. TOXICOLOGICAL INFORMATION

TOXICITY DATA:

No LD50 Data available for this product.

SUSPECTED CANCER AGENT: Ingredients within this product are not found on the following lists: FEDERAL OSHA Z
LIST, NTP, IARC, or CAL/OSHA and therefore are not considered to be, nor suspected to be, cancer-causing agents by these
agencies.

IRRITANCY OF PRODUCT: No specific data available

SENSITIZATION TO THE PRODUCT: This product is not a skin and respiratory sensitizer.

REPRODUCTIVE TOXICITY INFORMATION: No information concerning the effects of this product and its components on the
human reproductive system.

12. ECOLOGICAL INFORMATION

ALL WORK PRACTICES MUST BE AIMED AT ELIMINATING ENVIRONMENTAL CONTAMINATION.

ENVIRONMENTAL STABILITY: No specific data available on this product.

CHEMICAL EFFECT ON PLANTS, ANIMALS AND AQUATIC LIFE: This product is not expected to cause significant harm
to plants, animals or aquatic life.

WATER ENDANGERMENT CLASS: Water endangering in accordance with EU Guideline 91/155-EWG — Not Determined.
SPECIFIC AVAILABLE COMPONENT INFORMATION: No additional data available at this time.

13. DISPOSAL CONSIDERATIONS

PREPARING WASTES FOR DISPOSAL: Waste disposal must be in accordance with appropriate U.S. Federal, State, and
local regulations, those of Canada, Australia, EU Member States and Japan.
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EU Waste Code: Not determined.

14. TRANSPORTATION INFORMATION

US DOT, IATA, IMO, ADR:
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (DOT) SHIPPING REGULATIONS: This product is classified (per 49 CFR
172.101) by the U.S. Department of Transportation, as follows:

PROPER SHIPPING NAME: Non-Regulated Material
HAZARD CLASS NUMBER and DESCRIPTION: None

UN IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: None

PACKING GROUP: NA

DOT LABEL(S) REQUIRED: None

NORTH AMERICAN EMERGENCY RESPONSE GUIDEBOOK NUMBER: None

RQ QUANTITY: None

MARINE POLLUTANT: The components of this product are not designated by the Department of Transportation to be Marine Pollutants
(49 CFR 172.101, Appendix B).

INTERNATIONAL AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION SHIPPING INFORMATION (IATA): This product is not considered as
dangerous goods.

INTERNATIONAL MARITIME ORGANIZATION SHIPPING INFORMATION (IMO): This product is not considered as
dangerous goods.

EUROPEAN AGREEMENT CONCERNING THE INTERNATIONAL CARRIAGE OF DANGEROUS GOODS BY ROAD
(ADR): This product is not considered by the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe to be dangerous goods.

15. REGULATORY INFORMATION

UNITED STATES REGULATIONS:

U.S. SARA REPORTING REQUIREMENTS: The components of this product are subject to the reporting requirements of
Sections 302, 304, and 313 of Title Il of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act as follows: None.

U.S. SARA THRESHOLD PLANNING QUANTITY: There are no specific Threshold Planning Quantities for the components
of this product. The default Federal SDS submission and inventory requirement filing threshold of 10,000 Ibs (4,540 kg)
therefore applies, per 40 CFR 370.20.

U.S. CERCLA REPORTABLE QUANTITY (RQ): None.

U.S. TSCA INVENTORY STATUS: The components of this product are listed on the TSCA Inventory or are exempted from
listing.

OTHER U.S. FEDERAL REGULATIONS: None

CALIFORNIA SAFE DRINKING WATER AND TOXIC ENFORCEMENT ACT (PROPOSITION 65): Ingredients within this
product are not on the Proposition 65 Lists.

CANADIAN REGULATIONS:

CANADIAN DSL/NDSL INVENTORY STATUS: The components of this product are on the DSL Inventory, or are exempted
from listing.

OTHER CANADIAN REGULATIONS: Not applicable.

CANADIAN ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT (CEPA) PRIORITIES SUBSTANCES LISTS:

This product has been classified in accordance with the hazard criteria of the Controlled Products Regulations and the
SDS contains all of the information required by those regulations.

CANADIAN WHMIS CLASSIFICATION and SYMBOLS: Complies with WHMIS 2015.

EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COMMUNITY INFORMATION:

This product does not meet the definition of a hazardous substance or preparation as defined by the European Union
Council Directives 67/548/EEC, 1999/45/EC, 1272/2008/EC and subsequent Directives.

See Section 2 for Details.

AUSTRALIAN INFORMATION FOR PRODUCT: The components of this product are listed on the International Chemical
Inventory list.

JAPANESE INFORMATION FOR PRODUCT:

JAPANESE MINISTER OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND INDUSTRY (MITI) STATUS: The components of this product are not listed
as Class | Specified Chemical Substances, Class Il Specified Chemical Substances, or Designated Chemical Substances by the
Japanese MITI.

JAPANESE ENCS INVENTORY: The components of this product are on the ENCS Inventory as indicated in the section on International
Chemical Inventories, below.
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POISONOUS AND DELETERIOUS SUBSTANCES CONTROL LAW: No component of this product is a listed Specified Poisonous
Substance under the Poisonous and Deleterious Substances Control Law.

INTERNATIONAL CHEMICAL INVENTORIES:

Listing of the components on individual country Chemical Inventories is as follows:

Asia-Pac: Listed or Exempt from listing

Australian Inventory of Chemical Substances (AICS): Listed or Exempt from listing

Korean Existing Chemicals List (ECL): Listed or Exempt from listing

Japanese Existing National Inventory of Chemical Substances (ENCS): Listed or Exempt from listing
Philippines Inventory if Chemicals and Chemical Substances (PICCS): Listed or Exempt from listing
Swiss Giftliste List of Toxic Substances: Listed or Exempt from listing

U.S. TSCA: Listed

16. OTHER INFORMATION

ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS:

EPA: United States Environmental Protection Agency

ARD: European Agreement concerning the International Carriage of Dangerous Goods by Road
IMDG: International Maritime Code for Dangerous Goods

DOT: US Department of Transportation

IATA: International Air Transport Association

ACGIH: American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists

NFPA: National Fire Protection Association (USA)

HMIS: Hazardous Materials Identification System (USA)

PREPARED BY: Paul Eigbrett — (GHS MSDS Compliance PLUS)
DATE OF PRINTING: January 16, 2016

The information contained herein is believed to be accurate but is not warranted to be so. Data and calculations are
based on information furnished by the manufacturer of the product and manufacturers of the components of the
product. Users are advised to confirm in advance of the need that information is current, applicable and suited to the
circumstances of use. RNAS Remediation Products assumes no responsibility for injury to vendee or third party person
proximately caused by the material if reasonable safety procedures are not adhered to as stipulated in the data sheet.
Furthermore, RNAS Remediation Products assumes no responsibility for injury caused by abnormal use of this material
even if reasonable safety procedures are followed.

END OF SDS SHEET
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SAFETY DATA SHEET
Newman Zone OS

Prepared to U.S. OSHA, CMA, ANSI, Canadian WHMIS Standards, Australian WorkSafe, Japanese Industrial Standard JIS Z 7250:2000, and European Directives
1. PRODUCT IDENTIFICATION

TRADE NAME (AS LABELED): Newman Zone OS

SYNONYMS: Newman Zone Oxygen Scavenger

CAS#: Mixture

PRODUCT USE: This product is used to deoxygenate water for anaerobic subsurface
injections.

CHEMICAL SHIPPING NAME/CLASS: Non-Regulated Material

U.N. NUMBER: None

MANUFACTURER'S NAME: RNAS Remediation Products

ADDRESS: 6712 West River Road, Brooklyn Center, MN 55430

BUSINESS PHONE: 1-763-585-6191

EMERGENCY PHONE: 1-800-424-9300 (Chemtrec 24 Hr Service — Emergency Only)

DATE OF CURRENT REVISION: July 19, 2016

DATE OF LAST REVISION: New

2. HAZARD IDENTIFICATION

EMERGENCY OVERVIEW: This product is a white and brownish-yellow powder with a mild, sweet odor.

Health Hazards: Not expected to cause adverse health effects when used as intended. Prolonged or repeated
exposure may cause irritation to skin. May cause irritation to eyes upon contact. Inhalation may cause respiratory
irritation. Ingestion of large amounts of this product may cause gastrointestinal irritation.

Flammability Hazards: This product is a Non-Flammable powder.

Reactivity Hazards: None known

Environmental Hazards: The Environmental effects of this product have not been investigated. Release of this
product is not anticipated to have significant adverse effects in the aquatic environment.

US DOT SYMBOLS CANADA (WHMIS) SYMBOLS EUROPEAN and (GHS) Hazard Symbols
None
Non-Regulated Material Complies with WHMIS 2015 Signal Word: None

GHS LABELING AND CLASSIFICATION:

This product does not meet the definition of a hazardous substance or preparation as defined by 29CFR 1910.1200 or the
European Union Council Directives 67/548/EEC, 1999/45/EC, 1272/2008/EC and subsequent Directives.

EU HAZARD CLASSIFICATION OF INGREDIENTS PER DIRECTIVE 1272/2008/EC:

None of the ingredients are listed in Annex VI

Substances not listed either individually or in group entries must be self classified.

Component(s) Contributing to Classification(s):

All Ingredients

GHS Hazard Classification(s):

Not applicable

Hazard Statement(s): Prevention Statement(s):
Not applicable Not applicable

Response Statement(s): Storage Statement(s):
Not applicable Not applicable

Disposal Statement(s):
Not applicable

HEALTH HAZARDS OR RISKS FROM EXPOSURE:
SYMPTOMS OF OVEREXPOSURE BY ROUTE OF EXPOSURE: The most significant routes of overexposure for this
product are by contact with skin or eyes, inhalation of vapors and ingestion. The symptoms of overexposure are described
below.
ACUTE:
INHALATION: Not expected to cause adverse health effects when used as intended. Inhalation of vapors/mist/spray
may cause respiratory irritation.
CONTACT WITH SKIN: Not expected to cause adverse health effects when used as intended. Prolonged and repeated
contact may cause irritation to skin.
EYE CONTACT: Direct eye contact can cause irritation with redness, tearing and blurred vision.
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INGESTION: Under normal conditions of intended use, this material is not expected to be an ingestion hazard. Ingestion of
large quantities may cause gastrointestinal irritation, nausea and vomiting.

CHRONIC: None known

TARGET ORGANS: Acute: Skin, Respiratory System and Eyes Chronic: None known

3. COMPOSITION AND INFORMATION ON INGREDIENTS

Hazardous Ingredients: | wr% | cast# | EmnEcs# | GHS Hazard Classification(s)

All ingredients are either nonhazardous or less than 1% in concentration (or 0.1% for carcinogens, reproductive toxins, or respiratory sensitizers).

NOTE: This product has been classified in accordance with the hazard criteria of 29CFR1910.1200 and the SDS contains all the information required by the
CPR, EU Directives and the Japanese Industrial Standard JIS Z 7250: 2000.

4. FIRST-AID MEASURES

EYE CONTACT: If product enters the eyes, open eyes while under gentle running water for at least 15 minutes. Seek
medical attention if irritation persists.

SKIN CONTACT: Wash skin thoroughly with soap and water after handling. Seek medical attention if irritation develops
and persists.

INHALATION: If breathing becomes difficult, remove victim to fresh air. If necessary, use artificial respiration to support
vital functions. Seek medical attention.

INGESTION: If product is swallowed, call physician or poison control center for most current information. If professional
advice is not available, do not induce vomiting. Never induce vomiting or give diluents (milk or water) to someone who is
unconscious, having convulsions, or who cannot swallow. Seek medical advice. Take a copy of the label and/or SDS with
the victim to the health professional.

MEDICAL CONDITIONS AGGRAVATED BY EXPOSURE: None known

RECOMMENDATIONS TO PHYSICIANS: Treat symptoms and eliminate overexposure.

5. FIRE-FIGHTING MEASURES

FLASH POINT: Non-Flammable

AUTOIGNITION TEMPERATURE: Not Available

FLAMMABLE LIMITS (in air by volume, %): Lower NA Upper NA

FIRE EXTINGUISHING MATERIALS: Use fire extinguishing methods below:

Water Spray: Yes Carbon Dioxide: Yes
Foam: Yes Dry Chemical: Yes
Halon: Yes Other: Any “C” Class

UNUSUAL FIRE AND EXPLOSION HAZARDS: Not considered a fire or explosion hazard.

Explosion Sensitivity to Mechanical Impact: No

Explosion Sensitivity to Static Discharge: No

SPECIAL FIRE-FIGHTING PROCEDURES: Incipient fire responders should wear eye protection. Structural firefighters
must wear Self-Contained Breathing Apparatus and full protective equipment. Isolate materials not yet involved in the fire
and protect personnel. Move containers from fire area if this can be done without risk; otherwise, cool with carefully applied
water spray. If possible, prevent runoff water from entering storm drains, bodies of water, or other environmentally sensitive
areas.
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NFPA RATING SYSTEM HMIS RATING SYSTEM
HAZARDOUS MATERIAL IDENTIFICATION SYSTEM

Newman Zone OS

Flammability

Health Reactivity

PHYSICAL HAZARD (YELLOW) 0

PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT
EYES RESPIRATORY HANDS BODY

iue See Sect 8 w See Sect
8

For Routine Industrial Use and Handling Applications

Other

Hazard Scale: 0 = Minimal 1 = Slight 2 = Moderate 3 = Serious 4 = Severe * = Chronic hazard

6. ACCIDENTAL RELEASE MEASURES

SPILL AND LEAK RESPONSE: Personnel should be trained for spill response operations.

SPILLS: Contain spill if safe to do so. Sweep or vacuum up and place in an appropriate closed container. Clean up
residual material by washing area with water and detergent. Dike or retain dilution water or water from firefighting for later
disposal. Dispose of in accordance with applicable Federal, State, and local procedures (see Section 13, Disposal
Considerations).

7. HANDLING and STORAGE

WORK PRACTICES AND HYGIENE PRACTICES: As with all chemicals, avoid getting this product ON YOU or IN YOU.
Wash thoroughly after handling this product. Use good hygiene practices.

STORAGE AND HANDLING PRACTICES: Store in original container. Keep container closed when not in use. Store in a
cool, dry location. Avoid freezing or extended storage in high temperatures and away from incompatible materials.

8. EXPOSURE CONTROLS - PERSONAL PROTECTION
PARTICULATES NOT OTHERWISE REGULATED RESPIRABLE FRACTION

TWA STEL
OSHA 5 mg/cum
PARTICULATES NOT OTHERWISE REGULATED TOTAL DUST
TWA STEL
OSHA 15 mg/cu m

VENTILATION AND ENGINEERING CONTROLS: Use with adequate ventilation to ensure exposure levels are maintained
below the limits provided above.

The following information on appropriate Personal Protective Equipment is provided to assist employers in complying with
OSHA regulations found in 29 CFR Subpart | (beginning at 1910.132) or equivalent standard of Canada, or standards of
EU member states (including EN 149 for respiratory PPE, and EN 166 for face/eye protection), and those of Japan.
Please reference applicable requlations and standards for relevant details.

RESPIRATORY PROTECTION: Not required when using this product. Maintain airborne contaminant concentrations below
guidelines listed above, if applicable. If necessary, use only respiratory protection authorized in the U.S. Federal OSHA
Respiratory Protection Standard (29 CFR 1910.134), equivalent U.S. State standards, Canadian CSA Standard Z94.4-93, the
European Standard EN149, or EU member states.

EYE PROTECTION: Safety glasses or goggles are recommended to avoid eye contact. If necessary, refer to U.S. OSHA
29 CFR 1910.133, Canadian Standards, and the European Standard EN166, Australian Standards, or relevant Japanese
Standards.

SKIN PROTECTION: Wear impervious gloves for prolonged or repeated exposure as appropriate to task when using this
product. If necessary, refer to U.S. OSHA 29 CFR 1910.138, the European Standard DIN EN 374, the appropriate
Standards of Canada, Australian Standards, or relevant Japanese Standards.

RNAS Page 3 of 6



SAFETY DATA SHEET
Newman Zone OS

BODY PROTECTION: Use body protection appropriate to task being performed. If necessary, refer to appropriate Standards
of Canada, or appropriate Standards of the EU, Australian Standards, or relevant Japanese Standards.

9. PHYSICAL and CHEMICAL PROPERTIES

APPEARANCE (Physical State) and COLOR: This product is a white and brownish-yellow
powder. ODOR: Mild, sweet odor

ODOR THRESHOLD: Not Available

pH (in solution at 1.0 g/L): 7.0 - 8.0

MELTING/FREEZING POINT: Not Available

BOILING POINT: Not Available

FLASH POINT: Not Available

EVAPORATION RATE (n-BuAc=1): Not Available

FLAMMABILITY (SOLID, GAS): Not Available

UPPER/LOWER FLAMMABILITY OR EXPLOSION LIMITS: Not Available
VAPOR PRESSURE (mm Hg @ 20°C (68°F)): Not Available

VAPOR DENSITY: Not Available

DENSITY: 1.0-1.2 g/cm3

SOLUBILITY IN WATER: Soluble in water

PARTITION COEFFICENT (n-octanol/water): Not Available
AUTO-IGNITION TEMPERATURE: Not Available

DECOMPOSITION TEMPERATURE: Not Available

VISCOSITY: Not Available

10. STABILITY and REACTIVITY

STABILITY: Stable under conditions of normal storage and use.

HAZARDOUS DECOMPOSITION PRODUCTS: Carbon oxides (monoxide, dioxide), Metal oxide fumes, Sodium oxides.
MATERIALS WITH WHICH SUBSTANCE IS INCOMPATIBLE: Strong oxidizing agents, strong bases, strong acids, lime.
POSSIBILITY OF HAZARDOUS REACTIONS: Will not occur.

CONDITIONS TO AVOID: Extreme heat and humidity.

11. TOXICOLOGICAL INFORMATION

TOXICITY DATA:

No data available for this product.

SUSPECTED CANCER AGENT: Ingredients within this product are not found on the following lists: FEDERAL OSHA Z
LIST, NTP, IARC, or CAL/OSHA and therefore are not considered to be, nor suspected to be, cancer-causing agents by these
agencies.

IRRITANCY OF PRODUCT: No specific data available

SENSITIZATION TO THE PRODUCT: This product is not a skin and respiratory sensitizer.

REPRODUCTIVE TOXICITY INFORMATION: No information concerning the effects of this product and its components on
the human reproductive system.

12. ECOLOGICAL INFORMATION

ALL WORK PRACTICES MUST BE AIMED AT ELIMINATING ENVIRONMENTAL CONTAMINATION.

TOXICITY DATA:

No data available for this product.

ENVIRONMENTAL STABILITY: This material will degrade in the environment.

CHEMICAL EFFECT ON PLANTS, ANIMALS AND AQUATIC LIFE: This product is not expected to cause significant harm
to plants, animals or aquatic life.

WATER ENDANGERMENT CLASS: Water endangering in accordance with EU Guideline 91/155-EWG — Not Determined.
SPECIFIC AVAILABLE COMPONENT INFORMATION: No additional data available at this time.
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13. DISPOSAL CONSIDERATIONS

PREPARING WASTES FOR DISPOSAL: Waste disposal must be in accordance with appropriate U.S. Federal, State, and
local regulations, those of Canada, Australia, EU Member States and Japan.
EU Waste Code: Not determined

14. TRANSPORTATION INFORMATION

US DOT, IATA, IMO, ADR:
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (DOT) SHIPPING REGULATIONS: This product is classified (per 49 CFR
172.101) by the U.S. Department of Transportation, as follows:

PROPER SHIPPING NAME: Non-Regulated Material
HAZARD CLASS NUMBER and DESCRIPTION: None

UN IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: None

PACKING GROUP: NA

DOT LABEL(S) REQUIRED: None

NORTH AMERICAN EMERGENCY RESPONSE GUIDEBOOK NUMBER: None
RQ QUANTITY: None

MARINE POLLUTANT: The components of this product are not designated by the Department of Transportation to be
Marine Pollutants (49 CFR 172.101, Appendix B).

INTERNATIONAL AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION SHIPPING INFORMATION (IATA): This product is not considered as
dangerous goods.

INTERNATIONAL MARITIME ORGANIZATION SHIPPING INFORMATION (IMO): This product is not considered as
dangerous goods.

EUROPEAN AGREEMENT CONCERNING THE INTERNATIONAL CARRIAGE OF DANGEROUS GOODS BY ROAD
(ADR): This product is not considered by the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe to be dangerous goods.

15. REGULATORY INFORMATION

UNITED STATES REGULATIONS:

U.S. SARA REPORTING REQUIREMENTS: The components of this product are subject to the reporting requirements of
Sections 302, 304, and 313 of Title Ill of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act as follows: None

U.S. SARA THRESHOLD PLANNING QUANTITY: There are no specific Threshold Planning Quantities for the components
of this product. The default Federal SDS submission and inventory requirement filing threshold of 10,000 Ibs (4,540 kg)
therefore applies, per 40 CFR 370.20.

U.S. CERCLA REPORTABLE QUANTITY (RQ): None

U.S. TSCA INVENTORY STATUS: The components of this product are listed on the TSCA Inventory or are exempted from
listing.

OTHER U.S. FEDERAL REGULATIONS: None

CALIFORNIA SAFE DRINKING WATER AND TOXIC ENFORCEMENT ACT (PROPOSITION 65): Ingredients within this
product are not on the Proposition 65 Lists.

CANADIAN REGULATIONS:

CANADIAN DSL/NDSL INVENTORY STATUS: The components of this product are on the DSL Inventory, or are exempted
from listing.

OTHER CANADIAN REGULATIONS: Not applicable.

CANADIAN ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT (CEPA) PRIORITIES SUBSTANCES LISTS:

This product has been classified in accordance with the hazard criteria of the Controlled Products Regulations and the
SDS contains all of the information required by those regulations.

CANADIAN WHMIS CLASSIFICATION and SYMBOLS: Complies with WHMIS 2015.

EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COMMUNITY INFORMATION:

This product does not meet the definition of a hazardous substance or preparation as defined by the European Union

Council Directives 67/548/EEC, 1999/45/EC, 1272/2008/EC and subsequent Directives.

See Section 2 for Details

AUSTRALIAN INFORMATION FOR PRODUCT: The components of this product are listed on the International Chemical
Inventory list.
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JAPANESE INFORMATION FOR PRODUCT:

JAPANESE MINISTER OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND INDUSTRY (MITI) STATUS: The components of this product
are not listed as Class | Specified Chemical Substances, Class Il Specified Chemical Substances, or Designated Chemical
Substances by the Japanese MITI.

JAPANESE ENCS INVENTORY: The components of this product are on the ENCS Inventory as indicated in the section on
International Chemical Inventories, below.

POISONOUS AND DELETERIOUS SUBSTANCES CONTROL LAW: No component of this product is a listed Specified
Poisonous Substance under the Poisonous and Deleterious Substances Control Law.

INTERNATIONAL CHEMICAL INVENTORIES:

Listing of the components on individual country Chemical Inventories is as follows:

Asia-Pac: Listed or Exempt from listing

Australian Inventory of Chemical Substances (AICS): Listed or Exempt from listing

Korean Existing Chemicals List (ECL): Listed or Exempt from listing

Japanese Existing National Inventory of Chemical Substances (ENCS): Listed or Exempt from listing
Philippines Inventory of Chemicals and Chemical Substances (PICCS): Listed or Exempt from listing
Swiss Giftliste List of Toxic Substances: Listed or Exempt from listing

U.S. TSCA: Listed

Newman Zone OS

16. OTHER INFORMATION

ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS:

EPA: United States Environmental Protection Agency

ARD: European Agreement concerning the International Carriage of Dangerous Goods by Road
IMDG: International Maritime Code for Dangerous Goods

DOT: US Department of Transportation

IATA: International Air Transport Association

ACGIH: American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists

NFPA: National Fire Protection Association (USA)

HMIS: Hazardous Materials Identification System (USA)

PREPARED BY: Chris Eigbrett — (MSDS to GHS Compliance)
DATE OF PRINTING: July 19, 2016

The information contained herein is believed to be accurate but is not warranted to be so. Data and calculations are
based on information furnished by the manufacturer of the product and manufacturers of the components of the
product. Users are advised to confirm in advance of the need that information is current, applicable and suited to the
circumstances of use. Remediation and Natural Attenuation Services Inc. assumes no responsibility for injury to vendee
or third party person proximately caused by the material if reasonable safety procedures are not adhered to as
stipulated in the data sheet. Furthermore, Remediation and Natural Attenuation Services Inc. assumes no responsibility
for injury caused by abnormal use of this material even if reasonable safety procedures are followed.

END OF SDS SHEET
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Material Safety Data Sheet

SECTION 1 — CHEMICAL PRODUCT AND COMPANY IDENTIFICATION
Product Name: DHC microbial consortium (SDC-9)

Manufacturer CB&l 17 Princess Road, Lawrenceville,
NJ 08648. Phone (609) 895-5340

CAS #: N/A (Not Applicable)

Product Use: For remediation of contaminated groundwater (environmental
applications).

Material Description: Non-toxic, naturally occurring, non-pathogenic, non-genetically altered
anaerobic microbes in a water-based medium.

IN CASE OF EMERGENCY CALL CHEMTREC 24 HOUR EMERGENCY RESPONSE PHONE NUMBER (800) 424-
9300

SECTION 2 — COMPOSITIONS AND INFORMATION ON INGREDIENTS

Components % OSHA ACGIH OTHER
PEL TLV LIMITS
Non-Hazardous Ingredients 100 N/A N/A N/A

DHC microbial consortium (SDC-9) comprised of microorganism of the genus Dehalococcoides,
Desulfovibrio, and Desulfitobacterium, and methanogenic archebacteria.

SECTION 3 - HAZARDS IDENTIFICATION

The available data indicates no known hazards associated with exposure to this product.

Nevertheless, individuals who are allergic to enzymes or other related proteins should avoid exposure

and handling. Health effects associated with exposure to similar organisms are listed below.

Ingestion: Ingestion of large quantities may result in abdominal discomfort including nausea,
vomiting, cramps, diarrhea, and fever.

Inhalation: Hypersensitive individuals may experience breathing difficulties after inhalation of
aerosols.

Skin Absorption: May cause irritation upon prolonged contact. Hypersensitive
individuals may experience allergic reactions..

Eye contact: May cause irritation unless immediately rinsed.
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SECTION 4 - FIRST AID MEASURES

Ingestion: Thoroughly rinse mouth with water. Do not induce vomiting unless
directed to do so by medical personnel. Get immediate medical attention. Never give
anything by mouth to an unconscious or convulsing person.

Inhalation: Get medical attention if allergic symptoms develop.

Skin Absorption: N/A

Skin Contact: Wash affected area with soap and water. Get medical attention if allergic symptoms
develop.

Eye Contact: Flush eyes with plenty of water for at least 15 minutes using an eyewash fountain, if
available. Get medical attention if irritation occurs.

NOTE TO PHYSICIANS: All treatments should be based on observed signs and symptoms of distress in
the patient. Consideration should be given to the possibility that overexposure to materials other than
this material may have occurred.

SECTION 5 — FIRE AND EXPLOSION DATA

Flammability of the Product: Non-flammable

Flash Point: N/A

Flammable Limits: N/A

Fire Hazard in Presence of Various Substances: N/A

Explosion Hazard in Presence of Various Substances: N/A

Extinguishing Media: Foam, carbon dioxide, water

Special Fire Fighting Procedures: None

Unusual Fire and Explosion Hazards: None

SECTION 6 — ACCIDENTAL RELEASE MEASURES

Reportable quantities (in Ibs of EPA Hazardous Substances): N/A

No emergency results from spillage. However, spills should be cleaned up promptly. Absorb with an
inert material and put the spilled material in an appropriate waste disposal container. All personnel

involved in the cleanup must wear protective clothing and avoid skin contact. After clean-up, disinfect
all cleaning materials and storage containers that come in contact with the spilled liquid.
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SECTION 7 — HANDLING AND STORAGE

Avoid breathing breathe aerosol. Avoid contact with skin. Use personal protective equipment
recommended in Section 8.

Keep containers tightly closed in a cool, well-ventilated area. The DHC microbial consortium (SDC-9)
can be supplied in stainless steel kegs designed for maximum working pressure of 130 psi and
equipped with pressure relief valves. The kegs are pressurized with Nitrogen up to the pressure of 15
psi. Do not exceed pressure of 15 psi during transfer of DHC microbial consortium (SDC-9) from
kegs. Don’t open keg if content of the keg is under pressure.

DHC microbial consortium (SDC-9) may be stored for up to 3 weeks at temperature
2-4°C without aeration. Avoid freezing.

SECTION 8 - EXPOSURE CONTROLS/PERSONAL PROTECTION
Hand Protection: Rubber, nitrile, or vinyl gloves.

Eye Protection: Safety goggles or glasses with side splash shields.
Protective Clothing: Use adequate clothing to prevent skin contact.
Respiratory Protection: N95 respirator if aerosols might be generated.
Ventilation: Provide adequate ventilation to remove odors.

Other Precautions: An eyewash station in the work area is recommended.

SECTION 9 — PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL CHARACTERISTICS

Physical state and appearance: Light greenish murky liquid. Musty odor.
Boiling Point: 100°C (water) Specific Gravity (H,O =1): 0.9-1.1

Vapor Pressure @ 25°C: 24 mm Hg (water)  Melting Point: 0°C (water)

Vapor Density: N/A Evaporation Rate (H,O =1): 0.9-1.1
Solubility in Water: Soluble Water Reactive: No
pH: 6.0-8.0

SECTION 10 — STABILITY AND REACTIVITY DATA

Stability: Stable
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Conditions to Avoid: None

Incompatibility (Materials to Avoid): Water-reactive materials
Hazardous Decomposition Byproducts: None

SECTION 11 — TOXICOLOGICAL INFORMATION

This product contains no toxic ingredients.

SDC-9 consortium has tested negative for pathogenic microorganisms such as Bacillus cereus,
Listeria monocytogens, Salmonella sp., Fecal Coliform, Total Coliform, Yeast and Mold and
Pseudomonas sp.

SECTION 12 — ECOLOGICAL INFORMATION
Ecotoxicity: this material will degrade in the environment.
SECTION 13 — DISPOSAL CONSIDERATIONS

Waste Disposal Method: No special disposal methods are required. The material is compatible with
all known biological treatment methods. To reduce odors and permanently inactivate
microorganisms, mix 100 parts (by volume) of SDC-9 consortium with 1 part (by volume) of bleach.
Dispose of in accordance with local, state and federal regulations.

SECTION 14 — TRANSPORT INFORMATION

DOT Classification: N/A
Labeling: NA
Shipping Name: Not regulated

SECTION 15 — REGULATORY INFORMATION

Federal and State Regulations: N/A

SECTION 16 — OTHER INFORMATION

MSDS Code: ENV 1033

MSDS Creation Date: 10/06/2003

Last Revised: April 30, 2013.

While the information and recommendations set forth herein are believed to be accurate as of the

date hereof, CB&I MAKES NO WARRANTY WITH RESPECT HERETO AND DISCLAIMS ALL
LIABILITY FROM RELIANCE THEREON.
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