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Abstract

As part of its statewide wellhead protection program, the Indiana Department of Environmental
Management (IDEM) desired to evaluate the aquifer vulnerability for wellhead areas within the
state of Indiana. This desire was the result of the need to satisfy the requirements of the Source
Water Assessment Plan for the State of Indiana, which set as one of it’s goals, the need for such
an evaluation in order to aid the State in future planning and prioritization activities. This paper
describes the aquifer vulnerability analysis protocol that was developed to assess the
vulnerability of drinking water supplies to pollutant releases within wellhead protection areas.
The protocol is based on information already contained in each public drinking water supply’s
Wellhead Protection Plans (WHPs) submitted to the State. This protocol includes the use of an
Aquifer Vulnerability Index (AVI) that relates to the geologic, hydrogeologic and pollutant
source conditions present in the wellfield and an Aquifer Vulnerability Matrix, which provides
low, moderate and high classification ranges for expected wellfield conditions. The protocol has
proven to be a valuable tool for providing an objective, semi-quantitative relative ranking system
for aquifer vulnerability.

Introduction

Concern for aquifer vulnerability to near-surface chemical releases from human activity has been
a topic of interest since efforts to improve the siting of landfills in the early 1980s prompted
regional scale evaluations by federal and state geologic surveys and local planners. Within the
last ten years, as Wellhead Protection Plans (WPPs) have been developed by small to large size
municipalities and utilities, the susceptibility of aquifers to various land development activities
and point sources of contamination has again received increased attention. The need for the
development of wellhead protection education programs for residents and businesses located in
wellfields has also prompted a review of aquifer systems by many states and cities, with an eye
toward allocation of appropriate budgets and resources to focus on those areas with the highest
potential for chemical impacts. As such, the development of a simple, yet scientifically-based
methodology for providing a relative ranking of wellfield vulnerability is again of current
interest. The use of such a protocol in the statewide prioritization of wellhead management plan
implementation also allows for the development of more effective contingency plans, especially
when considering alternate short- and long-term drinking water supplies for those systems that
are the most vulnerable.
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The vulnerability analysis of a Community Public Water Supply System (CPWSS) can be

Aquifer Vulnerability Protocol

conducted considering the following wellhead factors:

1. Hydrologic and hydrogeologic conditions: The degree of protection from fine-grained
geologic barriers above the pumping well screen (i.e., the presence/absence and thickness

of fine-grained sediments).

2.

zone)

Potential contaminant sources (PSCs):

Categories/types of contaminants:

classifications within the delineated area.

The following steps have been developed for incorporating this type of available information

into a system for evaluating aquifer vulnerability:

Step 1: Review the geological and hydrogeological data (vicinity well logs; geologic maps)
provided in the WHPPs to obtain information regarding the distribution and thickness of

geologic barriers above the supply well screens (factor 1).

Step 2: Review the PSC inventories, the landuse and PSC maps for information summarizing the

number (and proximity) of PSCs within the
delineated wellhead area (determined herein to be within the 5-year time of travel (TOT)

distribution of type of contaminant source

number and proximity of the PSC (factor 2) for each of the wellhead protection areas.

Step 3: Review the PSC inventories specifically for information on the categories of

contaminants (factor 3) and rank the contaminant categories using Table 1.

Table 1. Contaminant Categories in a Wellfield

Contaminant Categorie=ITypes

Industrial (1)

Commercial (2]

waste Management [F)

Agricalteral (4)

Residential [F)

Azphalt Plants

Chemical manufacture, warchousing
Electrical and clectronic products
and manufacturing

Electroplating and metal Fabrication

Foundaries

Machine and metal werking shops
Manufacturing and distribution of
cleaning supplies

Ilining

Patroleum production and storage
and distribution centers

Pipelines [e.q. oil. gaz, coal, zlurry)
Teprage lagoens and sludge
Trarage Tanks [above-ground,
below-ground,underground)
Texic and hazardeus zpills

wells-opearting snd abandaned
(.9 @il, @as, waker supply,
injection, menitaring and
cxclaration]

whood preserving Facilities

Airports

Auta repair shops
Eioat yards
Construction arcas
Car washes
Cemetarics

Diry <leaning establishments

Educational institutions [=.9. labz,
lawnz and chemical staraqe areas

Gas stations

Gelf courses [chemical spplication]
Jewelry and metal plating
Laundromats

Fledical Instivutions

Paint shops

Phatography cstablizhmentz/printers
Failread tracks and
yardzimaintenance

Ficsearch laborataries

Rioad deicing eperations [e.g. road
alt)

Rioad maintenance depots

Scrap and junkyards

Starage tanks and pipes (above
ground, below ground, underground)

Hazardous waste management units (2.9,
landFillz, land traatment areas, surface
impandmants, waste piles, incinerators,

Funicipal Incinerators
Punicipal Landfills

Flunicipal waste water and sewer lines
Opcn burning sites

Frecycling and reduction Facilitics

Stormwater drainz, retention basing,
transfer stations

Ftate Confined Feeding Animal Operation
[C4FO

Animal burial areas

Animal Feedlots

Chemical application [¢.q. pesticides, and
fartilizars)

Chemical Storage Areas
Irrigaticn

Manure spreading and pits

Fuel storage systems

Furniturs and wood strippers and
refinishers

Howschold haardous products

Houzehold lavwns [chemical
application]

Feptic spstems, cesspools, water
zofteners

Sevwar!Septic Lines

Swimming pools [«.g. chloring]

Motes:

The contaminant categoriesitypes are ranked from 1 [highest potential bo contaminate] to & [lowest potential to contaminate]
Source: Indiana’s Source wWater Sssessment Plan, 1933, 21pp.
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Step 4: Determine the aquifer vulnerability using Figure 1, the ‘Aquifer Vulnerability Matrix’.
The matrix determines system susceptibility based on the local geology and the well’s
vulnerability to contamination based on the number, proximity and type of PSC.

Liowr Moderate High
Geologic Geologic Geologic
Sensitivity Sensitivity Sensitivity
Low g;g::];'a_'a; BT = 15 - 30 feet |[BT = 0- 15 feet
Contaminant CT=4.5 PSCs=0-5 PsCs=0-5
Vulnerahility (AVI = 0) CT=4,5 CT=4,5
Moderate BT = 30 feet ET =15-30feet | BT = 0 - 15 feet
Contaminant PSCs=5-20 PSCs= 5-20 PSCs= 5-120
Vulnerahility CT=2,3 CT=2,3 CT=2,3
High BT = 30 feet BT = 15 - 30 feet
Contaminant PSCs = 20 PSCs = 20
Vulnerahility CT=1 CT=1

Hotes:

ET = Barrier Thickness, thickness ranges selected based on confidence in level of protection.
P5Cs = Mamber of potential contarminant sources m the 5-yvear TOT =zone.

CT = Contarninant Type (Category 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5 in Table 1)

Barner thickness ranges selected based on confidence m barrier distribution and effactivensss.
The PSC rmamber ranges were selected based on calmated average (mean) and standard
deviation of mmber of PSCs chserved in the 5-vr TOT mones provided in the WHEPs.

Figure 1. Aquifer Vulnerability Matrix

The matrix is used for determining system susceptibility considering a) aquifer sensitivity based
on local geology and b) the well’s vulnerability to contamination based on the number, type, and
proximity of PSCs. The matrix illustrates that ‘low geologic sensitivity’ (BT > 30 feet) and ‘low
contaminant vulnerability’ (PSCs =0 to 5 and CT = 4,5) reflect very low/no aquifer vulnerability
(AVI = 0). Similarly ‘high geologic sensitivity’ (BT = 0 to 15 feet) and ‘high contaminant
vulnerability’ (PSCs > 20 and CT = 1) reflect high aquifer vulnerability (AVI = 1). The matrix
demonstrates a gradient of increasing aquifer vulnerability from the top left hand cell of the
matrix (AVI = 0) towards the bottom right hand cell (AVI = 1), and provides an effective means
to summarize vulnerability assessments.

Aquifer Vulnerability Analysis for Water Resource Protection, John A. Mundell, Leena Lothe, Eric M. Oliver and L. Sue Allen-Long



Step S: Calculate the ‘Aquifer Vulnerability Index, AVI’ for each wellhead area using

following modus operandi:

the

Aquifer Vulnerability Index (AVI) Calculations:
(Spreadshest Example: for a geologic barrier of 15 fest, Mo, of PSCs = 9, and type of PSC = agricultural)

Siven:
Geologic Sensitivity - Bamrier Charactenzation

Geologic Factor, W, = INFUT
niovts: W, = 1} (BT = 20 fast)
Wy = 0.5 (BT = 15 - 20 fest)

W, = (BT = 0- 15 fast)

Paotential Contaminant Sources Number

1
PSC Mo. Factor, W= IMPUT

norbe: Wy = 0 (PSS Mo.= 0-5)
W= 0.5 (FSC Mo. = 5-20)
W, = 1 (PSC Mo, = 20)

Patential Contaminant Sources Charactenzation

PEC Typs Factor, W= INFUT
{Referto Table 1) niovts: Wy= 1} (ST =4, 5; agricultural, residsntial)
Wo= 0.5 (ST = 2, 3; commercial, waste management)
Ws= 1 (ST = 1; industrial)
Assumptions:  Weighting Factor for geolagic barrisr, @, = IMPUT
(Mot & thick g=ologic bamisr is ghven mome weighlags as compared 1o
radow number of PSCs, since PSC have a polenlial bs ncreass with lime.)
Weighting Factor for PSC Mo, o — INFUT
Weighting Factor for PSC Type, o = INFUT
Calculatiors:
Aquifer Vulnerability Index, AVl = (oW, + a2 W+ a3 W;)
AVl = .80 |outPuT
Rating: AVI Rangs Aquifer Vulnerability
0= AW =025 LOwW
0.25 = 8V =075
078 <AV <1 HIGH

iIntha abive example, AV = 005 which would be considerzd a HIGH Aquifer Vulnerability .

Notes:

BT = Barrier Thicknass

P3C Mo, = Mumbsr of potential contaminant sourcss in the Syear TOT zons
CT= Contaminant Typsa (category)

Diate of Last Spreadshest Modification: 0208003
Spreadshest Author Lesna A. Lothe and John A Mundsll, MUNDELL & ASSOCIATES, IMC.

{Mota: Count all residential sewars as contributing to PSC Na. = 1; count all residential sspticsfsewers &= contributin

Step 6: Classify the aquifer vulnerability based on the AVI as follows:
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AVI Range Aquifer Vulnerability

0<AVI<0.25 Low
0.25<AVI<0.75 Moderate
0.75 < AVI <l High

Step 7: Summarize the aquifer vulnerability and AVI data for each CPWSS, and rank utilities
accordingly (i.e., low, moderate, or high aquifer vulnerability).

Weighting Factor Assignment

The weight given to the various factors is dependent on specific preferences of the evaluating
entity. A thick geologic barrier might be given more weight as compared to no/low number of
PSCs, since the number of PSCs have the potential to change with time. A thick geologic barrier
indicates a lower aquifer vulnerability irrespective of the number or type of PSCs. On the other
hand, a thin or no barrier thickness indicates a high aquifer vulnerability, even if there is a low
number of PSCs. These factors can be taken into account by weighting them to calculate the
AVI. For the protocol recommended, the following weights were used:

Weighting Factor for geologic barrier, a; = 0.6
Weighting Factor for PSC No., a, =0.2
Weighting Factor for PSC Type, a3 =0.2

Example Aquifer Vulnerability Calculations

To provide a demonstration of the methodology proposed, three examples of actual utility
systems will be provided that covered the range of low to high aquifer vulnerability.

Town A has 35 to 40 feet of clay above the production well screened interval, and 2 potential
sources of contamination (PSCs) within the 5-year time of travel (TOT) zone. The type of PSCs

are predominantly industrial, and the town is on a septic system.

1. As per the geologic sensitivity-barrier characterization, in this case, the geologic factor
‘W1’ = 0 since the Barrier Thickness, BT > 30 feet.

2. The PSC No. Factor ‘W2’= 0, since PSC No. =0 to 5. Note that all residential sewers
count as contributing to PSC No. = 1.

3. The PSC Type Factor, ‘W3’=1, since CT = 1; industrial.

Then, AVI = (al W1 + a2 W2 + a3 W3)=(0.6(0) + 0.2(0) + 0.2(1) = 0.2. This categorizes the
system as having a ‘low’ vulnerability.
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Town B has 25 1030 feet of clay above the well intake, and 23 PSCs within the 5-year TOT. The
type of PSCs are predominantly industrial, and the town is on a sewer system.

1. As per the geologic sensitivity-barrier characterization, the geologic factor ‘W1’ = 0.5,
since the BT = 15 - 30 feet.

2. The PSC No. Factor ‘W2’= 1, since PSC No. > 20.
3. The PSC Type Factor, ‘W3’=1, since CT = 1; industrial.

Then, AVI = (0.6(0.5) + 0.2(1) + 0.2(1)) = 0.7. Therefore, the system has a ‘moderate’
vulnerability.

Town_C has 0 feet of overlying clay, and 16 PSCs within the 5-year TOT zone. The type of
PSCs are predominantly industrial, and the town was on a sewer system.

4. As per the geologic sensitivity-barrier characterization, the geologic factor ‘W1’ =1,
since BT =0 to 15 feet.

5. The PSC No. Factor ‘W2’= 0.5 , since PSC No. =5 to 20.
6. The PSC Type Factor, ‘W3’=1, since CT = 1; industrial.

AVI = (0.6)(1) + 0.2 (0.5) + 0.2 (1) = 0.9. Therefore, the system is rated as one with a
‘high’vulnerability.

Conclusions

The proposed aquifer vulnerability ranking protocol has proven to be an effective, flexible tool
for providing an objective, semi-quantitative relative ranking system for utility systems using
limited data available in most wellfield protection plans. The use of both an Aquifer
Vulnerability Index (AVI) and an Aquifer Vulnerability Matrix allows a technically sound
framework within which wellfield ranking can help guide the local decision-making of
governmental agencies in developing strategies for the management of the public water supply,
whether it be through stronger institutional controls, the passage of local ordinances, or
concerted educational programs for citizens and businesses.
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