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COMES NOW Gandy Marley, Inc. ("GMI"), by and through undersigned counsel of‘G
record, and requests the Commission to review Division Order R-12306-C, denying GMI's
request for a partial stay of Division Order R-12306-B. Division Order R-12306-C is attached

hereto as Exhibit 1. GMI's Request for Partial Stay of Division Order R-12306-B is attached

hereto as Exhibit 2.
The following is a summary of the procedural and factual background for this matter,

which is set forth in detail in the Request for Partial Stay. (Exhibit 2, at 1-4). GMI owns and
operates a commercial surface waste management facility located in Chaves County, New
Mexico. The facility is permitted pursuant to 19.15.9.711 NMAC ("Rule 711") under OCD
permit number NM-01-0019, originally issued on by the OCD on January 27, 1995. Pursuant to

the permit, the GMI facility accepted hydrocarbon contaminated and salt-contaminated oilfield

waste.
On March 4, 2005, Division Director Mark Fesmire notified GMI (along with other

landfarm owners) that its permit was being immediately modified to add the following condition:




"Effective immediately, the NMOCD permitted landfarm...is prohibited from accepting oilfield
waste contaminated with salts." On March 10, 2005, GMI applied for an emergency order
allowing it to accept salt-contaminated oilfield waste pending a decision on its application for a
permit modification, which the Division granted on March 11, 2005. Pursuant to NMSA 1978,
§70-2-23, the Emergency Order expired after March 26, 2005, fifteen days from its effective
date. After a hearing held on March 25, 2005, the Division issued the Emergency Order
Extension, which extended the Emergency Order and allowed GMI to continue to operate under
its existing permit without being subject to the Division's March 4, 2005 letter. The Emergency
Order Extension was granted until a determination is made by the Division on Gandy Marley's
application to modify its current landfarm permit. The Emergency Order Extension also requires
that salt-contaminated oilfield water be kept separate from non-salt-contaminated waste.

GMI submiitted an application to modify its permit to allow it to accept salt-contaminated
oilfield wastes. A hearing was held by the Division on May 23 and 24, 2005, before Hearing
Examiner William V. Jones. On August 5, 2005, the Division issued the Order, which denied
GMI's permit modification application and rescinded the Emergency Order Extension. The
Division ordered GMI to immediately comply with the Division's March 4, 2005 letter, which
prohibits GMI from accepting salt-contaminated oilfield wastes. On August 24, 2005, GMI filed
an application for a de novo hearing before the Commission on the Order.

On August 25, 2005, GMI requested a stay of the portion of the Order that rescinds the
Emergency Order Extension. (Exhibit 2). The Director issued Order R-12306-C, denying GMI's
request for a partial stay, on August 31, 2005. (Exhibit 1). GMI requests that the Commission

exercise it inherent authority under the Oil and Gas Act and review the denial of the stay at the




Commission's next scheduled hearing on September 15, 2005. GMI requests that the
Commission overturn Order R-12306-C and grant a partial stay of Order R-12306-B.
ARGUMENT

The Commission has the authority to review the Director's denial of GMI's request for a
partial stay of Order R-12306-B pursuant to its inherent authority over all matters relating to the
oil and gas industry in the State of New Mexico. The Oil and Gas Act specifically states that the
Commission "shall have concurrent jurisdiction and authority with the division to the extent
necessary for the commission to perform its duties as required by law." NMSA 1978, §70-2-6.
The Oil and Gas Act grants the Commission broad statutory authority "to do whatever may be
reasonably necessary to carry out the purpose of this act, whether or not indicated or specified by
any section thereof." NMSA 1978, §70-2-11; Santa Fe Exploration Co. v. Oil Conservation
Division, 114 N.M. 103, 112, 835 P.2d 819 (S.Ct. 1992). When the Commission is sitting as a
quasi-judicial body, the Commission has the inherent authority to supervise and control the
movement and disposition of cases before it, including the review of an Order related to a matter
pending before it. See Belser v. Cleireachain, 2005-NMCA-073, 137 N.M. 623 (N.M.App
2005). The authority to manage pending cases also includes the authority to grant and lift stays.
Id

This matter is currently pending before the Commission. GMI has submitted a request
for de novo review before the Commission of Order R-12306-B. Division Order R-12306-B,
denying GMI's permit modification application, states that GMI may submit a revised permit
application and that the Director will refer the matter directly to the Commission. As part of the
request for a de novo review, GMI has asked the Commission to stay the de novo review until

GMI submits a revised permit modification application pursuant to the Order. The Request for




Stay requests that GMI be allowed to continue accepting salt-contaminated oilfield waste until
the Commission makes a determination on GMI's permit modification application, as it has been
allowed to do since March 11, 2005, when the original Emergency Order was granted. The
requested stay will maintain the current status quo while the matter is pending before the
Commission.

GMI's request for a partial stay meets the elements for granting a stay of an
administrative order, as set forth in Tenneco Oil Co. v. New Mexico Water Quality Control
Commission, 105 N.M. 708, 710, 735 P.2d 986 (N.M.App. 1986). GMI provided evidence
demonstrating that the continued acceptance of salt-contaminated waste will not adversely
impact fresh water or the environment. (Exhibit 2 at 9-11). GMI also demonstrated that is it
likely to succeed on its request for a permit modification. (/d. at 4-8). Order R-12306-C does
not provide any reasons for the denial of the request for partial stay. The Order simply states that
"[t}he Director of the Division is of the opinion that the Application for Stay in this case is not
well taken, and should be denied.” (Exhibit 1 at 2, 94).

The denial of GMI's request for a partial stay adversely not only GMI, but the oil and gas
industry in the southern part of the State. As set forth in the Request for Partial Stay, the
Emergency Order and Emergency Order Extension were granted because the Division found
that, by prohibiting landfarms from accepting salt-contaminated oilfield waste, it created an
"unforeseen combination of circumstances calling for immediate action by the Division" in order
to "ensure that adequate facilities would continue to be available to receive and treat salt
contaminated waste." (Exhibit 1 at 8-9). The circumstances identified by the Division in support
of the Emergency Order Extension still exist. No additional landfarms have been permitted to

accept salt-contaminated oilfield waste. GMI has demonstrated that the Division was correct in




its initial determination that the GMI facility will not adversely impact fresh water supplies.
(Exhibit 2 at 9-10). The basis for issuing the original Emergency Order and the Emergency
Order Extension are still valid and the request for partial stay should be granted.

WHEREFORE, GMI requests that the Commission exercise it inherent authority under
the Oil and Gas Act and review the denial of the stay at the Commission's next scheduled hearing
on September 15, 2005. GMI requests that the Commission overturn Order R-12306-C and grant
a partial stay of Order R-12306-B.

Respectfully Submitted,

Sl 2o p—

Pete V. Domenici, Jr. Esq.
Attorney for Gandy Marley Inc.
6100 Seagull Street NE, Suite 205
Albuquerque, NM 87109

(505) 883-6250

I hereby certify that a true and

correct copy of the foregoing was sl
served on all parties of record on the &2

day of September, 2005.

Pete V. Domenici, Jr., Esq.
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO
ENERGY, MINERALS AND NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT
OIL CONSERVATION DIVISION

IN THE MATTER OF:

. FAX NO. P.

CASE NO. 13480

APPLICATION OF GANDY MARLEY, INC. TO MODIFY THEIR EXISTING
NMOCD RULE 711 PERMIT NO. NM-01-019 SO THEY MAY ACCEPT SALT-
CONTAMINATED WASTES, CHAVES COUNTY, NEW MEXICO

ORDER NO. R-12306-C
ER OF T DIVISIO

BY THE DIVISION:

THIS MATTER came before the Director of the Qil Conservation Division (the
Division) for comsideration on August 29, 2005 at Santa Fe, New Mexico on the
application of Gandy Marley, Inc. for a stay of Division Order No. R-12306-8, and the

Director, having reviewed the matter and caretully considered the same, now, on this 31
day of August; 2005,

) S Tk s

¢)) On August 5, 2005, the Division issued Order No. R-12306-B in this case,
revoking Order No. R-12306-A (Emergency Order Extension) and directing Gandy
Marley Inc. to immediately comply with the Division's letter directive of March 4, 2005
to cease accepting salt-contaminated wastes at its disposal facility.

) Gandy Marley, Inc. thereupon filed an application for de novo review of
said order by the Oil Conservation Commission (thec Commission), and simultaneously
filed an Application for Stay of Order No. R-12306-B pending such review.

3) The Director of the Division has jurisdiction, pursuant to Rule 1220.B of
the Rules of the Oil Conservation Division, to grant or deny stays of orders of the
Division pending review by the Commission
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4) The Director of the Division is of the opinion that the Application for Stay
in this case is not well taken, and should be denicd.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:
Q) The Application for Stay of Order No. R-12306-B is hereby denijed,

) Jurisdiction of this case is retained for the entry of such further orders as
the Division may deem necessary.

DONE at Santa Fe, New Mexico, on the day and year hereinabove designated.

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
OlL CONSERVATION DIVISTON

e

MARX E. FESMIRE, P.E.
Director

SEAL




STATE OF NEW MEXICO
ENERGY, MINERALS AND NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT
OIL CONSERVATION DIVISION

APPLICATION OF GANDY MARLEY, INC.
TO MODIFY THEIR EXISTING NMOCD RULE 711
PERMIT NO. NM-01-019 SO THEY MAY ACCEPT
SALT-CONTAMINATED OILFIELD WASTES
APPEAL OF ORDER NO. R-12306-B CASE NO.
CASE NO. 13480
REQUEST FOR PARTIAL STAY
OF DIVISION ORDER R-12306-B

COMES NOW Gandy Marley, Inc. ("GMI"), by and through undersigned counsel of
record, and pursuant to 19.15.14.1220.B NMAC, requests a partial stay of Division Order R-
12306-B ("the Order"), issued following a hearing on GMI's request for a permit modification,
held May 23 and 24, 2005. (Exhibit A, Decision and Order of the Division, Order No. R-12306-
B, attached hereto). GMI specifically requests a stay of the portion of the Order that rescinds
Order No. 12306-A, Emergency Order Extension ("Emergency Order Extension"). The
Emergency Order Extension, issued March 25, 2005, allows GMI to continue accepting salt-
contaminated oilfield waste until a final decision is made on GMI's request for a permit
modification. In support of the Request for Partial Stay, GMI states as follows.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

GMI is the operator of record and surface owner of a commercial surface waste

management facility located in Sections 4, 5, 8, and 9, Township 11 South, Range 31 East, in

Chaves County, New Mexico. The facility is permitted pursuant to 19.15.9.711 NMAC ("Rule

711") under OCD permit number NM-01-0019. The permit was originally issued by the Oil

;]

EXHIBIT

2
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Conservation Division ("the Division") on January 27, 1995. Pursuant to the permit, the GMI
facility accepted hydrocarbon contaminated and salt-contaminated oilfield waste.

On March 4, 2005, Division Director Mark Fesmire notified GMI (along with other
landfarm owners) that its permit was being immediately modified to add the following condition:
"Effective immediately, the NMOCD permitted landfarm...is prohibited from accepting oilfield
waste contaminated with salts." (Exhibit B, March 4, 2005 letter from Mark E. Fesmire,
attached hereto). The Mafch 4, 2005, letter stated that for a landfarm to accept salt-contaminated
oilfield waste, GMI was required to apply for a modification of the permit pursuant to Rule
711.B(1) NMAC and follow the notice requirements of Rule 711.B(2).

On March 10, 2005, GMI applied for an emergency order allowing it to accept salt-
contaminated oilfield waste pending a decision on its application for a permit modification. On
March 11, 2005, the Division issued Emergency Order 12306 ("Emergency Order”), allowing
GMI to accept salt contaminated oilfield wastes pending a decision on its application for a permit
modification. (Exhibit C, Order No. R-12306, attached hereto). Pursuant to NMSA 1978, §70-
2-23, the Emergency Order expired afte; March 26, 2005, fifteen days from its effective date.
After a hearing held on March 25, 2005, the Division issued the Emergency Order Extension,
which extended the Emergency Order and allowed GMI to continue to operate under its existing
permit without being subject to the Division's March 4, 2005 letter. (Exhibit D, Order of the
Division, 12306-A, attached hereto). The Emergency Order Extension was granted until a
determination is made by the Division on Gandy Marley's application to modify its current
landfarm permit. (/d at 5, §1). The Emergency Order Extension also requires that salt-

contaminated oilfield water be kept separate from non-salt-contaminated waste. (/d.)



GMI submitted an application to modify its permit to allow it to accept salt-contaminated
oilfield wastes. A hearing was held by the Division on May 23 and 24, 2005, before Hearing
Examiner William V. Jones. On August S, 2005, the Division issued the Order, which denied
GMI's pérmit modification application and rescinded the Emergency Order Extension. (Exhibit
A at 19, 91). The Division ordered GMI to immediately comply with the Division's March 4,
2005 letter, which prohibits GMI from accepting salt-contaminated oilfield wastes. (/d. at 20,
92). The permit modification application was denied because the Division found that GMI's
application did not include all of the information required by Rule 711 and did not comply with
the notice requirements of Rule 711. (/d at 19, §5).

The Order granted GMI the opportunity to submit a revised permit modification
application, which the Director will refer directly to the Commission for hearing. (/d. at 19, §{8-
10; 20, 993-5). The Order also included a section identifying technical issues that GMI should
address in a revised permit modification application and included specific recommendations for
permit conditions. (/d. at 15-17). The recommended permit conditions include: 1) the
installation depth for the cells in which salt-contaminated waste will be disposed; 2) installation
of a clay liner in each cell; 3) testing requirements for the clay to be used in the cells; 4)
installation of a permanent leachate and monitoring system; 5) the height at which the salt-
contaminated waste may be disposed; 6) installation of a clay cap at closure; 7) post-closure re-
vegetation requirements; 7) installation of an additional berm on the boundary of the facility; 8)
additional monitoring requirements; 9) development of more detailed closure and post-closure
plan. For the purposes of this request for stay, the most important recommendations are those
addressing the installation of a clay liner and leachate system. In its permit modification

application, GMI proposed to install a clay liner in each cell that will be used for salt-



contaminated waste. If the stay is granted and GMI is authorized to continue accepting salt-
contaminated oilfield waste, GMI will install a clay liner and a leachate system in the cell that
will receive waste under the Emergency Extension Order, as recommended by the Division in
the technical section of the Order.

GMI filed a timely application for a de novo hearing before the Commission on the
Order.

ARGUMENT

GM I is requesting that the Commission issue a stay of the portion of the Order that
rescinds the Emergency Extension Order. A stay of a division order may be issued by the
Commission upon a showing of "(1) likelihood that applicant will prevail on the merits of the
appeal; (2) a showing of irreparable harm to applicant unless the stay is granted; (3) evidence
that no substantial harm will result to other interested persons; and (4) a showing that no harm
will ensue to the public interest." Tenneco Oil Co. v. New Mexico Water Quality Control
Commission, 105 N.M. 708, 710, 735 P.2d 986 (N.M.App. 1986). The granting of a stay is
within the discretion of the Commission and depends on the facts and circumstances of the
individual case. /d. GMI meets all of the requirements for granting a stay of the rescission of
the Emergency Order Extension.

A. GMI is likely to succeed on the merits of its permit modification application.

In order to obtain a stay, GMI must make a showing of likely or probable success on the
merits. See State ex rel. v. Director of Revenue, 925 S.W.2d 838 (Mo. 1996)("a petitioner must
make some showing of probability of success on the merits"); Tony L. Merkert v. George H.
Ryan, Secretary, 617 N.E.2d 1373 (11l App. 1993 )(in requesting a stay, the plaintiff must raise "at

least a fair question as to the likelihood of success on the merits"); Medical Board of California




v. Superior Court of Sacramento, 278 Cal.Rptr. 247 (Cal. App.Dist.3, 1991)(to receive a stay, a
preliminary assessmeﬁt of the merits of the plaintiff's case is made in order to determine if he is
likely to obtain the requested relief); Beverly Miller Summers v. R.T. Sutton, Commissioner, 428
So0.2d 1121 (La. 1983)(indication of probable success required for stay). GMI has requested a de
novo appeal of the Division's denial of its permit modification application and will file a revised
permit modification application as set forth in the Order. Based on the requirements for the
issuance of a permit and the Division's Order, it is likely that GMI will prevail on the merits of
the appeal of the Order.

A permit may be issued "upon a finding that an acceptable application has been filed and
that the conditions of paragraphs 2 [Notice Requirements] and 3 [Financial Assurance
Requirements] above have been met." 19.15.9.711.B(7) NMAC. The Order provides that GMI
may submit a revised permit modification application in conformity with Rule 711. (Exhibit A
at 20, 93, 4). The Order also states that the Director will refer the revised permit modification
application directly to the Commission. (/d. at 20, §5). GMI has requested that the de novo
appeal be stayed until GMI has prepared and submitted a revised permit modification
application.

The permit modification was denied based on the Division's determination that GMI had
not met the public notice requirements and had not provided all of the information required by
Rule 711(B). (Exhibit A at 19-20). Rule 711(B) identifies information that must be submitted as
part of a permit modification application. 19.15.9.711(B)(2). The Decision section of the Order
includes specific recommendations for the revised permit application, including information that
should be included as part of a revised application and, as stated above, permit conditions

addressing various aspects of the facility. (Exhibit A at 13-17). The technical issues identified




in the Ordef would not have been the basis for a denial but instead would likely have formed the
basis for specific permit conditions. GMI will submit a revised permit application that includes
the information required pursuant to Rule 711 and that meets the public notice requirements.
Based on the opportunity to submit a revised permit modification application, GMI has a
reasonable chance of success on the merits of its application to modify its permit to allow
acceptance of salt-contaminated oilfield waste.

The Order is divided into two sections-a "Decision" section and an "Order" section. The
"Decision" section includes a section that raises issues of GMI's compliance with the quarterly
reporting requirements in its existing permit. (Exhibit A at 18). The section includes a
recommendation that "if GMI's application is ultimately granted, or granted with conditions, a
period of time (possibly six months to one year) should be required for GMI to first demonstrate
that it can comply with Division reporting requirements before it should be allowed to operate a
landfill facility." ({/d.). This portion of the Order does not decrease the likelihood of GMTI's
success on the merits for a number of reasons.

First, the recommendation is advisory and is not binding on the Commission in a de novo
hearing. The proposed condition is also not supported by the administrative record. GMI has
submitted the 4" quarterly report for 2004 and the two quarterly reports for 2005. (Exhibits I,
Affidavit of Bill Mansker, attached hereto; Exhibit J, Quarterly Reporting transmittal letters,
attached hereto). The sampling for the third quarterly report for 2005 has been completed and
will be submitted to the Division by September 1, 2005. The summary report of the sampling for
the September 1, 2005 Quarterly Report. is attached hereto as Exhibit H. The quarterly sampling
is comprehensive and includes 5 times the number of samples required by GMI's permit.

(Exhibit I). The sampling demonstrates that the facility, including cells that contain salt-




contaminated waste, does not present a threat to groundwater or the environment. (/d.). The
Division did not make any findings that the GMI facility is not an appropriate location for the
continued disposal of salt-contaminated waste. The indication from the Order is that, if the cells
are clay-lined and a leachate system is installed, the disposal of salt-contaminated waste at the
GMI facility would likely be approved by the Division. Additionally, the denial of the permit
was based on a finding that GMI did not comply with notice requirements for a permit
modification, not on a finding that the facility is not in compliance or a finding that the facility is
a threat to the environment or groundwater resources. (Exhibit A at 14, 15). The "Decision”
section of the Order includes a recommendation that salt-contaminated waste be placed in a clay-
lined cell with a leachate system, which GMI will follow. (/d. at 16). The installation of a clay
liner and a leachate system will be protective of groundwater. The "Technical Issues" section of
the Order strongly indicates that GMI will be issued a permit with conditions. (/d. at 15-17).
Second, GMI was not provided notice that its compliance history would be considered as
part of its application for a permit modification. The Division, as evidenced by the Order, is
clearly concerned about compliance with the notice requirements for public hearings. The
imposition of a condition based on compliance history without notice and an opportunity for
hearing violates the Oil and Gas Act, 70-2-23 NMSA 1978 (notice and hearing requirements). It
also violates Rule 711(B)(5), which states that a permit "may be denied, revoked or additional
requirements imposed by a writfen finding of the Director that a permittee has a history of
Jailure to comply with Division rules and orders and state or federal environmental laws."
(emphasis added). The Director has not made any such written finding for the GMI facility. The
Order does not contain a finding on GMI compliance with quarterly reporting requirements.

(See Exhibit A at 19-20).



Third, the Division has not followed its own enforcement guidelines. The OCD
Enforcement Guidelines provide specific step-by-step enforcement procedures that allow the
Division to provide notice of alleged violations and the permittee the opportunity to respond to
the allegations before a notice of violation is issﬁed. If a notice of violation is issued, the
permittee has the right to a hearing. GMI has never received any notice of alleged violations
from the Division nor has GMI been provided an opportunity for a hearing on compliance issues.
A permit modification hearing and subsequent order are not the appropriate place to determine
compliance issues. The compliance issues identified in the Order do not support a finding that
GMI will not succeed on the merits.

B. GMI will suffer irreparable harm if the stay is not granted.

GMI will also suffer irreparable harm if a stay of the portion of the Order rescinding the
Emergency Order Extension is not granted. Prior to March 4, 2005, GMI accepted salt-
contaminated oilfield waste and did not have any notice that the Division intended to amend its
permit to prevent further acceptance of such waste. Prior to the March 4, 2005 letter, GMI
invested in equipment and obtained contracts directly related to the acceptance of salt-
contaminated oilfield waste. GMI has received additional contracts since the issuance of the
Emergency Order Extension. GMI's customers have regulatory and other deadlines that must be
met and GMI has made commitments to its customers that will allow those deadlines to be met.
The purpose of the Emergency Order Extension was to assure that there are adequate facilities
for the disposal of salt-contaminated oilfield wastes and to avoid a crisis in the oil and gas
industry. In support of the Emergency Order Extension, the Division made the following

findings:

(N "“The recent adoption of the Pit Rule (19.15.2.50 NMAC) has increased the need
for remediation and disposal of drill cuttings within New Mexico.




(8) Removing the capability of a majority of landfarms to accept salt-contaminated
oil field wastes represented to the Division in unforeseen combination of circumstances
calling for immediate action by the Division. This constituted an emergency.

C) It was necessary for the Division to take appropriate action to ensure that
adequate facilities would continue to be available to receive and treat salt contaminated

oil field waste.

(Exhibit D at 4). The emergency conditions identified by the Division in March, 2005, have not
changed. As of this date, of the landfarms subject to the March 4, 2005 letter, only GMI has
submitted a permit modification application. 1f GMI is no longer allowed to accept salt-
contaminated oilfield wastes, the consequences which the Emergency Order Extension was
intended to avoid will occur. Not only will GMI suffer irreparable harm if the stay is not issued,
its customers will be irreparably harmed. There is no adequate remedy at law for the injury that
will be suffered by GMI and its customers while the Commission moves forward with
consideration of GMI's permit modification application.

The information upon which the Division based its rescission of the Emergency Order
Extension was available at the March 25, 2005 hearing and was not questioned or challenged by
the Division. The basis for rescinding the Emergency Order Extension appears to be that the
previous geological and hydrological information presented at the hearing for the Emergency
Order Extension "can no longer be relied on to support the Emergency Order Extension."
(Exhibit A at 17). However, the information provided at the May 23 hearing and recent soil
samples, coupled with the installation of clay-liners and a leachéte system, demonstrate that the
acceptance of salt-contaminated oilfield waste will not pose a danger to fresh water, human
health or the environment.

Testimony from the May 23, 2005, hearing, results from recent soil tests in cells that
contain salt-contaminated oilfield waste, and samples taken from two groundwater test wells

support the Division's March 25, 2005, finding that the acceptance of the waste does not




adversely impact fresh water supplies. (Exhibit D at 5, §16). The depth to groundwater under
the GMI facility is greater than 120 feet. (Exhibit E, Monitor Well Pump Test/Fluid Recovery
Report, attached hereto). The geology underneath the facility is of low permeability. (Exhibit K,
testimony of William Mansker and James A Bonner). The groundwater samples indicate that the
groundwater below the GMI landfarm has chloride levels between 4790 mg/l (MW 2) and 4840
mg/l (MW 1) and TDS levels of 8970 mg/l and 8930 mg/l. (Exhibit F, Summary Report for
groundwater samples, attached hereto). The regulatory level for chloride for a domestic water
supply is 250 mg/l. 20.6.2.3103 NMAC. The background chloride levels in the groundwater are
well above the regulatory levels for domestic water supplies. Bill Marley, the surface owner
immediately adjacent to the GMI facility, testified that the only use for the groundwater beneath
the facility is for livestock. (Exhibit G, Testimony of Bill Marley, attached hereto). He further
testified that the water is not suitable for livestock use, either in quantity or quality. (/d.)

Soils samples taken on August 9, 2005 indicate that three of the cells that contain salt-
contaminated oilfield waste show elevated levels of chloride that are anticipated and not a
concern. (Exhibit H, Summary Report and Analytical and Quality Control Report for August,
2005 soil sampling, attached hereto; Exhibit I). The results were not unexpected and, given the
depth to groundwater and the levels of chloride in the groundwater, the chloride in the soil
samples will not adversely impact fresh water supplies. In addition, GMI is prepared to meet the
requirement of the Order that salt-contaminated waste be placed in a cell with a clay-liner and a
leachate system, which will further assure that fresh water is not adversely impacted. The
Division's conclusion, in the Emergency Order Extension, that the disposal of salt-contaminated
waste at the GMI facility will not pose a danger to fresh water, human health or the environment

is still valid.
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GMI moved forward with its permit modification application with the understanding that
it would have a reasonable opportunity to operate during the time that Division was considering
its permit modification application. As already discussed, GMI did not have sufficient time to
prepare an application and meet the public notice requirements prior to the May 19, 2005 hearing
date that was already set at the time the Emergency Order Extension was granted. The Order
states that "GMI shall immediately comply with the Division's March 4™ letter." (Exhibit A at
20, 92). By requiring that GMI immediately comply with the March 4" letter, which means that
GMI must immediately cease acceptance of salt-contaminated waste, the Division is putting
GMI in exactly the same position it was in at the time it applied for the Emergency Order on
March 11, 2005, despite the fact that GMI has spent substantial time and effort to comply with
the requirement that it submit a permit modification application. GMI will suffer immediate and
irreparable harm if the portion of the Order rescinding the Emergency Order Extension is not
stayed.

C. Potential harm to other interested persons and the public interest

The granting of the stay will not harm the public interest. Granting the stay will continue
the status quo and will assure that adequate facilities for the disposal of salt-contaminated oilfield
waste will be available to the oil and gas industry. In determining whether to grant a stay, the
Commission must balance the potential harm to other persons and the public interest. See
Associated Securities Corp. v. Securities and Exchange Commission, 283 F.2d 773 (10" Cir.
1960). In the Emergency Order Extension, the Division found that the extension of the
Emergency Order was in the interests of the oil and gas industry. The Division took the
emergency action to "ensure that adequate facilities would continue to be available to receive

and treat salt contaminated oil field wastes." (Exhibit D at 4, 99. A stay of the rescission of the

11



Emergency Order Extension will ensure that adequate facilities will continue to be available for
the disposal of salt-contaminated waste, which is in the public interest. The benefit to the oil and

gas industry of granting the stay outweighs any harm that might ensue to interested or affected

persons.

As already discussed above, based on the geology and hydrology underlying the facility
and the use of a clay-lined cell and the installation of a leachate system, as set forth in the
"Technical Issues" section of the Order, the disposal of salt-contaminated oilfield waste at the
GMI facility will not pose a threat to freshwater or the environment.

WHEREFORE, GMI respectfully requests an Order of the Commission that

1) withciraws the rescission of the Emergency Order Extension, Order No. 12306-A; and

2) allows the disposal of salt-contaminated waste at the GMI facility in clay-lined cells

with a leachate system as set forth in the Technical Issues section of the Order.

GMI further requests an expedited evidentiary hearing on its request for a stay of the

rescission of the Emergency Order Extension.

Respecifiilly Submitted, /
7"/ )QM

Pete V. Domenici, Jr. Esq.
Attorney for Gandy Marley Ipc.
6100 Seagull Street NE, Suite 205
Albuquerque, NM 87109

(505) 883-6250

[ hereby certify that a true and
correct copy of the foregoing was -
served on all parties of record on the ?4’6

day of Augus% /
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STATE. OF NEW MEXICO
ENERGY, MINERALS AND NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT
OIL CONSERVATION DIVISION , »

APPLICATION OF GANDY MARLEY, INC. TO
MODIFY THEIR EXISTING NMOCD RULE 711
PERMIT NO. NM-01-019 SO THEY MAY ACCEPT

SALT-CONTAMINATED OILFIELD WASTES
CASE NO. 13480

ORDER NO. R-12306-B

DECISION AND ORDER OF THE DIVISION

' This case came for hearing on May 23, 2005, at Santa Fe, New Mexico, before

Hearing Examiner William V. Jones of the Oil Conservation Division (“the Division” or
“OCD”). The applicant, Gandy Marley, Inc. (“GMI") appeared through counsel at the
hearing and presented evidence in support of its application. Controlled Recovery, Inc.
(“CRI”) appeared through counsel at the hearing and presented evidence against GMI’s

application. Dr. Don Neeper appeared pro se as spokesperson for New Mexico Citizens
for Clean Air and Water and presented evidence against GMI’s application. The Division

appeared' through counsel at the hearing and provided information on GMI’s application.

L DECISION

A. Background.

' GMI is the operator of record and surface owner of a commercial surface waste
management facility located in Sections 4, 5, 8, and 9, Township 11 South, Range 31
East, in Chaves County, New Mexico, permitted pursuant to 19.15.9.711 NMAC under
OCD permit number NM-01-0019. GMI received its original permit from the Division on
January 27, 1995, for remediation of hydrocarbon-contaminated soils. The permit has
undergone periodic reviews by the Division since that time. \

On March 4, 2005, the Division notified surface certain waste disposal facilities in
New Mexico previously permitted by the Division, including GMI, to immediately cease
accepting salt-contaminated oil field wastes. Salt- contaminated wastes compromise the
biodegradation capacity of landfarm operations and threaten groundwater. ‘

Although the Division’s rules do not distinguish between the terms, landfarms and
landfills and both are considered surface water management facilities under Division
rules, in practice, the Division makes such a distinction. The term, “landfarms,” is
intended to apply to those surface waste management facilities that remediate
hydrocarbon contaminated soils. Soils treated in landfarms are intended to be reused.
The term, “landfills,” is intended to apply to surface waste management facilities that
accept oil field contaminated wastes for permanent disposal because they cannot be
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remediated. This Decision w111 distinguish between the two class1ﬁcat10ns of surface
waste management: facilities by utilizing those terms.

The Division notified certain waste facilities operating as landfarms to cease
accepting salt-contaminated wastes because the public notices given prior to the issuance
of those permits, as was the case with GMI, stated the permits were for landfarming to
remediate hydrocarbon contaminated soils. In fact, the language of the permits actually
approved by the Division was broader and allowed facilities, such as GMDI’s, to accept
oilfield contaminated solids either exempt from the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (“RCRA”), 42 US.C. §§6901, et, seq., Subchapter III (Hazardous Waste
Management) requirements or non hazardous by characteristic testing or listing, which
included salt- contaminated oil field wastes not subject to remediation. Because the
permits were broader in scope than the contents of the notices, they were voidable and

required correction by the Division.

Landfarm permits, including GMI’s, allow the Division to administratively
change permit conditions for good cause shown to protect fresh water, human health, and
the environment. The Division’s March 4™ letter to landfarm operators stated it was
necessary to modify their permits to protect fresh water, human health and the.
envn'onment The following administrative change was made to the penmts by the March

4t letter:

Effective immediately, the NMOCD permitted landfarm identified above
is prohibited from accepting oilfield waste contaminated with salts.

The Division’s letter also statéd that for a landfarm to accept salts, the permit
holder must apply for a modification of the permit pursuant to 19.15.9.711.B(1) NMAC
and follow the notice requlrements 0f19.15.9.711.B(2) NMAC.

Followmg receipt of the March 4™ letter, GMI applied for a modification of its
permit to allow it to accept salt-contaminated oil field wastes. Additionally, on March
10, 2005, GMI applied for-an emergency order to enable it to accept salt- contaminated
oil field waste pending an order on its application for a permit modification. - _

‘ On March 11, 2005 and March 25, 2005, the Division issued emergency orders R-
12306 and R—12306-A to allow GMTI’s landfarm to continue accepting salt-contaminated

oilfield wastes; prov1ded that
[Alny salt-contaminated oil field waste shaill be kept separate from non salt-

contaminated waste; and prowded further, that such extension shall only remain
in effect until a determination is made by the Division on Gandy Marley’s

application to amend its current landfarm permit.

On March 29, 2005, the Division requested additional information from
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GMI. Thereafter, on April 8, 2005, GMI submitted a revised application for a Waste
Management Facility. The Division gave notice of the hearing in this matter, set for May
19, 2005 (later, continued to May 23, 2005, at the request of the parties), to GMI and
others interested in the matter. Notice of the hearing was published in the Roswell Daily
Record on April 15, 2005, and in the Lovington Daily Leader on April 14, 2005. GMI
provided notice to the Chaves County Board of Commissioners, the New Mexico
Commissioner of Public Lands, and the United States Bureau of Land Management on
April 25, 2005, and provided a cotrection of public notice to the same entities on May 6,
2004. Notice was also published on the Division’s website.

This matter is before the Division for action on GMI’s application to amend its
current landfarm permit.

B. Procedural Motiops Submitted by the Parties.

Prior to the hearing, CRI filed a motion (CRI’s Motion to Exclude from
Consideration Information Not Contained or Disclosed in Gandy Marley’s Amended -
Application for Waste Management Facility (“the Motion™)) to exclude from
consideration by the Hearing Examiner information CRI contends was not contained in or
disclosed to the public as part of GMI’s application. CRI objects to GMI’s Pre-Hearing
Statement as seeking to supplement GMI’s application. The Hearing Examiner took the

Motlon under advisement.
At the hearing, GMI made a motion to prevent CRI from opposing GMTI’s

apphéatlon based on lack of standing. GMI contended CRI only had an economic interest
in this case and is not otherwxse an “affected” party. The Hearing Examiner denied

GMI’s motion.
At the hearing, CRI also made a motion to dismiss this case claiming GMI failed
to file a complete application. CRI maintains GMI had not, and would not; present a

specific closure plan for the proposed facility as required by Division rules. This motion
was also taken under advisement for consideration in conjunction with the Motion. :

C. GMLI's Evidence.

' 1. Summary: GMI presented its case through its application, exhibits, and -
witness testimony. GMI contends that, until the March 4® letter from the Division, this
facility was allowed to take salt-contaminated oil field solid waste into separately
segregated bermed areas, called “cells.” GMI’s application merely seeks modification of
its existing permit to restore the previously permitted ability of this facility. GMI’s
drawings submitted as part of its application are adequate to construct cells capable of
safely encapsulating salt- contaminated wastes. The closure plan provides for cells to be
closed as they are being filled. No change in the existing financial bond is required
because closure of landfill cells is no more complicated than closure of landfarm cells.
Groundwater below the facility is poor in quality, cannot be beneficially used, and can
only be produced at a low rate. The clays and low permeability silts of the Upper
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Dockum group adequately protect the existing groundwater from possible contamination -

from salts placed in this facility.

2. Testimony:

a. Mr. Robert W. (Bill) Marley — Mr. Marley was qualified as a contractor
and owner, but not as a designer of the facility. Mr. Marley is part owner of the waste
disposal facility and owns the adjacent ground surrounding the facility — purchased in
1966 — and also owns a 40 square mile cattle ranch surrounding the facility.

All water used by Mr. Marley’s ranch is piped in from wells drilled on top of the
Caprock into the Ogallala water sands. Mr. Marley made the decision to drill two water
- wells near (but outside of) the existing facility. The drilling and testing contractor was

‘Mr. Clayton Barnhill of CMB Environmental & Geologlcal Services, Inc. The two wells
were drilled in May, just prior to the hearing. The MW#1 is located on the Southside of
cell 15. The MW#2 is located south of the outer berm between cells 18 and 20.

The waste facility has taken oil field drill cuttings for many years and placed them
into 6-inch lifts and disked every two weeks. Cells 15,-18, 20, and 21 are currently
taking salt-contaminated oil field waste consisting mostly of drill cuttings. Facts (such as
the depth to ground water and the salinity of that ground water) within the GMI
application submitted in March in support of an emergency order to allow GMI to
continue taking salt-based oil field wastes were based partially on memory.

The facility boundaries after the permit modification would be the same as the
boundaries prior to the permit modification. There is no confirmation on the degree of
salinity of the different types of salt-contaminated oilfield wastes being accepted by the
- facility. Landfarm cells are being sufficiently remediated to grow certain types of plants —
especially salt tolerant plants. If the proposed permit modification is approved, then salt-
contaminated waste will be placed into the landfill cells in a thick layer and encapsulated
with a clay liner on the bottom and an evapotranspiration layer on top. Landfill cells will

be closed as they are filled, by placing a cap of remediated soil on top.

b. Mr. Patrick Corser, P.E. — Mr. Corser was qualified as an expert

Geotechnical Engineer. Mr. Corser was the project manager for the permitting of GMI’s
Triassic Park facility and works for MWH Global, Inc. He presented testimony on soil

layers and groundwater.

The Upper Dockum consists of claystones, siltstones, and sandstones, while the
Lower Dockum is more homogeneous and contains low permeability claystones and
mudstones. A perched aquifer originates either from the Ogallala aquifer (underneath the
Caprock) or from surface infiltration. Water flows down through the alluvial deposits and
is trapped between the Upper and Lower Dockum units. “Perched” means that there is no
direct communication between the perched aquifer and any lower aquifer. It is limited in

lateral extent and pinches out to the west.
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There are three factors that help prevent adverse impact to these perched waters:
(1) the arid climate with net evaporation greater than net infiltration, (2) low permeability
sediments beneath the facility, and (3) a clay liner will be placed below the wastes.
Existing perched water has a very low pump rate and is of very poor quality. The closure
plan is different for the landfill cells and landfill closure will take less time than landfarm
closure. Operators applying for a permit look to the OCD for guidance on what is
required for design, operation, and closure. Because clay covers.do not perform well in
arid climates, an evapotranspiration layer is best. The existing clay underlying the

landfarm has a hydraulic conductivity ranging from 107 to léss than 107 centimeters per
second. Cells will be excavated to a depth of up to 20 feet and the berms placed from 5
to 10 feet above ground level. Cells would be filled to the top of the berms. A change in

design would be necessary for a leak detection system to work.

: Disposal of some solid debris in the waste may puncture the clay liner and should
be avoided. . The salt wastes are best deposited at or below ground level, instead of from
5 to 10 feet above ground level as proposed by GMI. A clay cap should be installed with

two feet of other soil on top of the clay.

c. Dr. William L. Mansker — Dr. Mansker was qualified as an expert
geologist. He became involved with this project about 2 months ago, reviewing the
records and gathering additional information. Over the years, he has developed a superior

way of measuring salinity in soils while in the field.

He used this methdd and electric logs to determine that salinity increases with
depth.in the Upper Dockum. He drilled and sampled drill cuttings from the latest two
monitor wells, which were drilled in May. The pump testing of those wells was

contracted to another party.

He testified that GMI would be constructing the landfill cells below the altuvium.
There exist many feet of almost impervious clays and silts in the Upper Dockum and any
groundwater that exists is not useable. Any gradient of the perched, discontinuous
aquifer may not exist and is almost impossible to determine. In any case, more than two

wells would be required to deﬁne any gradient.

d. Mr. Edwin E. Martin — Mr. Martin is an employee of the Division’s
Environmental Bureau and his dutles include rev1ew1ng environmental related

administrative applications.

The permit as presented so far (prior to hearing Dr. Neeper and the CRI
presentations) is “actionable” with the possible addition of conditions such as vadose
zone monitoring and possibly a different cap design. The permit as proposed is to convert
one of the existing landfarm cells into a landfill cell capable of disposing of salt-
contaminated wastes. The closure plan as presented may be- sufficient as long as the

Division can monitor it.
However, the details of the way the closure would be monitored are missing from

the plan, those details are still needed, and the Division does not have enough inspectors
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to monitor a closure. The proposed modification to this permit can be considered a major
change in the way the facility is operated. The proposed landfill wastes would be
considered hazardous wastes, except they originate from oil field operations and are
RCRA exempt. An operator’s history of reporting compliance to the Division is an
important factor to consider prior to granting additional permits. »

D. CRI’s Evidence.

1. Summary: CRI presented its rebuttal case through cross-examination of
GMI witnesses and testimony from its expert witnesses. CRI’s position is that converting
from a landfarm to a landfill constitutes a major change to the permit due to the dangers
from salt-contaminated oil field wastes. The salt cannot be remediated and therefore
must be carefully placed into a long term and secure facility. These wastes also will
likely contain dangerous chemicals and materials that are a further threat to public health
and to the environment. They must be securely encapsulated and prevented from being
leached into surrounding soils and eventually into groundwater, which must be protected.

Based upon review of the Division’s records, GMI does not have a history of
adequate reporting and compliance with existing permits. GMI does not even know
which cells in this landfarm already contain salt-contaminated wastes. The application
submitted for approval by GMI is brief and inadequate in many critical areas. The
Division should not approve this permit modification as it clearly does not ensure that

public health and the environment will be protected.

2.  Testimony:

a. Mr. Lamry Gandy — CRI called Mr. Larry Gandy for questioning as a
hostile witness. He is part owner in the facility and was primarily responsible for
reporting and monitoring. Even after entering into an agreement with - CMB
Environmental & Geological Services, Inc., the required quarterly reports were not
always submitted to the Division. The agreement with CMB does not specify that CMB
submit the reports to the Division — although that is‘the understanding. GMI has had

deficits in reporting to the NMED.

' The Division’s data concerning GMI’s permit is not all in one place. Cells to be

converted to landfill status will consist of groups of cells remediated to Division
standards. GMI screens the trucked-in waste arriving at the facility for the type of waste
by sampling, or by experience, then attempts to keep the salt waste separate from the oily
wastes. The salt was not, though, always kept separate and it is not known which cells
are salt-contaminated. Cell 22 has never received any salt waste, '

GMI is not seeking to expand the footprint of the facility because it is cheaper to
use existing cells. The GMI engineer, did not provide the wording for the intended
closure plan or any actual engineered plans - Mr. Marley developed the closure wording
that was submitted in the application. There will be plenty of excavated, new soil to be
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used for the berms and the closure — but this is not specified in the plan and has not been
required by the Environmental Bureau. - :

b. Mr. James A. Bonner (Gordon Environmental) — Mr. Bonner is a
registered professional geologist. He previously worked with S.M. Stoller Corporation
and worked on the pre-siting and the siting of the nearby Triassic Pack Facility, which
was permitted through NMED, but never constructed. He was qualified as an expert

hydrogeologist.

A test hole drilled in 1993 within the Triassic Park facility (PB-14) sampled water
from the top of the Lower Dockum and has been considered to be the most representative
well for groundwater below the facility. The water sampled from that well was tested at
4,900 TDS. This data was available to GMI and should have been used in the application
for an emergency order, but was not. The core holes drilled for the Triassic Park facility
- showed the Lower Dockum to be a continuous thick clay layer. The Upper Dockum is
more discontinuous and can switch from mostly clay and some sand; to mostly sand and
some clay within a short lateral distance. Therefore, water could possibly migrate

downward by hitting a clay lens and moving laterally until the clay changed to sand, then

moving down again.

The GMI proposed landfill should either have numerous core holes drilled to
prove the base is protected by natural clay or use an engineered barrier. The Triassic
Park permit included a groundwater waiver covering the Santa Rosa waters at the bottom
of the Lower Dockum group.

Monitor wells are normally installed upgradient and downgradient, but a water
gradient may not even exist here.

4 The perched water probably moved into buried sandstones over millions of years -
and is trapped by impermeable barriers from further movement. The alluvium .at this
facility is approximately 30 feet thick and made of detritus from other formations and
recent material. If fluid -escapes from this proposed landfill, it likely will first move

- laterally thirough the -alluvium — so engineered barriers for the cells are ‘necessary. The
Upper Dockum originally included fresh water, but the water became salty after millions
of years of other water leaching salts mto it from younger, overlymg deposits that have

- since eroded.

c. Mr. Ian Keith Gordon P.E. — Mr. Gordon is president, and principal
engineer of Gordon Environmental, Inc. He is a geotechnical engineer and was qualified

as an expert engineer on land-disposal issues.

The application is grossly deficient — especially since the drawings are not
engineering drawings, but simple sketches. No site specific topographic maps were
included and are needed to design the drainage. The proposed construction of the
engineered barrier is deficient, due to the lack of standards, test methods, and methods of-
protection. The method of construction used for the site berm is not provided.



Flooding concerns exist primarily because of the switch from landfarm to landfill
~ and this flooding must be estimated and dealt with. There are no quality assurance
documents. There are not enough monitor wells and the application lacks statements
about what will be tested in the wells and hiow the testing will be done,

If this salt waste were-not RCRA exempt, some contaminants in the drill cuttings
would be considered hazardous. Hazardous wastes must be disposed of into landfills
with liners and fluid detection systems. The type of clay to be used in the clay liner or
~ clay cap should be specified because some types of clay are affected by salt and some are

affected by petrochemicals.

The standard limit of hydraulic conductivity is 1.0 X 10”7 centimeters per second
after a compaction of 90 percent of standard. The applicant provided only one proctor
density report (one sample) to determine the types of materials that will be used in the
liner. That report stated the sample was compacted and the measured conductivity was
1.7x107 centimeters per second, which is closer to twice the desired conductivity.

There is no quality control plan to ensure the construction material will meet its
performance specifications. There is no quality control on test methods and no planned

third party observation during construction.

The application is lacking construction plans or cpnstfuction quality control
standards. A fluid collection system is needed to prevent a buildup of pressure on the
liner and eventual liner failure. This requires detailed design, drawings, and construction.

The OCD has no water yield qualifications to meet in order to determine if water
is to be protected. The Water Quality Control Commission (“WQCC"”) uses a yield
hurdle in their policy of approxnnately 14 gallons per day, but it has not been proposed as

arule.

- GMUI’s original application was not sufficiently detailed to - verify if it was
adequate to protect the public health and the environment. However, the last two weeks
before the hearing were spent adding data that came closer to making that determination.

E. Dr. Neeper’s Evidence.

1. Summary: Dr. Donald A. Neeper testified on behalf of New Mexico
Citizens for Clean Air & Water, Inc. He was qualified as an expert in vadose zone - -
transport and presented exhibits and testimony. -

2. Testimony: Since salt cannot be remediated, Dr. Neeper is primarily
concerned with containing the salt waste in the landfill — long after the landfill is closed.
He is concerned about salt movement - as carried by evaporating waters - upwards

towards the surface.
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After the salt is “wicked’_’ upwards, the surface soils will become “‘sodic” and
vegetation will be destroyed. With no vegetation, erosion — especially through wind in
this area — will spread the contamination. Since vegetation is vital to hold the soil from

erosi'o'n., the permit requirements should include successful re-vegetation instead of just
This re-vegetation should be verified and monitored by the

requiring re-seeding.
Division,

The methods of monitoring soil for contamination from this landfill should
include traditional measurements and should also include the Sodium Adsorption Ratio
(SAR) as the best overall index to monitor. To watch for movement of contaminants, the
soil should be monitored at a close distance from where the waste is placed, instead of

just sampling deeper monitoring wells.

Disposal of some solid debris in the waste may puncture the clay liner and should
be avoided. The salt wastes are best deposited at or below ground level, instead of from
5 to 10 feet above ground level, as proposed by GMI.. A clay cap should be installed with

two feet of other soil on top of the clay.

" The Division should not abuse the RCRA exemption and should take landfill
permits seriously. His review of the Division’s records indicate that OCD permitted
waste disposal facilities all have a poor history of reporting, .including GMI. Permits
should not be routinely issued to companies with a poor reporting or compliance history.
Prior to approving this landfill, the Division should convene a panel of experts who have

dealt with landfills closed decades ago.

F. ~ Public Notice Requirements.

1. Rule 711: GMI’s permit application is governed by 19.15.9.711 NMAC
(“Rule 7117), which applies to surface waste management facilities. Subsection B(1) of
Rule 711 requires that an application for a permit to modify an existing facility must be
filed on Form C'-137 with the Division and the appropriate Division-District Office.
Subsection B(1) lists thirteen.categories (a — m) of information that “shall” be included as
part of the application. (Emphasis added.) Rule 711 also requires the applicant to
“comply with Division guidelines” in submitting any such application. _

OCD'’s Guidelines For Permit Application, Design, and Construction of Surface -
Waste Management Facilities, Revised 7-97, (“the Guidelines”) offer guidance to
operators in preparing permit apphcatlons for surface waste management facilities. The
Guidelines state the applicant “shall submit an ‘Application for Surface Waste
Management Facility’ accompanied by the ‘information necessary to evaluate the
application.” (Emphasis added.) The Guidelines require applications be sufﬁcxently

complete in order for OCD to review them.

Under Rule 711, the applicant must demonstrate in its application that the
proposed facility “will not adversely impact public health or the environment and will be
in compliance with OCD rules and orders.” Rule 711.B(1)(m). Once a complete
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ap;)liéation has beemﬂﬁ.led', Rule 711 requires public notice of the filed application and at «
least a 30-day comment period for the public, based on the application on file with OCD.

Subsection B(2) of Rule 711 sets forth notice requirements for surface waste
management disposal facilities. Those requirements are as follows: :

(a) Prior to public notice, the applicant shall give written notice of
application to the surface owners of record within one (1) mile of the facility, the
county commission where the facility is located or is proposed to be located, and
the appropriate city official(s) if the facility is located or proposed to be located
within city limits or within one (1) mile of the city limits. The Director may
extend the distance requirements for notice if the Director determines the
proposed facility has the potential to adversely impact public health or the
environment at a distance greater than one (1) mile. The Director may require
-additional notice as needed. A copy and proof of such notice will be furnished to

the Division.

(b) The applicant will issue public notice in a form approved by the
Division in a newspaper of general circulation .in the county in which the facility
is to be Iocated. For permit modifications, the Division may require the applicant
to issue public notice and give written notice as above. '

(c) Any person seeking to comment or request a public hearing on such
application must file comments or hearing requests with the Division within 30
days of the date of public notice. Requests for a public hearing must be in writing
to the Director and shall set forth the reasons why a hearing should be held. A
public hearing shall be held if the Director. determines there is significant public

interest.

(d) The Division will distribute notice of the ﬁlmg of an application for a
new facility or major modifications with the next OCD and OCC hearing docket

following receipt of the apphcatxon

Rule 711.B(7) states that “{t]he Director may issue a permit upon finding that an
acceptable application has been filed and that conditions of paragraphs 2 and 3 above
have been met.” (Emphasis added.) Paragraph 2 is the notice requirement set forth above;

paragraph 3 describes financial assurance requirements.
2. Notice and Due Process Requirements Generally: In a recent oplmon (July

18, 2005) of the New Mexico Supreme Court involving a landfill permit issued by the
New Mexico Environment Department under the Solid Waste Act; NMSA 1978, Sections
74-9-1 to 43, (1990, as amended); the Court stressed the importance of public

participation in the permitting process:

Our courts have previously emphasized that legislative policy favors the public’s
ability to participate meaningfully in the landfill permitting process. (citation




omitted) [T]he Départment’s failure to coniply with statutory notice re(juirements
rendered subsequent administrative proceedings invalid. (Emphasis added.) - :

Ih The Matter of the Application of Rhino Environmental Services, Colonias
Development Council v. Rhitio Environmental Services Inc., and New Mexico
Department of Environment, Supreme Court Case No. 28,337 at §22.

The New Mexico Supreme Court considered the issue of notice in connection
with the Oil and Gas Act in Santa Fe Exploration Company v. Qil Conservation
Commission, 114 N.M. 103, 835 P.2d 819 (1992). There,” competing oil producers
claimed denial of due process because they were not given notice the New Mexico Oil
Conservation Commission (“the Commission”) would consider limiting production from
an oil pool. The Court disagreed and held the producers had been “reasonably informed”
of the issues the Commission would address because they knew, pnor to the hearing, the
Commission would be considering production rates from the various wells and the
correlative rights of all parties concerned. Unlike this case, Santa Fe involved participants
to a correlative rights proceeding, not whether the general public had been given

- sufficient notice to partlclpate meamngfully in a permit proceeding.

Notably, in Santa Fe, the Court rejected followmg McCoy v. New Mexico Real

Estate Commission, 94 N. M 1602, 614 P.2d 14 (1980), as urged by the parties, a case
involving a realtor who was denied .an opportunity to address an issue that, for the first
time, was raised by the Real Estate Commission on appeal. According to McCoy, if a
matter is not within.the range of issues or information for which the notice was glven,
then presenting that issue or information for the first time, after notice has been given,

denies due process.

In another notice case, Nesbit v, City of Albuguerque, 91 N.M. 455, 575 P.2d

1340 (1977), the Supreme Court considered whether the public was afforded adequate
opportunity to oppose a change in a development plan from 83 condominium units to 287
- efficiencies and apartments. That case is important for three reasons.

First, Nesbit makes clear that, while certain types of modifications to a plan,
which may be minor, may 'not warrant full notice, substantial changes to a plan do
warrant full notice. Second, it stands for the proposition that notice must be sufficient for
- a reasonable person to realize the nature of thé change in the use of a property. Third,

Nesbit makes clear that a defect in the notice procedure will render all subsequent

proceedings invalid.

To rule on CRI's Motion, the issue to be decided is whether a reasonable person
had a meaningful opportunity to participate in the hearing on this matter, based on the
status of GMI’s application on file with the Division at the time notice was provided.
Even though the notice is notirequired to lay out every element of the application and its
supporting information, the notice must be sufficient so that an average citizen would
have been aware, based upon that notice, what GMI was seeking to modify. More
importantly, once being so notified, it must be determined whether the average citizen



then had access to- mformatzon necessary for a meaningful opportunity to participate at
the hearing. If the: record upon which the citizen must participate lacked essential
information on the activity to be permitted, then GMI did not comply with the

requirements of Rule 711. W

G.  The Public Was Denied Meaningful Participation.

Rule 711B(1) specifies the information that must be filed with the application for a new
waste disposal facility, or a modification to an existing facility:

(a) The names and addresses of the applicant and all principal officers of
the business if different from the applicant;

(b) A plat and topographic map showing the location of the facility in
relation to governmental surveys (1/4 1/4 section, township, and range), highways
or roads giving access to the facility site, watercourses, water sources, and

dwellings within one (1) mile of the site;

() The names and addresses of the surface owners of the real propcrty on
“which the management facility is sited and surface owners of the real property of

record within one (1) mile of the site;

(d)y A description of the facility with a diagram indicating location of
fences and cattle guards and detailed construction/installation diagrams of any

pltS liners, dikes, piping, sprayers, and tanks on the facility;

(e)Aplan for management of approved wastes.
() A contingency plan for reporting and cleanup of spills or releases;

(g) A routine inspection and mamtenance plan to. ensure permit
comphance

(h) A Hydrogen Sulfide Prevention and Contingency Plan to protect public
health
(1) A closure plan mcludmg a.cost estimate sufficient to close the facility

to protect public health and the environment; said estimate to be based upon the
use of equipment normally available to a thlrd party contractor;

(1) Geological/hydrological cwdence including depth to and quahty of
groundwater beneath the site, demonstrating that dlsposal of oilfield wastes will

not adversely impact fresh water;

(k) Proof that the notice requirements of Section 19.15.9.711 NMAC have
been met;



() Certification by an authorized representative of the applicant -that
information submitted in the application is true, accurate, and complete to the best

of the applicant’s knowledge.

(m) Such other information as is necessary to demonstrate that the
operation of the facility will not adversely impact public health or the
environment and. that the facility will be in compliance with OCD rules and

orders.

Both the Rule and the Guidelines state an application must contain information
sufficient to evaluate it on its own merits. Only after a complete application has been

filed, may the Division issue a Rule 711 permit.

-In the instance of \GMI’s application, GMI was still in the process of collecting
essential information necessary to support its application after filing it. Among the items
required by Rule 711 to be part of the application, which GMI either failed to include
with its application or provided in such sparse detail as to be non-responsive to Rule
711°s requirements, were the following: (1) detailed construction/installation diagrams,
- as required by Rule 711.B(1)(d); (2) waste management plan, as required by Rule
711.B(1)(e); (3) closure plan including a cost estimate sufficient to close the facility, as
required by Rule 711.B(1)(i); (4) hydrogen sulfide prevention and contingency plan to
protect public health, as required by Rule 711.B(1)(h); (5) complete contingency plan for
reporting and cleanup of spills and releases, as required by Rule -711.B(1)(¥); (6)
complete inspection and maintenance plan to ensure permit compliance, as required by
Rule 711.B(1)(g); (7) dlagram of the proposed facility, as required by Rule 711.B(1)(d);
-and (8) plat and topographic map showing the location of the facility, as required by

Rule 711.B(1)(b).

In its Response In Opposition to CRI’s Motion To Exclude From Consideration
Information Not Contained Or Disclosed In Gandy Marley’s Amended Application For
Waste Management Facility, GMI maintains that its. Prehearing Statement did not
identify any new or additional information that was not consistent with its application and

the public notice.

4 GMI wrongly assumes that simply because it provided information right up to the

day of the hearing that related in a general sense to its application, it complied with Rule
711. GMI fails to explain, however, why information that should have been filed as part
of the application package, and that was necessary for the public to meaningful
participate at the hearing, was not made available with the application, or at least
available at the time the application was noticed to the public, much less made available

sufficiently in advance of the hearmg

Critical information pertaining to geological/hydrological evidence demonstrating
that disposal of oilfield wastes would not adversely impact fresh water supplies, and
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required to be filed with the application pursuant to Rule 711.B( 1)(]), was not available:
until well after public notice was provided of the application. _

: Results from two monitor wells in the form of driller’s logs of samples on MW#1
and MW#2, were not available before May 12, 2005, eleven days before the hearing.
Results on trace fluid analysis and pump tests on MW#1 and MW#2 were not available
until May 20, 2005, three days before the hearing. And not until the very day of the
hearing, May 23, 2005, were results made available on compaction permeability tests on
clay from MW#1 and MWH#2. These events conflict with GMI’s position that no new
information came in after the application was filed and notice of it was provided.

It appears GMI first attempted to present a bare, minimum application, and then,
as opposition surfaced, began expanding and supporting its application with more and
more data. Although GMI ultimately presented an improved amended application, even
aftet doing so it contmued to add critical data, such as well data near the facility. The two
wells drilled near (but not on) the facility were drilled, sampled, and pump tested, only a
few days prior to the hcanng, and none of this data was ever available for public

mspectlon at the time notice was given.

OCD routinely continues cases where inadequate notice has been given to
affected parties. Because only CRI and Dr. Neeper appeared to contest GMI’s
application, it might be .argued no others were sufficiently concerned about the
application or would have benefited from GMI’s compliance with Rule 711. That is not

the issue.

Notice requirements in general, and in this matter, Rule 711 in particular, are

intended to afford the public a meaningful opportumty to participate. The waste GMI
requests permission to receive at its facility is a potential threat to health and the
environment and the pubhc deserves an opportunity to meaningfully participate in such
proceedmgs on an informed basis. That opportumty did not exist under the c1rcumstances

of this case.

H.  OCD Rules Require A Properly Noticed Public Hearing To Determine No

Beneficial Use For Fresh Water Exists And That Did Not Occur.

A further deficiency in the public notice for this matter arises in connection with
an important part of GMI’s case. Although GMI maintained the perched aquifer was
protected, GMI also sought to establish that that source of groundwater below its

landfarm is not entitled to protection as fresh watcr

The data obtained from GMI’s monitor wells indicates groundwater is at a depth
of approximately 122 feet and contains less than 9,000 mg/1 of total dissolved solids. Mr.
Marley testified that the water is too saline for cattle to drink and, further, the aquifer may

not be capable of a sufficient sustained yield for cattle or other uses.
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OCD defines “Fresh Water (to be protected)” s “all underground waters
containing 10,000 milligrams per liter (mg/l) or less of total dissolved solids (TDS)
except for which, after notice and hearing, it is found there is no present or reasonably
foreseeable beneficial use which would be impaired by contamination of such waters

19.15.1.7. F(3) NMAC.

The notice prowded for GMTI’s application stated it was seeking “a modification
to their surface waste: management facility to allow the facility to accept oilfield waste,
exempt from RCRA Subtitle C, including chloride impacted debris...and certain non-
exempt non-hazardous oilfield waste.” The notice also stated “Gandy Marley, Inc. has
provided information describing the construction of the cells and conditions at the site

that make it suitable for the acceptance of such wastes.”

There is no mention anywhere in the notice for the hearing that a fresh water
supply (the perched aquifer) would be subject to a determination and a finding by the.
~ Hearing Examiner that it offered no present or reasonably foreseeable beneficial use

which may be unpacted by salt contamination in connection with approving GMI’s
permit. It is hard to imagine the average cltlzcn would glean that possibility ﬁ'om the

notice given for the heanng

The notice of hearing given for GMI's application did not comply with
19.15.1.7.F(3) NMAC because it did not provide adequate notice that a non-beneficial -
use for fresh water would be made as part of granting GMI’s application. A properly
advertised notice of hearing that the perched aquifer is a fresh water supply for which
GMI would request a finding of no present or foreseeable beneficial use in connection
with requested approval of its application by the Division was required. '

I Technical Issues. :

The proposed permit modification represents a fundamental and substantial
change from GMI’s existing landfarm operation to a landfill facility and would entail
permanent disposal of salt-contaminated waste that can never be re-mediated,.as well as
the likely occasional disposal-of materials that would be considered hazardous, in the

absence of the RCRA oil field exemption.

To ensure protection of the public health and the environment, both today and in
the future, such applications should strictly adhere to all Division permitting rules and
guidelines and follow all industry best practices available for the design, construction,
* operation, closure, and post closure of landfills. The permit application should be
sufficiently detailed and the operator’s compliance record with the Division should be of
a sufficient quality to reasonably ensure the facility will protect public health and the
environment. Based upon these standards, the following issues are of concern in GMI’

application.
The GMI facility has taken salt-contaminated wastes for many years. The facility

owners testified, however, they could not recall which of the cells have taken salt waste,
The Division’s Environmental Bureau should instruct the operator on a method to
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determine “the location of salt wastes within its facility and then formulate a.
recommendation for what should be done about those wastes. A records search and a

detailed soils sampling project may be necessary.

- Testimony was provided that the alluvium is 30 feet thick in the area of GMI’s
facility. In addition, the testimony related that any exposure of salts to the surface would
be damaging to the surface environment. For those two reasons, the cells should be
installed deeper than the 20 feet proposed by GMI and the top of any salt waste placed
within the cells should be near or below ground level and then permanently capped with
adequate clay and soil to reduce the likelihood of salt wastes ever being exposed or
wicked to the surface. The final cover to the cells should be as proposed by the Division
— clay plus normal dirt for evapotranspiration. In addition, the successful growth of
vegetation to stabilize and hold the soil should be required. This vegetation should be

maintained and momtored‘for several years.

The type of clay to be used in the liner and cap of landfill cells should be
determined and the compatlblllty checked with the types of materials to. be placed into
landfill cells. Additional testing of samples should be performed to ensure the compacted
hydraulic conductivity of the clays to be used in the liner and cap is adequate. If not, -
thicker clay layers should be installed. To ensure the integrity of the cell liner, the cells’
should be appropriately graded and a permanent leachate detection and removal system

should be installed.

As an example,' the leachate system proposed by Dr. Neeper is suitable for this
purpose without any pipes extending through the liner. GMI’s proposal.to remoye water
. from the cells with a portable pump truck is not a preferred option.

Potentially, the biggest danger to the environment is if salt-contaminated waste is
not buried deep enough and vegetation does not cover the closed facility. If this were to
happen, then active dunes of salty soil might destroy large areas beyond this facility. and
the salt could find its way into whatever stream waters exist and spread even further.

Little testimony was provided on protecting surface water (drainages). The
landfill will breach eventually and salts will spread laterally. Then, the affected lands will
~ expand, but this may take decades to occur. A berm on the Caprock side of the landfarm
- will help delay this. This is yet another reason for GMI to install deeper cells than it
proposes or is doing at this' time. It may be more costly to do so, but it will delay the

spreading of wastes.

For periodic monitoring, the sampling depth should be very close to the bottom of
the facility and reports should include the Sodium Adsorption Ratio. The closure plan
and post closure plan should 1nclude considerably more detail.

In the record in this case are numerous letters submitted to the Division by
operators and .others in Lea and Chaves counties. Most of these letters expressed the
need for additional facilities to be permitted to dispose of solid oil field wastes. The
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Division understands the need for an adequate number of pemntted facilities located
close enough to current drilling. However, one Division mandate is to regulate the oil
and gas industry to protect the environment. Landfills are facilifies that permanently
store oil field wastes that cannot be remediated. The permitting process for these facilities
must be appropriately thorough — and all landfills should be held to the same high

standards.
~ Because the technical issues do not need to be resolved to act upon the Motion
and CRI’s motion to dismiss, those matters will not be discussed further.

1. The Status of the Emergency Order.

The Emergency Order Extension (Order No. 12306-A extending Order No.
12306) issued to GMI to allow it to continue to operate under OCD Permit Number NM- -
01-002 without being subject to the Division’s March 4™ letter provided it would remain
in effect only until such itime a determination was made by the Division on GMI’s

application to amend its current landfarm permit.

~ This Decision willi conclude with an Order directing GMI to submit a revised
application that conforms with Rule 711 to seek its requested permit modification. The
" Order will require that any such revised application must be readvertised and notice
thereof given as required by Rule 711. Although not a final order on GMI’s application,
the Order nonetheless constitutes a determination by the Division on GMI’s application.

" The Division is concerned that data in the apphcauon for the Emergency Order,
and relied upon by the Division to support the Emergency Order and its extension, was
not consistent with the facts available to GMI at the time GMI filed its application with
the Division. The depth to ground water and the total dissolved solids for ground water
numbers were both incorrect compared w1th 1994 sampling at Triassic Park. _

While information relied upon by the Division to support the Emergency Order
and the extension were ldentlﬁed as preliminary, now, in light of evidence presented at
the hearing, it is clear that information can no Jonger be relied upon to support the

Emergency Order Extensxon

Testimony of Mr. Bill Matley at the hearing on GMJI’s application established that
GMI’s March 10, 2005 apphcatlon to take salt-contaminated wastes on a temporary basis
was drafted from “memory” without GMI investigating its records. Two glarmg
examples demonstrate why the Emergency Order Extension should no longer remain in

effect.

- GMTI’s emergency application represented to the Division that groundwater 150
feet below the landfarm contained total dissolved solids in excess of 15,000 ppm when, in
fact, information available to GMI when it filed its emergency application indicated
groundwater 150 feet below its landfarm contained total dissolved solids of less than

5,000 ppm.
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Additionally, GMD’s emergency application represented that an impermeable .
redbed clay barrier of approximately 150 feet existed between GMI’s landfarm and
groundwater below it. In'fact, such a barrier does not exist belo,w GMTI’s landfarm.

While the emergency application may have been hastily prepared by GMI
resulting in errors, the Division now knows, as does GMI, that key findings relied upon to
issue the Emergency Order and the extension are no longer valid. For that reason, and,
because this Order constitutes a determination on GMI’s application, the Emergency
Order Extension is no longer in effect and GMI must immediately comply with the

Division’s March 4" letter.
K. GMI’s Fallure To Comply With Quarterly Reporting Requirements Under

Its Existing Permit,

GMI has a sketchy history of complying with Division reporting requirements. In
fairness to GMI, many landfarm operators -also have a poor history of meeting reporting
obligations. GMI’s humg of CMB Environmental & Geological Services, Inc. to
conduct sampling and an?.lysm at its landfarm operation is a positive move. However,
GMDP’s record of non compliance merits consideration in connection with any approval of

—its permit request to e_xpanfd its landfarm operation to a landfill facility.

Rule 711.B(1)(m) requires an application shall contain “such other information as
is necessary to demonstrate that the operation of the facility will not adversely impact
public health or the envuonment and that the facility will be in compliance with OCD
rules and orders.” (Emphasxs added.) Given GMI’s past history of non compliance with
OCD rules and orders in meeting its reporting requirements to the Division, GMI
surprisingly did not include any information as part of its application demonstrating that
its proposed landfill facility will, in fact, be opérated in compliance w1th OCD rules and

orders.

One of the statutory duties of the Division is “to regulate the disposition of
nondomestic wastes resulting from the oil field service industry...to protect the public
health and the environment including administering the Water Quality Act [Chapter 74,
Article -6 NMSA 1978] as provided in Subsection E of Section 74-6-4 NMSA 1978.”
NMSA 1978, § 70-2-13 B(22) (1978, as amended). In evaluating whether GMI’s
application will protect the publlc health and the environment, and in administering the

V Water Quality Act as prov1ded by NMSA 1978, § 74-6-4, GMI’s past record of

performance, or in this instance non performance, is a relevant consideration in acting
upon GMI’s application. Although the Order in this matter will not dispose of GMI’s
application in its entirety, if GMD’s application is ultimately granted, or granted with
conditions, a period of time (possibly, six months to one year) should be required for
GMI to first demonstrate that it can comply with Division reporting requirements before

it should be allowed to operate a landfill facility.
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IL. ORDER.
THE DIVISION FINDS AND CONCLUDES AS FOLLOWS:
1. The Division has jurisdiction over this case and its subject matter.

2. Notice of the hearing in this matter was prowded to the Chaves County

Commissioners, the New Mexico Commissioner of Public Lands, the United States
Bureau of Land Management, and was published in the Lovington Daily Leader on April

14, 2005, and in the Roswell Daily Record on April 15, 2005.

3. By the date of the hearing, May 23, 2005, the Division received 16 letters,
each expressing opinions| concerning this case. The namies of the authors of those letters

were read into the record at the hearing.
4. . Notice of the hearing was posted on the Division’s website and sent by e-

mail to those entities who had requested notice of Division hearings.

5. GMI’s 1n1t1al and revised applications to amend its permit for a surface
waste management facﬂlty to allow it to accept salt-contaminated oil field waste, faited to
include all the information required by Rule 711 and did not comply with the notice

requirements of Rule 711.

6. The Emergency Order Extensmn (Order No. 12306-A extending Order
No 12306) issued to GMI to allow it to contifiue to operate under OCD Permit Number
NM-01-002 without being subject to the Division’s March 4th letter should no longer be

in-effect.

7. - GMI should immediately comply with the Division’s March 4 letter.

8. GMI should have an opportunity to submit a revised apphcatlon in’
conformlty with Rule 711. ‘

9. Any rewsed application filed by GMI should be readvertlsed and notice
thereof given as required by Rule 7 11.

10.  After GMI files a revised application in conformity with Rule 711, and
after proper notice thereof is provided, the Director should exercise his discretion,
pursuant to NMSA 1978, § 70-2-6 B (1935, as amended), to refer this matter directly to
the Commission rather than have this matter return to the Hearing Examiner in the
interests of administrative efficiency and to facilitate a speedy resolution of this matter.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

1. The Emergency Order Extension (Order No. 12306-A extending Order
No. 12306) issued to GMI to allow it to continue to operate under OCD Pérmit Number
NM-01-002 without being subject to the Division’s March 4™ letter is hereby rescinded.
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2. GMI sha]l immediately comply with the Division’s March 4™ letter.
3. GMI may submit a revised application in conformity with Rule 711.

4, Any revised application filed by GMI shall be readvertised and notice
thereof shall be given as required by Rule 711.

5. Following filing by GMI of a revised application in conformity with Rule
711, and after proper notice thereof is provided, the Director hereby refers this matier

directly to the Commissiion for further proceedings thereon.

DONE Eat Santa Fe, New Mexico, this 5% day of August, 2005.

'STATE OF NEW MEXICO
OIL CONSERVATION DIVISION

MARK E. FESMIRE, P.E.
Director
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BILL RICHARDSON 7001 1940 D004 7920 7553 - |
Governor : ' . - Director
Joanna Prukop March 4, 2005 ~ Oil Conservation Division

Cabinet Secretary

_ Artesia Aeration, LLC
P.O. Box 310
Hobbs, NM 88240

Permit Number;: NM-1-0030
Re: Admjnietrative Maodification of Landfarm Permits

The Oil- Conservatlon Division (OCD) lssued the landfarm permit identified above under OCD Rule 711.- As explained in the
public notice given prior to the i rssuance of the permit, the permit was for landfarming to remediate hydrocarbon- .

" contarninated soils. Thé language of the permit, however, is broader, allowing the: facility to accept oilfield contaminated
solids which are either exempt from the Federal RCRA Subtitle C (hazardous waste).fegulations or-are “nonhazardous” by
characteristic testing. If this Ianguage were interpreted to allow the landfarm to accept oilfield waste contaminated with salts,

the salts could compromise the brbdegradatlon capacity of the landfarm. And because salts leach more easrly than
hydrocarbons, the landfarm may pose a greater threat to groundwater. : ‘

Accordmg to the terms of the perqnt identified above, the OCD may change the perrmt conditions admlmstratlvely for good
cause shown as necessary to protect fresh water, human health and the environment. “The OCD has determined that it is
necessary to protect fresh water, human health and the environment to modify the: perrmt as follows: :

Effective immediately, the NMOCD permitted landfarm |dentrﬁed above is prohibited from
acceptmg oilfield waste contammated with salts. . '

If the landfarm identified above wishes to accept oilfield waste contammated with salts,.you will need to file an application to
- modify the permit pursuant to OCD Rule 711 B(1) and follow the notice Tequirefhents of OCD-Rule 711.B(2). If you have .
" already filed a compléte apphcatxon for permit modification with this office and complied with the notice requireinents, the

OCD +wvill process the application promptly

Landfarms that wish to accept oilfield wastes contammated w1th salts while their apphcatron for permit modrﬁcatron is
pending may apply to the Division Drrector for an emergency order under OCD Rule 1202. Apphcatxons for emergency

'orders will be considered on a case-by-case basrs

This notrce is being sent to a]l entities operatmg landfarm facilities in New Mex1co pemutted pursuant to OCD Rule 711, as
Ashown on the dttached list. . o

If you have any questions, please contact Ed Martm at (505) 476-3492 or emartm@state nm.us.

Ly

Mark E. Fesmire, P.E - ' S PR
: A - EXHIBIT

Oil Conservation Division * 1220 South St. Francis Drive * Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505
Phone: (505) 476-3440 * Fax (505) 476-3462 * http://www.emord state.nm.us




DISTRIBUTION LIST

DD. Landfarm, Inc. NM-1-0034.
317 W. Blanco.
Hobbs, NM 88242

C & C Landfarm, Inc. . NM-1-0012

P.O. Box 55.
Monument, NM 88265

Doom Landfarm NM-1-0033
Box 168
Jal, NM_ 88252

South Monument Waste. . A
Management Facility, LLC NM-1-0032
P.O.Box 18

Hobbs, NM 88241

Lazy Ace Landfarm, LLC NM 1-0041
P.0. Box 160
Eunice, NM. 88231

Lea Land, Inc. NM-1-0035
5644 Westheimer, #153
Houston, TX . 77056,

Gandy Marley, Inc. NM-1-0019.
P.0O. Box 1658
Roswell, NM 88202

Saunders Landfarm, LLC NM-1-0038
394 State Highwy. 206
Lovington, NM . 88260

Rhino Oilfield Disposal, Inc.. NM-1-0021.
c/o Diamondback Disposal Services, Inc.
P.0. Box 2491 :

Hobbs, NM 88241

J & L Landfarm, Inc. NM-1-0023
P.0. Box 356 '
Hobbs, NM 88241-0356

Artesia Aeration, LLC NM-1-0030
P.0.Box 310
Hobbs, NM 88240

Sid Richardson Energy Services Co.; NM-2-0019

610 Commerce
Jal, NM 88252




" _ 'STATE OF NEW MEXICO
ENERGY MINERALS AND NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT
OIL CONSERVATION DIVISION A

. IN THE MATTER OF THE PROCEEDING

CALLED BY THE OIL CONSERVATION
DIVISION FOR THE PURPOSE OF CONSIDERING:

REQUEST OF GANDY MARLEY INC.

FOR AN EMERGENCY ORDER TO OPERATE

CASE NO. (3Y5Y
ORDER NO. K- /23 0¢

ORDER

' BY THE DIVISION:

This matter came on for decision before the Director of the Oil Consewaﬁoh- Division on

March 10, '2005 upon the 'rcqucst of Gandy Marley Inc. for an emcr'gency order pursuant to

NMSA 1978, § 70-2-23 allowing its commercial landfarm, located in Sections 4,5, 8, and 9,
Township 11 South, Range 31 East, in Chaves County, New. Mexico, to: accépt-salt-contaminated
oilfield waste until a determination is made by the Hearing Examiner on Gandy Marley Inc s

application to amend its current landfarm permit.
NOW, on this 2 day of March 2005, “the Division Director, haVing‘bohside’red the
request, ; ) B N » e .

FINDS THAT:

@ Thé_bil Conservation Division (“Division”) has jurisdiction over this case and-its - - -~

subject matter.

@) ‘Gandy Marley Inc. (“Operator”) is the operator of record. of a commercial -
Iandfarm located in Sections 4, 5, 8, and 9, Township 11 South, Rangc 31 East in: ChaveS'. .

County, New Mexico (heremaﬁer “landfarm”).

(3)  The landfarm is permitted pursuant to 19.15.9.711 NMAC under permit number
NM-0160019. o S

(4) - The public notice given prior to issuance of landfarm pcrmlts stated that the
permits were for landfarming to remediate hydrocarbon-contaminated 301ls :

5) The language of the landfarm permits, however, was broader than the language i -
the public notice, allowing the facilities. to accept oilfield contaminated solids that are either

- exempt from the Federal RCRA Subtitle C (hazardous waste) regulations or are “nonhazardous”‘
by characteristic testing or listing.

C

EXHIBIT



(6) :If "ﬁ lané e of the landfarm permits is mterpret(L to ‘allg ’w" landfarms to
accept oilfield waste contarmnated with salts, the salts could compromise the biodegradation
capacity of the landfarms. And because salts leach more easily than hydrocarbons, unless the site

is appropriate, a landfarm accepting salt-contaminated oilfield wastes could pose a threat to

groundwater.

(7 According to the terms of the landfarm permits, the Division may change the

permit conditions administratively for good cause shown as necessary to protect fresh water,

human health and the environment,

' @) By letter dated March 4, 2005, Division Director Mark Fesmire notified the
holders of landfarm permits that the Division had determined that it was necessary to modify the
landfarm permits as follows in order to protect fresh water, -human health and the environment:

“Effective 1mmed1ately, the. NMOCD permitted landfarm identified above is
prohibited from accepting oilfield waste contaminated with salts.” . -

* The letter stated that for a landfarm to accept salts, the operator would. need to. apply for a .

modification of the permit pursuant to 19 15.9. 711 B(1) NMAC and follow the notlce
requlrements 0£19.15.9.711.B(2). :

) Operator has apphed for a. modzf cation of its permlt to allow it to accept salt- RS

contammated oilfield wastes

(10) . On March 10, 2005 Opetator ai)plled for .an emergency order allowing it to -

accept salt-contaminated oilfield waste pending a decision on its application for a permit
modification. In support of its request, Operator asserts the following: - o

a. ’I’he depth to groundwater at the location_of the landfarm is 150 feet.

b. The TDS levcl of the groundwatcr at the locauon of the landfarm is in.excess. of
15,000 PPM. 4 ,

. There are no -fresh water. wells or. watercourses (wet or dry) w1thm 1,000 feet of:the - .

- landfaxm

d There is an impermeable redbed clay barrier of. apprommately 150 feet between the - . -

surface and the groundwater

e. The groundwater at the site is nonproduceable in both volume and quality.

f.. An emergency order is necessary because there is a critical need in the area of the .

" landfarm for a facility that can accept salt-contaminated soils due to extensive dnllmg programs
~and remediation programs in the area.

(11) The records of the Oil Conservation Dmsmn conﬁrm Operator s descnpnon of .

conditions at the site of the landfarm.

(12)  Conditions at the site of the iandfarm are such that the landfarm may accept salt-
contaminated oilfield wastes without posing a hazard to groundwater. .

WAL AT



(13)  Divis has confirmed that- the Operator will epsal
oilfield waste separate from hydrocarbon-contaminated oilfield waste. '

(14)  Operator has dcmonstrated an emergency requiring the issuance of an order -

without a hearing allowing Operator to accept salt-contaminated oilfield waste at the landfarm

“pending a determination by the Hearing Examiner on Operator’s application to amend the current -

penmt

' IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

(D Gandy Marley Inc.’s request for an emergency . order allowing it to accept salt-
contaminated .oilfield wastes pendmg a decision on its application for a permit modification is

granted.
@) This 6rdcr shall remain effective as provided in NMSA 1978, § 70-2-23 :

o8

Division may deem neccssary
DONE at Santa Fe, New Mexico, on the day and year hereinabove designated. -

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
OIL CONSERVATION DIVISION -

MARKE FESM]RE P E

Director -

J'unsdlctlon of thls case is retamed for the entry of such further ordcrs as the



| . STATE OF NEW MEXICO
ENERGY, MINERALS AND NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT
OIL CONSERVATION DIVISION

CONSOLIDATED
APPLICATION OF THE OIL CONSERVATION DIVISION TO EXTEND THE
EFFECTIVE DURATION OF AN EMERGENCY ORDER TO OPERATE ISSUED TO

‘GANDY MARLEY, INC. |
CASE NO. 13454
ORDER NO. 12306-A

AND

APPLICATION OF THE OIL CONSERVATION DIVISION TO EXTEND THE
EFFECTIVE DURATION OF AN EMERGENCY ORDER TO OPERATE ISSUED TO

ARTESIA AERATION, LLC.
o CASE NO. 13455
_ORDER NO. 12307-A

ORDER OF THE DIVISION

BY THE DIVISION:

This case came on for hearing at 10:00 a.m. on March 25, 2005, at Santa Fe, New
Mexico, before Examiner William V. Jones.

NOW, on this 25® day of March 2005, the Division Director, having considered the

requcsts,

FINDS THAT:
(€] Due public notice bas been given, and the Oil Conservation Division
(“Division”™) has jurisdiction over these cases and their subject matter. .

2) The Division seeks an order extending the effective duration of Emergency Order
R-12306 issued to Gandy Marley Inc. and Emergency Order R-12307 issued to Artesia Aeration,
LLC, until a determination is made on the applications of those operators to amend their landfarm

permits.

3) These cases were cc_>_1_1solidated for purpose of the hearing.

“) Notice of this hearing was provided to Gandy Marley Inc. and to Artesia
Aeration, LLC (“Operators™). Notice of the hearing was also published in the Lovington Daily

Leader on March 15, 2005, and in the Roswell Daily Record on March 17, 2005. Additionally,
notice was posted on the Division’s website and sent by e-mail to those parties who had requested

notice of Division hearings.

%) Gandy Marley, Inc. was present at the hearing and represented by counsel.




©) Artesia Aeration, Inc. was not represented by counsel.
@) Dr. Don Neeper appeared and provided testimony at the hearing.

(8) Controlled Recovery, Inc. (“CRI”) was represented by counsel and appeared at
the hearing in opposition to the Division’s applications and presented testimony from one

witness.

&) The Division presented the following testimony and evidence:

a) Gandy Marley, Inc. (“Gandy Marley”) is the operator of record and
surface owner of a commercial landfarm located in Sections 4, 5, 8, and 9, Township 11 South, -
Range 31 East, in Chaves County, New Mexico. This landfarm is permitted pursuant to

19.15.9.711 NMAC under permit number NM-01-0019.

b) Artesia Aeration, L.L.C. (“Artesia Aeration”) is the operator of record
and surface owner of a commercial landfarm located in the N/2 of Section 7, Township 17 South,
Range 32 East, in Lea County, New Mexico. ‘This landfarm is pemutted pursuant to 19.15.9.711

NMAC under permit number NM-01-0030.

c) The public notice given prior to issuance of a majority of landfarm
permits in New Mexico stated: “Hydrocarbon contaminated soils associated with oil and gas -

production will be remediated....”

d) The language of those landfarm permits, however, was broader than the
language in the public notice, allowing the facilities to acccpt oilfield wastes that are exempt from
RCRA Subtitle C regulations and that do not contain Naturally Occurring Radioactive Materials -
regulated pursuant to 20 NMAC 3.1 Subpart 1403 (NORM) and “Non-hazardous” non—exempt

oilfield wastes.

e) Salt contar‘m'natioﬁ decreases the biodegradation capacity of the
landfarms and because salts leach more easily than hydrocarbons, a landfarm accepting salt-
contaminated oilfield wastes could pose a threat to groundwater.

) According to the terms of the landfarm permits referred to in “c” above,
the Division may change the permit conditions administratively for good cause shown as
necessary to protect fresh water, human health, and the environment. :

£) Division Director Mark Fesmire notified the Hholders of the
aforementioned landfarm permits by letter dated March 4, 2005, that the Division had determined
that it was necessary to modify the landfarm permits in order to protect fresh water, human health
and the environment. The permits were modified to add the following conditions: “Effective
immediately, the NMOCD permitted landfarm ... is prohibited from accepting oilfield waste

contaminated with salts.”

The March 4® letter stated that for a landfarm to accept salts, the operator was
required to apply for a modification of the permit pursuant to 19.15.9.711.B(1) NMAC and

follow the notice requirements of 19.15.9.711.B(2).



h) ..e Operatofs-have each applied for a moaification of their permits to
allow them to accept salt-contaminated oilfield wastes. The applications to modify those permits -
are set for hearing on May 19, 2005, before the Division.

1) On March 10, 2005, Gandy Marley applied for an emergency order
allowing it to accept salt-contaminated oilfield waste pending a decision on its application for a
permit modification. In support of this request, Gandy Marley asserted the following:

i. The depth to groundwater at the locaﬁon of the landfarm is 150 feet.

ii. The TDS level of the groundwater at the location of the landfarm is in excess
of 15,000 PPM.

iii. There are no fresh water wells or watercourses (wet or dry) within 1,000 feet
of the landfarm.

iv. There is an impermeable redbed clay barrier of approximately 150 feet
between the surface and the groundwater.

v. The groundwater at the site is nonproduceable in both volume and quality.

vi. An emergency order is necessary because there is a critical need in the area
of the landfarm for a facility that can accept salt contaminated soils due to
extensive drilling programs and remediation programs in the area.

b)) On March 11, 2005, Artesia Aeration applied for an emergency order
allowing it to accept salt contaminated oilfield waste pending a decision on its application fora
permit modification. In support of this request, Artesia Aeration asserted the following:

i There is no groundwater at the site as evidenced by a 120 feet deep
monitor well. :

ii. There are no fresh water wells or watercourses (wet or dry) within 1,000
feet of the landfarm.

iii. An emergency order is necessary because there is a critical need in the
area of the landfarm for a facility that can accept salt-contaminated soils due to -
extensive drilling and remediation programs in the area by oil and gas operators.

k) The records of the Division confirm both Operators’ descriptions of
conditions at their Jandfarms. :

1) Division staff confirmed that both Operators intend to keep salt
contaminated oilfield waste separate from hydrocarbon contaminated oilfield waste.

m) By Emergency Order R-12306, issued on March 11, 2005, the Division
Director determined that Gandy Marley had demonstrated an emergency need for the issuance of
an order without hearing. This order allows Gandy Marley to accept salt contaminated oilfield
wastes pending a decision on its application for a permit modification.
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n) Ly Emergeney Order R-12307, issued on March 11, 2005, the Division
Director determined that Artesia Aeration had demonstrated an emergency need for the issuance
of an order without hearing. This order allows Artesia Aeration to accept salt contaminated
oilfield wastes pending a decision on its application for a permit modification.

0) In Emergency order R-12307, issued on Mardh 11, 2005, the Division
Director determined that Artesia Aeration had demonstrated an emergency requiring the issuance
of an order without a hearing allowing Artesia Aeration to accept salt contaminated oilfield

wastes pending a decision on its application for a permit modification.

P) Pursuant to NMSA 1978, § 70-2-23, an emergency order shall expire

fifteen days from its effective date.
qQ Division Orders R-12306 and R-12307 will expire after March 26, 2005.

CONCLUDES THAT:
1) Prior to the March 4, 2005 léfter, ‘the original permits allowed the Operators to
accept salt-contaminated oilfield wastes.

2) The public notices for the permits issued to the Operators did not include
" acceptance of salt-contaminated oil field wastes as a requested term or condition of the permits.

3) The public notices given for the permit applications were inadequate, rendering
the permits voidable.

“4) The public did not receive proper notice of pending applications before the
Division in order to have an adequate opportunity to comment upon the permit applications.

) The Division’s March 4, 2005 administrative action, which notified all operators
of landfarms who had received the voidable permits, that effective immediately, -their permits
were administratively modified. This modification prohibited them from accepting oilfield waste
contaminated with salts, and was permissible and necessary to protect fresh water, human health

and the environment.

) The Division’s action administratively amending previously approved permits
resulted in a majority of the landfarms no longer being able to received salt contaminated oil field
wastes.

€ The recent adoption of the Pit Rule (19.15.2.50 NMAC) has increased the need
for remediation and disposal of drill cuttings within New Mexico.

®) Removing the capability of a majority of landfarms to accept salt contaminated
oil field wastes represented to the Division an unforeseen combination of circumstances calling
for immediate action by the Division. This constituted an emergency. See definition of

“Emergency,” Blacks Law Dictionary, 5™ ed.
9) It was necessary for the Division to take appropriate action to ensure that
adequate facilities would continue to be available to receive and treat salt contaminated oil field

wastes.
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(10) It was .casonable for the D vision not to wait unul a crisis in the disposal of

contaminated soil exists, but to take action quickly to protect fresh water, human health and the

environment.

(11)  Preliminary evidence indicates that the hydrologic and geologic characteristics
associated with the Gandy Marley and Artesia Aeration disposal sites are sufficient to prevent
water contamination and to protect human health and the environment.

(12)  Division Rule 1202.A allows emergency orders to be issued without a hearing
and to have the same validity as if a hearing had been held, provided that the order may remain in

effect for a period no longer than 15 days.
(13) The purpose of Division Rule 1202 is to allow an emergency order to be

extended beyond the 15 day period, provided a hearing is held thereon, and provided further that
notice of such hearing may be given within a lesser period than 20 days, as the Division may

order. See also NMSA 1978, § 70-2-23.
(14)

application to extend the emergency order was provided.

(15)  Any extensions of the two emergency orders at issue will be temporary, until
final determination conceming the Operator’s applications for permit modifications is made by
the Division.

(16)  Preliminary evidence indicates that allowing Gandy Marley and Artesia Aeration
to accept salt-contaminated oilfield wastes at their landfarm facilities will not pose a danger to
fresh water, human health or the environment.

(17)  The decisions on the applicaﬁohs of Gandy Marley and Artesia Aeration for
permit modification should be acted upon with dispatch and not be allowed to pend before the
Division for an extended period of time.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

1) The Division’s application to extend Emergency Order R-12306 to allow Gandy
Marley, Inc. to continue to operate under permit number NM-01-0020 without being subject to

the Division’s March 4, 2005 letter, is hereby approved; provided that any salt contaminated oil

field waste shall be kept separate from non salt contaminated waste; and provided, further, that
such extention shall only remain in effect until a determination is made by the Division on Gandy

Marley’s application to amend its current landfarm permit.

2) The Division’s application to extend Emergency Order R-12307 to allow Artesia
Aeration, LLC to continue to operate under permit number NM-01-0030 without being subject to

the Division’s March 4, 2005 letter, is hereby approved; provided that any salt contaminated oil
field waste shall be kept separate from non salt contaminated waste; and provided, further, that
such extention shall only remain in effect until a determination is made by the Division on Artesia

Aeration’s application to amend its current landfarm permit.

3) Jurisdiction of these cases is retained for the entry of such further orders as the
Division may deem necessary. :

Adequate notice in compliance with OCD Rule 1202B of the Division’s -

R



SEAL

DONE at Santa Fe, New Mexico, on the day and year hereinabove designated.

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
OIL CONSERVATION DIVISION

Jll s A

MARK E. FESMIRE, P.E.
Director



Clayton M. Barnhill
cMB
Environmental & Geological

wironmental & Geological Services, Inc. P.O. Box 2304

Roswell, NM 88202-2304
Tel (505) 622-2012

Fax (505) 622-2012

E-mail: cmbenviro@dfn.com’

- MR. BiLL MARLEY

GANDY MARLEY INC.

PO Box 1658

‘RosweLL, NM 88202-1658

May 18, 2005

RE:  SUBMITTAL OF MONITOR WELL PUMP TEST '/ FLUID RECOVERY REPORT
MONITOR WELLS # 1 & 2
GANDY MARLEY COMMERCIAL.LANDFARM
SW/4 sec.4L, SE/L SEC.S., NE/4L SEC.8, NW/L SEC.9
T.Hs.R.3E .
CHAVES COUNTY,NEW MEXICO

DEAR MR. MARLEY:

CLAYTON M. BARNHILL PG, DBA / CMB ENVIRONMENTAL AND GEOLOGICAL SERVICES,
INC.ON BEHALF OF THE OWNER / OPWERATOR, GANDY MARLEY INC. SUBMITS
THE ATTACHED MONITOR WELL PUMP TEST / FLUID RECOVERY  TEST REPORT FOR THE

ABOVE MENTIONED SITE.

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT THE CONTENTS OF THE .REPORT, PLEASE DO NOT
HESITATE TO CALL ME. THANK YOU.

M. BARNHILL, PG
CMB ENVIRONMENTAL & GEOLOGICAL SERVICES. INC.
PO Box 2304

ROSWELL, NEW MEXICO 88202-2304

(505) 622-2012 PHONE FAX: (505) 625-0538
CMBENVIRO@DFN.COM

CC:  GANDY MARLEY, INC.

E




Site information:

Gandy Marley Inc.

Commercial Landfarm ‘

SW/4 Section 4, SE/4 Section 5, NE/4 Section 8, NW/4 Section 9
Township 11 South Range 31 E

Chaves County, New Mexico

Monitor Well # 1: N 33°23* 11.7"
W 103° 50’ 20.7"

Monitor Well # 2: N 33°23' 05.0”
W 103° 50’ 12.3"




Work Performed:

CMB Environmental and Geological Services, Inc. performed a pump test / fluid
recovery test of Monitor Wells # 1 & 2, on 05/12/05,05/16/ 05 and 05/17/05 to
evaluate the permeability (or hydraulic conductivity) of the confined perched
aquifer underlying the Gandy Marley Inc. Landfarm located in Chaves Co., N.M.

In this pump test/ fluid recovery test, the pre-test water levels and total depths of
the wells were measured and noted. The same water level reference measuring
point (top of casing) was used throughout the testing. A Grundfos Redi-flo2 1.8
“inch submersible pump was submersed into the wells to rapidly lower the water
levels. The pump was set at total depth in the monitor wells or near total depth,
and the wells were pumped at a constant rate until dry. Field water parameters of
pH, conductivity, dissolved oxygen, and temperature were measured at various
gallon intervals while the wells were being pumped dry. The exact time the pump
quit pumping was noted, and the pump quickly removed. Periodic water levels
(rising head) were collected with a Solonist water level meter to track the rate of
water level recovery. After the pump test, water samples were collected from
both wells and sent to Trace Analysis Inc., laboratory located in Lubbock Texas
for chemical analysis. The pump was de-contaminated between pump tests by
pumping a solution of alconox soap and water through the pump and rinsing with

potable water.

Resuits of the pump tests / fluid recovery tests are as follows:

On May 12, 2005 a pump test / fluid recovery test of monitor well # 1 was
performed by CMB Environmental and Geological Services, inc. '

Initial water level monitor well # 1 was 133.72’ feet. The total depth of Monitor

Well # 1 was 203.40' At sixty gallons purged from the well the water level in the
well was 194.65’ and after the 1.8” Grundfos submersible pump was removed the

water level was 189.0’ and the recovery test was begun.

Fluid recovery rates were recorded every minute for 41 minutes and then at 10-
minute increments until 181 minutes of fluid recovery were completed. The initial
gallon per minute recovery rate was 0.16 gpm(230 gallons per day) and the final
fluid recovery rate was 0.08 gpm (115.20 gallons per day). A significant 50%
drop in the fluid recovery rate at the end of the test.

- All data was plotted graphically, with time in minutes on the x —axis of the graph
and gallons of water recovered in the monitor well on the y-axis of the graphs.

On May 16" and 17" 2005, similar pump tests / fluid recovery tests were
conducted on monitor well # 1.




On May 16", 2005 the initial water level in MW-1 was 130.32' and the pump was
removed at 70 gallons purged from the well. Fluid recovery rates were recorded
every minute for 17 minutes and then at 10-minute increments until 78 minutes of
fluid recovery were completed. The initial gallon per minute fluid recovery rate
was 0.098 gpm(141 gallons per day) and the final per minute fluid recovery rate

was 0.094 gpm (135.36 gallons per day).

May 17" 2005, the initial water level was 131.32’ and the pump was removed at
80 gallons purged from the well. Fluid recovery rates were recorded every minute
for 20 minutes and then at 10-minute increments until 80 minutes of fluid
recovery were completed. The initial gallon per minute fluid recovery rate was
0.1306 gpm(188 gallons per day) and the final per minute ﬂUId recovery rate was

0.1045 gpm (150.48 gallons per day).

On May 16", 2005 the initial water level in MW-2 was 122.62’ and the total depth
was 180.0' The pump was removed at 95 gallons purged from the well. Fluid
recovery rates were recorded every minute for 47 minutes and then at 10-minute
increments until 107 minutes of fluid recovery were completed. The initial gallon
per minute fluid recovery rate was 0.4310 gpm(620.64 gallons per day) and the
final per minute fluid recovery rate was 0.1471 gpm (211.82 gallons per day). A

significant 66 % drop in the fluid recovery rate.

On May 17", 2005 the initial water level in MW-2 was 124.70’ and the pump was
removed at 80 gallons purged from the well. Fluid recovery rates were recorded
every minute for 12 minutes and then at 10-minute increments until 72 minutes of
fluid recovery were completed. The initial gallon per minute fluid recovery rate
was 0.1306 gpm(188 gailons per day) and the final per minute fluid recovery rate
was 0.1515 gpm (218.16 gallons per day)

All field notes and graphs are attached.

Conclusions:

The aquifer appears to be poorly transmissive, confined, perched aquifer.
Fluid recovery rates are slow and the monitor wells take many hours to
recover. The wells quickly pump dry. The wells could never sustain
domestic, livestock, or commercial usage, but will make excellent monitor
wells. MW-1 may produce an estimated sustained rate on the average of

“> 154 gallons per day. MW-2 could possibly produce an estimated sustained

rate 206 gallons per day. The wells are properly screened across the
water bearing formations.
o Fluid recovery trends in monitor wells were at least 75% of the full
recovery of the initial water levels indicating that a good percentage of
total fluid recovery was obtained during the test.
Water quality in the area is poor and not suitable for domestic or hvestock

use.(See attached Trace Analysis Summary Report)




Ruapcre Dace: May-20. 2004
Backgroand (NM-¥11-1-0020)

Work Order: DD51704
Gandy Murley Lendinmm

Page Nivnber: 1 of 10
Secd,Se05,50¢8,5609 T.21L.3R.INE

Sumimary Report

Larry Candy
Gondy Marley Inc
Bax 10bY

Raxwell, NM 88202

Project Locsvain:  Setd §ach Sacd Secll T11LSRE
Profect. Nntne: Goady Matley Land€ermn
Profeci Number;  Baclground (NM- 711-1-602())

Ropore Date:  May 20, 2005

Work Order:  §05:704

Date Pime Date
Sauple Deaeription Murtx Tokon Taken Raoelved
62543 Mw32 water ~GDEDE-TE 1216 2005-05>-16
62004 MW.: water 20Q05-06-16 12:48 2005-05-16
2003 Tyip Blank water 2005-06-16 11:4% 2005-05-16
/ ! TPH DRD TPH GRO |
i ! DRO GRO
‘Su.mpl'.‘ - Fiel¢ Corla { - /Ly LemsL)
Y3503 - MW3 | <50¢ <0.500
lozooe - MW-1 | <6.20 <0500
Kample: 62903 - MW-2
Prram Fing Result: Units RL .
Rydroxide Alledinity 2100 my/L as Callcd .o
Crrhopaty Alkalin.y <1.00 mp/L as CaCald 1.00
Blearbonate AMalinisy 88.0 mg/L as CaCol 4.00
Toral Atkatinity 88.0 evr/L oy CaCol 4.00
Dixrolved Calehn 172 mg/lL 1.500
Dissolved Potassiun. 19.% mg/l. 300
Disnolved Magnesitam 32.7° mg/L, 0.5061)
Dissolved Sodluw 3130 mg/l. 0,501
Chloride 4790 g/l 0.500
Spucife Qondactince 14200 i“MHO9//em 0.04
Natrite-N <G.0100 rog/L 40100
NiwareN <1.00 ngfL $.200
rH 8.5 g.u 0.00
Pyridine <0.00S00 mg/L 0.00600
n-Nicovodimazhvlamtne < QUROD /L 0.005U:
2-Picnline 1100500 mg L 4.00506
Methyl sucthanaaclfonace <0,00500 mg/T, 0.00h00
Fehyl isethanwullonnte <0.00600 mg/L 290600
Flronel 0,003 e/l 0.H0600
Ani'lre <0).0060; mg/T. 0.00500
bisf2.atorncthyl)othec L <0.00601 @/L .00500

contirued ...
CX 70424-1510 < (50) 791-1296
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Report. Dato: May 20), 2005
Rackygroord (NM-711-1-0020;

ot

Work Order: 5001704
Jandy Morley Landlarin -

Page Numbert 20010
9ecd. Sec5.9008,8a09 TILERAE

~saaile GR90Y contivaed ..

‘arprn Flag Rowult Unhs Rl
2.Chlorapuenol <0.00500 gL 0.00500
i 4 Dichlrobenzape {mata’ <0,00501 wg/l 0.00300
1 4-Dicatarnlicnzene [pros) <0.00500 wog/L 0.00309
Heneyl cleono) <0.00500 mg/L 0.00500
1.2-Dichlorahenzene fortho} <G.00500 g/l 1.005650
2-Methylphesol <0.00500 mg/l. 10.00500
bls{ 2~duinrolropeupy)ether <0 60300 wg/L €¢.60300
J-Methylphenol 7 3-Machylpkeno) <0000 mg/L {00600
n-Nisrosodi- n-propytamine <0.00500 mg/L ".00500
[fexncalownthane <N.00600 mg/L 0.00500
Arutophonone <0 00500 mg/L 0.00500
Nitwi:cname <0.00600 /L ¢.H0500
n-Nitroxcnipardine <0.005(0) mig/ L 006500
Tsopnorune <(LOOROO mg/L 0.00500
2-Nivrophens <0.00600 o,/ L 0.00500
2.4- Diinethyiphennl <C.005(K) g/ 0.00500
L 2-chlorocthoxy)methone <(.00560 cag/L 0.00500
2.¢-Dichloroplianol <G.00300 mg/L © 00600
7 2.4 Trichlormhenzene <06.00500 wmg!l, 0.3030D
Benzgole said <Q.00500 ing/L 0.0660C
Naphthalens <0.00800 mg!/L < 0,UDRUG
aa-Dimethyiphoacthyinimbe <1.00500 mgf{L 2.0061K
1-Chloromuiline <0.00600 my/L 200500
2.4i-Dichi}seophenut <0.0G6500 g/l 0.00500
Jlexachlorglmtadinne <0.00500 gl A.OO50G
s Nijt-ona-di-n-batylaridne <0.00500 mg/L 6.010300
4-Civfore-3-methytphanos <0.00500 g/ 01.00300
2-Methyhephthalene <0.00S00 wmg/L 0.00300
L-Methyvinapithalene <00.0050¢ mg/L 0.00209
1,2.4.5-Twwvachlnwbonsen: <).46500 mg/L 0.00B0)
1Taxachlorocyclopantadicne <0.00500 mg/i, 0.0050n
2.4.6. richiorophar &i <0.00600 mg/l. 0.00500
AN Trichloropheroi <0.00600 ngsl. 0.0050D
2-Chloronaphthalese <0.00B00 wmg/l 0.00500
Y-Chioronaphthnlene <0.00600 mg/l 0.0050N
2-Nitronnitine <0.00B00 my/L H.00600
Dhniesbyiphiininie <QUOB00 my/L 000500
Acenaphthylone <0.00500 myg/L 1.0050
2.6-Dinfrvornlaene «<0.00500 mgsL (.00600
3-Nirronnitine <1).00500 og/L 0.00R00
Acennnhtivene <) 00500 mg/L 0.00500
2,4-Dinitrophone} <0.00500 mg/L 0.00500
Dibimeoturim <0.00500 mg/L 00300
Partnchiorohimzene <0.00500 mg/L 0,005
A-Nitrophenol <0025 mg/L 0.0250
2.4-Dinltratuinene <0 00500 mw/L 0.00500
A-Naphthyinmine <0.00600 miy/L 048500
2.30.4,6-Terrnchloropheno. <0.40800 mg/L 0.00600
2-Naphthyimine <B.GO60GG ma/L 0.00300
Fluorane ~0.60560 mg,/L, 0.04)300
~?-Cltlurnnhu\y)-;)b.e:\yinl;hyr - <0.00300 mge/l 0.00800
Diethiyiphthaiare <0.00500 mg/): 0.005(K:
a-Nhromiling <0.00500 mg/l, 0.005(4)
- o constfnued |, .

TraneAsalesis, Ing. s
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Report Date: May 20, 2005
Harkgamuad {NM-712-1-00%0)

Work Ovder: B051704
Gandy Maslay Landfarm

tisnple: CLHA3 continaual ...

Page Namber: 3 of i0
Secd,Sach.Seed, Secd T LSR.NB
e

e e

Param Flag Renult _‘y“ih g L’_,.
ThpheuyThydrnzine - 2000500 me/L 0.0D5RY
4,6-Dinttro-L-methylph:enol <0.00506 mg/L 0.00500
Diphenylamive ~ <0.00500 og/L 1.00600
4-Bromcphany hohanvlether <0).00600 mg/L 000800
Phastnethi <0.00500 mg,/L 0.(6500
Rexachbsohonzene <0.00400 mg/L 0.006X)
- Amiechiphany) <0.0D500 mg/L 0.00500
Fentah atopheso! < QU500 mg/l 01.00600
Anthroguwe <01.00600 vag/l. HRUTIRLY
TFentachlona isrohenze? <0.BOLOD mng/L (1LGOBCO
Preuamide <0.09500 wy /L. C.008G0
Phenantheene _ <(.00500 o /L, 00600
Di-n-hutyiphthplnte <0.0n60D ng/L 0.00500
Fluorenthone <0.00600 mg/L (100800
Benzidine <0.0100 wgfL 0.4100
Pyrene <0.00500 mg,/L 0.005¢0
1+ Pinethyinminoazobienrene <{).00300 mg/L 0.00500
Dusyhanzyiphthaiace <0.00800 mg/L 0.00500
Brnzofa)anthencens <0.00300 mg’L 000500
3.3-Dicdlervbenziding <0.80500 mel/l. 11.00500
Cluysens <0.00500 /L 0 ¢0500
bik(2-athyihaxyphthninte -0.0100 wg/L 0.0100
Di-n-vueylphthalate <0.00300 g fL 0.00510
Benza(b)hmoranthene <0.00500 gl Y. 000501}
Benzo(kuvrmkiene <0.00500 mg/ 1. 0.00508
7.12-Disnetl:plbene i danthrosane <0.00500 rog/L 0.0050¢
Bewvolulnyrene <0.00600 mg/L 0.906500
I-Methyichohmthrene <0.00500 mg/L 2.00500
Dibeywofaflaeriding < 0.60500 g/l 2.0051%)
Tinlenul L 2.3-l pyrene <0.00500 mg/T. 0.0056X!
Nihanxofuwh)nnthracene <0.00%00 ng/T. 0.00500
Beirzohihperylene ~0,00500 mgl L 0.00500
- Sulkate ) 2180 mg/L 1.800
Toral Diswolved Solids €970 vug/ L 10.00
Totat Silver <0.06206 mg/L 0.00200
Totnl Arseniu <{.0100 g/l 0.0100
Torsl Bartum 0.0160 mg/ 1. @.0100
Tutal Cocipinm <0.00451 rag/t 0.00300
Total Cliromian <G00 rag/L 0.0100
Total Merowry <0.000200 mg/L 1.000200
Totn! Laond <0.00606 mg/l. 0.00500
1ntal Sefedum <0.0100 mg/L .0100
Brovndchiorosnathane - <100 /L . 1.00
Dickhirvodiftueramethane <1.00 S8/L T
Chloronethene nagiyl chloride} <l.00 ag/L 1.00
Viayl Chlertde <1.00 gL 1oy
Mrorsomethane (nerhyl heormds) <1.00 prafL 1.00
Chioroathane <1.00 w/L 1.00
Trichlorofuoromethane <1.00 ug/l 100
Acetome <10.0 ag/L 10.0
todomathane {-nathyl iodide) <5.00 sglL 5.00
Curlion DisnlBda <100 pe/l '. 1.00
Acrylowmrile <1.00 pgsL 1.00
vordinved . ..

PeaenA rdysix Jue. o GTOL Aberdeon Ave., Sulte 9 e

Lobbock, TX 794241515 » (HDG) 794.)296



Rovoct Dara: Moy 20. 2005
Baclkgrousct (NM-7)1.1.0020;

Work Order: BORT(M
Gundy Marbsy Landfarm

Page Number 4 0730
Yok, Seu,Soed Secd T.11.SRILE

e

axmple 08943 cantineed

Parani Fing Reeulc Unity RL
2-Butanoue (MEIQ <E05 g/l .00
4-Methyi-2-pex:tanose (MYBK; <500 gl Foud)
2-Fexavone <1.00 “g sl 1.0
trane 1L Dichloro-2-ntenc <109 g/l e
1.3-Digkdornathene < UK velL 1.00
Meuthyleua dhloride <6.00 ugfl 3.00
MIRE <),00 ngil 1.0
feans-i-2-Dichloroetnene -<1,00 uz/l. 106
1 i-Dicldoroethine <1.00 ugl/l. 1.ad
<in-1,2-PDichloreerhene <1.00 ugf) 1.00
2.9-Dichloropropsne <1.00 e .00
1.2-Dickloracthane i EDC) <1.00 1/l LY
Clloroforto <101 2/l .00
1.1 |- Trichiormsthane <O »e/L 1.00
1.1-Dichlovapyopme <140 il .00
Beanene < ).G0 1gfL 1.00
Corbon Totrnchiorlte < 1.60 ugfT. 100
1.2-Dichlosaprapace <1.00 gt Lne
Trlchloroetians i TCE} <3.00 vg!lL N )
Dilromometko: (mothylone hromide? <1.00 wg!l 1.00
Biomadichioromethane <1.00 gL .00
2-Clilovaethy! vingi €ther <500 rglL 3.00
el 1, Dichioropropenry <i.ov ugll £.08
tramn-1 3. Uichioropropene <1.00 pgll 1.00
Toluohe 2300 1g/l V.00
1.t 2. Trichlornethave <} 00 1l L v
1.3-Dichlorepnypmn.: «<..00 T A% 1.00
Dissnz:achloramethane <}.00 ugfh. 1.00
1.2-Dibromearhane {EDR} w100 gl 1.U0
Tevrachloroathine (PCE) <100 1e/L 1.00
Cldorolsenzens <1.e0 ngll. 1.00
1.1.3,3-Tetrachimoethans. <16 ax/l 1.00
Bthvibanzene <i.pe pg/L ) .uo
mg-Xylena <1.00 s/l 100
Promaolorn ~1.00 Be/ . 1.00
Styrana <).00 ngfTs 1.00
o-Xylene <«<1.90 nell 100U
1.1.2.2- Tetrnvhloroe i <100 uf5. 1.90
Z2-Chlorotolnine < .00 g/ 10U
1.2.3-"Iriclloropropane <1.90 &L 1.Q0
Isopropyibenzene <100 rg/ls 1.09
Bromobrnzens <1.00 ze/l 1.00
n-Proynylbensene <1.00 1570 1.00
3.8 Triwwatayibenzane <) .0 yyfle 1.00
tert- Bucylinnzene +21.00 w1 1,00
1.2 - Trimethylonzene <).u agfl 1.0Q
L -Dichiorebonsene (sara} <100 w2/l 1.00
sec-Diuy thenze:: <1.00 148/L 10X
1.3-Didilorebenzens (mata] <1.00 /L 11X
p-fzopvopyliatuene <100 g/ 1.00
4-Clilgracoluery <100 ugiL 100
1.2-Dichiocobausrena {ogtln:) ~1.00 g/l 1
v Burylhenzone — <100 ug /L. L0
- continwerd ..

Trrcefrelysiv, Inc. s (701 Abgerdoen Ave. Sulle S o Lubbuck. TX 72424-13:5 » (800) 794-1296




Work Order. 5051704 : Poge Number: 5 of H)
Secd,Sacs,3eed,Socd T.1ISR.IE

Feport Date: May 20, 2005
Candy Morley Ltncfaiiu

Baukground (IXM-T11-1-0020)

R

sanple G290, continucd
Peram Mag Result Unlts __RL
1.2-Dibrormo-3-chlarapropane <2.00 wy L ‘—'400
1.2.3- Trichkorohene <5.00 EYS n.0)
1. 2,4-Tvrhlovoemzane <5.00 ’ g/l 3010
Napathabmn <5.00 i L 5.1
Hexachlvwbulndiene ‘ <3.00 45/ L 5.0
Sampla: 62904 - MW-1
Parrwy , Fleg Result Unitx RL
Hydroxide Alolinity : <1.00 mp/L e Gallod 1.00
Carhanate Alkatiny <1.00 g/l o8 Callod Lo
Birarhauate Alkudinity $9.0 mz /1. ox Galol 1.04
Tora! Allalinity #0.0 mg/l. as CaCa3 4.00
Diwsolved Calcles 168 mg/L 0.560
Divshod Potassiumn 21.5 : - wmg/L 0.500
Diwsolved XM agnesm ‘ 37.4 wg/L 0.500
Dsgolvad Sadham 3340 mgiL 0.50G
Chioride 4840 mg/L 1.500
Spevifi, Conductunce 14300 MMROS e 0.00
Nicrite-N < (.OL00 mg/L GO0
Nitrate-N <1.00 gL 0200
wll 8.14 _ 8.u., u.00
Pyedine ’ ' <0.90500 /1. 0.01500
s-Nlerosodinetiylnmis <0.00BUY ' mg/L 0.00500
2-Pieotine <U.U0500 wg/L 0.00600
Muthyl methoneulfenate <0.008600 rog/L 0.00500
Ethy! wethaneyulionure <0.90500 wigs L 0.10500
Phenet <0.0C500 mg/). 0.00510
Aniling <0.00600 mg/L 0.0050U
bis(2-cliorocthyletinr <0.0500 ) g/l .0050¢
2. Chleranhenol <0.00500 ‘ mgllL 1).001:00)
{,.3-Dichlorabanzene (metn} <0.00500 mg/) 0.00500
1} ADichiorobrtzane (para) 20.00300 g/l 0.00600
Brenwsyl aleohol <500 vag/L 0.00:3(k}
L.2-Dichlotohmune fovthi! <D.O05X0 mg/L 0.00500
2-Molylphenol <0.00500 mg/i 0.02500
hiv{2-chloroiseprapyljether <(.00530 mg/l n.O0300
4-Mrerhviphenn! [ 3-Methylpheno! <(}.20500 mg/i- wonLoo
n-Nltrogwedon-propstamine <0.0050C mg,/L 0.D950%)
Besanchiorpathane ‘ <€1.90500 wmail (0 ORCO
Acwiopheyione <0.00500 my/l. 0.0n500
Nitrohpnzena < 0.,00500 viy/L 0.00600
n-Ritropopiperiline +£0.00500 g/l 1.00600
oprorons <0.00301 mp/l 9.00500
2 Nirropkanoel <0.00508 rog/L 0.D0500
2.3-Dimert vipirenct 4 <Q.0uDU0 mg/l. 000500
bin,2-Ciloroatbinxy jmet by L OG0 mg/L Q0500
2.4-Dichlotophenal <0.00500 tag/L 0.00600
i.2,4-Trichlorobenzene Z0.00500 /L 000500
Nenzoic acld <O.00500 wmg/L 000500
f\nplnf Ardenn <0.006Q0 wg/L 0.00500
e Dincthylphensehylogiine <0.00:00 g/ 000500
contlayed ..,

TreceAnnlyaly, vz o (G701 Aberdesn Ave., Suitc 9 o Lubborsk, TX 79424-2525 o (R0Q) 794.1298




Teport Deter May 20, 2006

Backpround {NM-711-1-002()

Work Order: 5051704
Gandy Marlyy Landfarm

Page Ninnber: 6 of 10

Yeut Jeeh,Sue® Jucd T 1 SRIAE

Sogaplet G2 continved . .

Piram

T-Chlcroantiine
2.8-Dichlovophero)
Hexachlohbadiene
n-Nitrose-di-p-butylamine
4-Chloro-3- methylphonol
2-dethylraptihalona
t-Mochylnuphthalene
1.2 4.8-Tetracitlorobenzens
Hexuchiomeyclopentadiivee
2.4.6<Crichlerophono)
2.4.5 Irichlorophena)
2-Clovoanplwhelenn
_ L.Chiaraasphihalene
2-Nitronulline
Dimethyiphthalere
Acenaphtiylene
2,6-Dinitrucoluenc
3-Nitroani}ine
Acenaphlthena
2 A-Dinfvrpphenc:
Dilrenzeolurar
Pendnchlorobenzane
4. Ni¢rophenol
2.4-Dinivrutcluene
I I-Naphehyamine
2.3,4,8- Tetenchlorophenol
2-Naphthylomnine
Fhuoreoa
d-Chiarophenyliphenylether
Dathyiphthaiue
4-Nitruaniline
Diphenyihydrazine
LG-Ninitrg-2anctbyripheno!
Diphuenylrnine
" 4By naphenyl-phenylettior
Phenncetin )
Hexachiorobenzene
4-Aminoblpheayl
Pentaehlorapbeno)
Anthrecenn
Parvitachlovenitrobienzene
Prouuraide
Pliennuthrene
Di-m-batviphilictade
Fluornathene
Benatdine
PPyrene
p-Dinitiy immoazobanzene
Butylbenzy!phibaiate
Benzo{e)nthracene
sa-Dichloroheagidine
Chrysene

Fie Reslt Units,‘:’___ . Ri.
. <Q.0U800 g/l BR800
<0,00500 mg/L 0-00500
<0.00500 mg/L 0.00800
<0.,00500 mg/L 2.00500
<0.005N0 meg /. 0.003500
<0.005(41 mg/T. 0.00500
26.00506 ng/v. 0.00500
<(.00500 mg/ - G.0USM)
«<0.0050D my/L (),(105',)1?
<0000 /L {1,U4300
<1).00600 g/t 0.00600
<{).40B00 wg/L 0.00500
<0.00800 g/ L 0.00506
<0.00500 mg/L 0.00500
<y.00800 mg/T. (LOOR)
<(.00500 mg/ts (l.()(.f:‘»DU
<15.00390 me/L 0.0050L
£0.00500 mg/1, 0,00500 -~
<{).00500 ngrl 0.00300
<0.00500 g/ L 0.00500
<Q.0USO0 mg/L 0.0050
«0.005(0) mg/1l. 0.00500
<0.0250 mg/1. 0.0250
<1.00500 g/ 0.00600
<0.00500 rg/T- 00500
<0.00500 rog/ 1. 1.005D0
<1,00500 wy/ 1.00500
<(.00500 g/ L 0.005600
<0.00500 g/ L 0.00500
<(.00500 mg/ L 00300
<(.00500 nmRr/L ¢.00500
<0000 mg/L 0.00500
<D.00H00 mg/L 0.0060U
<0.00500 mg/L 9.00600
<0.00300 g/ 0.DUKOV
<3.00500 meSl 0.0U500 .
<0.00500 mg/L 0.0050%)
<0.00500 mefL 0.00500
<) DOBoO g/ 0.00500
<0.00500 mg/L 0.00500
<1.00500 wg/L 0.00500
(100506 mg/k 1.00600
<0),00600 ng/L (+.O0800)
<0.00600 mg/L 0.0D308
< 1),00500 mg/L 6.0080)
<@.0100 mg/l. 0.0:00
<0.00500 mg/L 0.00300
<(0.00500 mg/L 1.00300
<0.00600 mg/L H.00500
< D.00500 mg/L 0.00500
<0.00600 mg/L 0.0050%)
. <0.00800 mg/l. 0.005Q0)
<0100 mg/ L G.01100
- - T Gendinned.

Trce Analysisg Tac,

L4

G700 Abuardeen Ave,, Suite §  #

Labboek, TX 79424d-3510 s {8GE, 7941206



Rt Dutee May 20, 20045
Hackyrannd (NM71101-0020)

Work Otder 551704
Gondy Murley Londform

Page Nzimber

sarnpie: G804 continyed . .

7ol 1)
Seed,Sces;,Secs See T.11LSR.ILE

Pasnm Flng Result Uoita BL
Di-w-octylphthaate ' <0.00000 mg/l 0.00600
Benzo(b)inoronhene <0.00500 mg/L 0.00500
Banzo(k)fuoranthene <0.00500 mgL 0.00500
7.32-Dimathyllmnz(o)nithracens =0.00300 g/l 0.00500
Barzo(z)pyrens <Ua0800 mg/L 0.00500
- Meahylcholpwthraut <0.00500 wg/L 0 00500
Dibenzofa,jineriding <{1.00500 mg/L 0.00500
Indeia( .2, 3-cd)lpyrene <G.00300 mg/L 0.00580
Dihenxo(a.h)onthrncerne <(,00500 wg/1. 0.6630C
Bevza{g,h,DHporylune <£.00500 wg/L 0.0C500
Sullatz . 1760 g /L 0.500
Total Disuelved Solidn 8930 mg/L 10.00
Tuen) Silvar <0.00200 mg/L 000200
‘tetal Avsenis <0.0100 mg/L 0.MpC
Tota) Barhun 0.0380 mg/L 0.0100
Toral Cndminn <0.00100 mg/L 0.00590)
Tata: Chroninm <0100 my /L 0.0%00
Tutat Marenrv <0.00(200 wg/L (100200
Toutal Tetad <0.00500 rag/L 000500
“Totai Setenivm <10.0100 mg/L 0.0100
Bromastiloromethn-ie <10 s/l 1.00
Diechdoeadiuorers ethane <o rgll 1.00
Chioronseihano {methylt ehlovide; <3.00 peft 1.06
Vinyl Chilcridg <1.00 pa/l. 1.00
Bromomethane imeshy hromide: <i.00 1/l 1.00
Chlotosthunc <1.00 syl 1.00
‘Lriecitoratinororethane <1.00 e/l 1.00
Acotoe <e 1l L 10.0
JTodomerhana (methyl iedide) <3.00 ref) 5.00
Cavbor  DisuMice <100 nglL 1.0
Agrylonitrile <1.00 »alL 1.00
2-Bistanone (MEK) <5,00 ue/1 h.00
A-Methyl-2-nemianone (MIBK) <5.00 rall 5.00
2-Hexanony Z1.90 ug/v 1.00
tennx 14-Dicklore-2-butene <10.0 ug/- 10.0
1.J -Dichloroerh:ene <1.00 rell 100
Meothiyleue chloride <5.00 rgta .00
MTBE <t.U9 pe/l 1.0n
venns-1,2-Dickioroschane <0 e/l 1.0
1 d-Nichioroetmne <1.00 /L 1.00
G- 1,.2-Dichloraethien <1.00 gl 1.00
2.2-Dehiaconropare <100 wg/Y 100
2 2-Dichloracthane (BDC) <) .00 1gll 1.00
Chlotafurn <1.00 ws/l 1.00
L1 3« Trlchlotacthete <1.00 reg/T 1.0
1.1- Dichloroprepane <1.00 ns/l 1.00
Beuzene <L g/l 1.00
Carbon Teerachlorlds: <1.00 wgfl 1.00
1,2-Dichloropropuuc <07 g /L 1.00
Trichlorvethene (TCF; <1.09 1§/L 1.00
Oibromametinne imethvlene bromide) <L.o0 vg/l 1.00
Prma-nrlfchlom.m\.r.imne <1.00 g /L 1.00
2-Chloromht 31[11' other o <8500 . +&/L 5.00

rontinvel ... B

Tracasralyste, It o 8701 Alordesn Ave, Sulto § »

Lubback, TX 794241515 » (AD0) 704-1296



Ropaet Daue: May 20, 2000
Enckground (NM-71L-(1020)

Woik Ordur: 60561703

Gandy Marloy Lreudiar:

Fage Number: 8 of 10
Cocd,8ecd,Sac8,SncY T.11.5RJ18

Anniple G904 continued ...

Poram: Tag, Result Units RL
a1 R Dlchloragropanse <300 14671 1.10
vraha- S-Dichloromropene <1.00 /L 100
Tolneur <1.00 IRVl .00
1,1.2- Didhlowosthane <140 15/ L0
13- Dichloropropuae <1.00 148/ 1.00
Dibrumachioromethzse <1.00 ug /L 1.00
1. 2.Dibrorpuatiane (EDD; <10 e 1.00
Totrachlorastiwne (PCE} <1.00 et L(l(_)
Chlorokenzene <1.00 1&g/ L 100
1.1, 2. Tetracktorserkaae <1.60 /L 1.00
Ethy lbenzevie <1.00 JRE 1A
mp-Xylene <10 v L R
Bromotorm <1.00 s/l 1.00
Strrana <1,00 ng/L 1.00
o-Xylenn <1.00 AR 100
3.1.2.2-Totruchlometave <1.00 el 1.0
2-Chiornioluene <1.00 uglL 1.0¢
1,2.3-Trichioroprupntie <1,00 rglL 1.00
Topropyibanrene <3.00 sg!L 3.00
Bromphenaene <1.00 PRIG 1.0¢
w-Propy henzene <1,00 e 1.00
1.3,5- Truncthvibensene <1.00 ng'L 1.00
rert- Butyihnzene <).00) py! L 1.00
LZATYimetpyHenzehs <1.00 il .M}
1 - Fellorohenzene {para) £1.00 pe/L L.00
wece Buta-ibwnzens <1L.0D pa/l 100
“3-Dichlotobenzene (mete) <1.00) e?) 1.00
p-Ixopropyleolaens <l Ou s/l 1.00
4.Chiogoteluene <3.00 HE/L 1.00
v 2-Dichilorpbeazence (orthy) <i.00 GRIL 1,900
n-Bulyibenzere <i.00 ng/i 1.0
1.2<Dibrogno-3-chiorepropane <2.00 us/L 200
12, 3-Trlchlizrobnazena <5.00 nafL 5.0
i.2.,4- Michlorohenzene <500 pa/l. 5.00
Naphthu'eae <6.00 ne/L S.00
Hexneblerabutwliane 25.00 L 6.00
Sample: 72805 « Trip Blank
Pacar Flag Reysh Unjts RL
Bromochicramat hane 2100 agll 1,00
Lirhlorodiftneramct hnoa <100 ug/le L.0a
Chloromoethene {-nethy! chinride; <1.00 JOAr 1.00
Vinyl Chlorida <1.00 nelL 1.00
RBromametimie (nethl browlde) <102 ng/L 1.00
Cidoroachane <1.00 ﬂ-f(/L .00
Trichleraffmsonethong <1.00 ng/L 100
Acosone 537 paf L 190
Todomathens (metyd terhda) <5.00 /L 560
Conrbon Digali <100 ali ' 100
Acryloninille <110 }tI;/[. 1.00
2-8\)(.:11\-3(\0 (.\IIE)(}’__M_ <b.00 //.g/[, §.un
T coplmecd . ..

TraceAnslyals, Iite

G701 Abwdeon Ave,, Quite 9«

Lubbock, TX 73424-1515 « (806} T841-1208



Repors Date: My 20, 2005
Brckground {NM-711-1-G020)

Work Order; 6083704
Cuandy Marvley Landfarm,

Page Numbor: 9 of 10
3oz, 50c5,5cc8,Secd T.11L8RNE

samphe GIN G condinued . ..

TravcAnalyyis, Tue o

aTul Atwrdeen Ava, Snite 8 ¢

Lulibock, TX 70424- 1315 » (8UB)} 794-1296

Pacarn Fing Rosult nite RL
A Mot Nyi-F pentarone (MIBK] <3.00 18/, 5.00
2-Hexanmie <100 ue/l 100
trans L.4-Dichiloen-2-hutens < 10.0 wg/L ML
1.1-Dlchioroetiune < g/l 1.00
Mathylene chioride «5.00 l’-‘;/L 400
MUBE <3.00 gl L 00
tenme L 2-Bichiorasthane <).00 ng? L .00
1.1-Dichloracthune <100, vifl 200
-1, 2-Dictloroot he:e <i.00 15/l .00
2,2-Dichioropropane <1.0G rg/L 100
L. 2.Dichinrnezhene (FDC) <i.0Q NEHL 1.09
Chloroforry: ) <100 pz/L *.00
11,1 T¥ehJoroathane £1.00 pa/t 1.00
1,1-Dichlorsprapone <li.oe rg/L 100
Bonzent .00 ngt Loe
Curbon Twtrachionide <10 posL 106G
1.2.Dichlorsprapune <101 ngfL 1.00
Trichlorpathane (TCE; <L ng/L 1.00
Pibremomothane (mothylene branida) <1.0G 1g/L 1.0¢
Bromodrchlovemmhane <1.00 HES L.uu
¥ Chiovroethyl vingl ather <5.00 14/ 6.00
cixe ) A-Dichloropropeane < 1.00 rHE .00
trany- L3 Richiovopropera <1.00 pe/l 1.0¢
Tedvene <lil} MR/L 1.00
1.1.2-Trichlornetlisne <L 1e/L L.00
13-Dichioropropnne < 1 ug/L .00
Nibrownochlnro:nerhine <10 Hell 1.00
W 2-Dibvomozthane (EDB) <3.00 HzfL 1.00
Tetwnchinrecthons (PO <1.00 1glL 1.00
Chilorobenzeim <1060 ugll 1.00
i.0,.2-Teevochloracthang < 1.0 HerL 1.00
Ethylbenvena <1.00 15/l 1.00-
2L p- Nyl <1.00 pafl M)
Bromoform <300 ne/l 1.00
Jryrone " «1.00 sgd L. 1.00
o-Xyisne <100 /L 1.00
11,2 2-Tetrachiomoet hane <1.00 1g/L 1.00
2-Chloratoiuuine <1.00 yn:12 2 1.00
1.2,3-vichicraprepara <1.00 g/l ) .06
Igcpropyhangere <L.Og rrL 1.00
Arowobonamn <1.0v 1ig/L 200
a-Propylbonsene <31,0Q pull 1.00
Lot 5-Trismethylbenzone <200 rgl/l. 1.00
tert-Dutylhenzene <300 ugfla 1.00
1.2,4-Trimethiylibenzenas <140 ug/L 1.8
i-d-Dichlorchenvene (pore) <1.00 rerL 1.00
qce- Bulvibengono <1.00 ng/Ll ion
. LA-Dichivinbenzene (1ocka) <t JINaAn 100
p-iropropyhiajvene <1.0) uz/L 1.0
4-Chlorotolnene <Y.00 g/l 1.00)
1.2-Dichiarobenzene: (ortho: <100 uglis 1.09
r-Rutylbenzene 2100 L8711 1.04
1.2-Piromo-3-chio repropane - -22,00 8/L 2.00
rontinued .



Roport Date: May 20, 2005
Backgowid (NM-711-1-0020)

‘Wark Order: 5051 TUs
Gandy Marley Landiarm

Pago Numbse: 10 of 10

Soud,SecdSec,d

ec8 T.1LIK.NE

snvaplit GRUDS vontsword, .

Pacam

Flag Rey:lt . Unis 5%‘&
T a3 ehlorehenzene <? gg ‘tutf‘,/’L 5.00
1,2.4- Lrichlorobenmone: Page g/l 5.00
Napathalone (‘ 5’ 00 prsl 5.00

Hexachlorobutndisne

TraceAnudvidy, Tue.

a70l Aberdesn Ave, Soite @ »

Lubbock, TIX 794241535 «  (308) 794-120F
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO
ENERGY, MINERALS AND NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

OIL CONSERVATION DIVISION

IN THE MATTER OF THE HEARING CALLED BY
THE OIL CO&SERVATION DIVISION FOR THE
PURPOSE OF CONSIDERING:

APPLICATION OF GANDY MARLEY, INC., TO
MODIFY THEIR EXISTING NMOCD RULE 711
PERMIT NO. NM-01-019 SO THAT THEY MAY

)
)
)
)
)
) CASE NO. 13,480
)
)
ACCEPT SALT-CONTAMINATED OILFIELD WASTES )
)

REPORTER'S T SCRIPT PROCEEDINGS
E INER HEARING

BEFORE: WILLIAM V. JONES, JR., Hearing Examiner

-
<2
2,
C—
=
~
-0
=3
Volume I, May 23rd, 2005 ~
5

Santa Fe, New Mexico

This matter came on for hearing before the New
Mexico 0il CQnservation Division, WILLIAM V. JONES, JR.,
Hearing Examiner, on Monday, May 23rd, 2005, at the New
Mexico Energy, Minerals and Natural Resources Department,
1220 South Saint Francis Drive, Room 102, Santa Fe, New
Mexico, Steven T. Brenner, Certified Court Reporter No. 7

for the Stateiof New Mexico.

* x %

EXHIBIT

STEVEN T. BRENNER, CCR
(505) 989-9317
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Q. Down -- What are the notations where it says

"pb"? It looks like it's along the road. pb-27, pb-26,
pb-1. Do you see those?

A. Yes, sir.

Q. What does that signify?

A. Those are borings that were drilled in 1993 for

the 1994 study done by Jim Bonner.

Q. And were those completed as monitor wells?

A. No, sir.

Q. What were -- If you know, what were they used
for?

A. Just to verify geology.

Q. And so you wanted to have actual completed wells.
at the locaﬁion you were proposing for the landfill cells;
is that correct?

A. Yes, sir.

Q. And have you received results from that drilling?

A. Yes, sir.

Q. Have those results indicated the volume of
water --

A. Yes, sir.

Q. --1that could be obtained from those two wells?

A, Yes, sir.

Q. Is that volume sufficient for you to use in any

ranching or cattle raising operations?

STEVEN T. BRENNER, CCR
(505) 989-9317
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1 A. No, sir.
! 2 Q. And why is that?
3 A. It would take between 20 and 30 wells of that
There's not enough volume to even run a

5 windmill.

Q. And so do you intend to continue to use the well

7 -- the water from on top of the caprock?

i 4 size to sustain.

8 A. Yes, sir.
9 Q. Are there any other anticipated uses of the
10 property on top of those wells, other than for either
11 grazing or landfill/landfarm operations?
12 A. No, sir. The water quality is very
i3 unsatisfactory for livestock.
i 14 Q. And explain that, please.
15 A. Sulfates are extremely high. I can't remember
16 exactly the range. If you could let me look at the

17 analysis. Sulfates over 500 parts per million are not

19 are not suitable for pregnant or lactating cows, which if a
20 cow is not pregnant she's lactating. If she's not one or
21 the other, she's not on my ranch.

22 Q. I'm handing you Exhibit 8. Are those the ~-

23 those are the gesults you were referring to?

24 A. Yes, sir.

25 Q. Okay, I want you to go through again what you

I 18 suitable for livestock. TDS's over 7000 parts per million

i STEVEN T. BRENNER, CCR
(505) 989-9317




[\8]

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

23

24

25

m_ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ—jﬂﬂﬁ--ﬁﬁ

t 57
just testified, looking at those results.
A. Okay, these wells came up in sulfates on -- page
numbers ~- fourth page -- no, that's not sulfates, that's

sodium. Where -- Give me a minute.
Okay, on the seventh page back, total dissolved

solids, 8930 ~-

MR. APODACA: I'm sorry, which page are you on,

THE WITNESS: The seventh page from the front.

MS. HOLLINGSWORTH: The page numbers are on it.

THE WITNESS: I can't read it on this copy. ©h,
page number 7 of 10, excuse me.

Q. (By Mr. Domenici) And it's down about 10 items
or so?

A, Yes, sir, it's highlighted -- or bolder print,
Total dissolved solids, 8930. Anything over 7000 parts per
million TDS is considered unsuitable for livestock.
Sulfates over 500, which in this one it's 1760; it's
unsuitable for livestock.

Q. Let me stop you for a second. You're stating
that -- I'm marking -1 hand you what I've marked as
Exhibit 9. Is that your reference for stating that certain
levels are unsuitable for livestock?

A, Yes, sir, it's one of my references.

Q. And that would be which page of that exhibit, if

STEVEN T. BRENNER, CCR
(505) 989-9317
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you could?

A, Actually, this one shows sulfate at 100 and 300,
so 400. It's behind the "Beef Briefs".

Q. Is it the section called "Salinity"?

A. Where are you at? This section? Yes, sir, that

section. And then --

Q. Okay, let's go through them one at a time. So --

A. Ckay.

Q. -~ on the TDS section, the cateqory that concerns
you is which one?

A. The ~- anything over 7000 *should be avoided if
possible. Pregnant, lactating, stressed or young animals
can be affected. Very saline."

Q. Okay, and repeat again for the record how your
cattle operations generate or produce pregnant or lactating
cows.

A. We start calving the first of February, so
they're pregnant for the nine months proceeding that. as
soon as they are not pregnant, they've lactating, they've
got a calf on their side. Late April, bulls are placed
with the cows for re-breeding. So before the calves are --
while the calves are still lactating, the cows are re-
breeding.

Q. S0 all of your cows, or virtually all of them,

are always in this category of pregnant or lactating?

STEVEN T. BRENNER, CCR
(505) 989-9317
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10

A, Yeé, sir, if == in the fall, if she did not réise
a calf and is not pregnént, she goes to the sale barn.

Q. Okay, on the next pages they have other items, if
you look at Exhibit 9. What other constituents concern you
about with respect to utilizing this water for your cattle
operations?

A, At the bottom of the page, the "Water Quality
Guidelines"®, over to the next page, it shows sulfates at --
you add the tﬁo together to 400 parts per miliion.

Q. And! what does the well -- What do the wells' data
show?

A. The well data showed 1760 on one, 2180 on the
other. Calcium shows to be 150 on this table, the upper

range. We have calcium at 172 on one well and 168 on the

other.
Q. Are these the type of tables that you rely on in
your cattle operation, the type of documents?
A. Yes, sir.
MR. DOMENICI: I'll move admission of Exhibit 9.
EXAMINER JONES: Any objection?
MR. fELDEWERT: No objection.

MR. DOMENICI: And I'll move admission of Exhibit

MR. FELDEWERT: No objection.

EXAMINER JONES: Exhibits 8 and 9 --

STEVEN T. BRENNER, CCR
(505) 989-9317




Report Date: August 16, 2005
3rd Quarter Soil Sampling 2005

Work Order: 5081214
GMI Landfarm

Page Number: 1 of 5
Sec 8,Sec 9,Sec 5,Sec 9,/Chaves ,NM

Larry Gandy

Gaudy Marley Inc.

Summary Report

Report Date:

EXHIBIT

August 16, 2005

Box 1658 Work Order: 5081214
Roswell, NM 88202
Project Location: Sec 8,Sec 9,Sec 5,Sec 9,/Chaves ,NM
Project Name: GM!I Landfarm
Project Number:  3rd Quarter Soil Sainpling 2005

Date Time Date
Sample Description Matrix Taken Taken Received
70628 Cell 20 Sample 1 soil 2005-08-09 13:40 2005-08-12
70629 Cell 20 Sample 2 soil 2005-08-09 14:00 2005-08-12
70630 Cell 20 Sample 3 soil 2005-08-09 14:20 2005-08-12
70631 Cell 20 Sample 4 soil 2005-08-09 14:45 2005-08-12
70632 Cell 20 Sample 5 soil 2005-08-09 15:00 2005-08-12
70633 Cell 17 Sample 1 soil 2005-08-09 09:45 2005-08-12
70634 Cell 17 Sample 2 soil 2005-08-09 10:00 2005-08-12
70635 Cell 17 Sample 3 soil 2005-08-09 10:20 2005-08-12
70636 Cell 17 Sample 4 soil 2005-08-09 10:40 2005-08-12
70637 Cell 17 Sample 5 soil 2005-08-09 11:10 2005-08-12
70638 Cell 18 Sample 1 soil 2005-08-09 11:50 2005-08-12
70639 Cell 18 Sample 2 ‘ soil 2005-08-09 12:15 2005-08-12
70640 Cell 18 Sample 3 soil 2005-08-09 12:35 2005-08-12
70641 Cell 18 Sample 4 ‘ soil 2005-08-09 13:00 2005-08-12
70642 Cell 18 Sample 5 soil 2005-08-09 13:15 2005-08-12
70643 Cell 19 Sample 1 soil 2005-08-10 10:47 2005-08-12
70644 Cell 19 Sample 2 soil 2005-08-10 11:02 2005-08-12
70645 Cell 19 Sample 3 soil 2005-08-10 11:10 2005-08-12
70646 Cell 19 Sample 4 soil 2005-08-10 11:20 2005-08-12
70647 Cell 19 Sample 5 soil 2005-08-10 11:30 2005-08-12
70648 Cell 22 Sample 1 soil 2005-08-10 12:53 2005-08-12
70649 Cell 22 Samnple 2 - soil 2005-08-10 13:00 2005-08-12
70650 Cell 22 Sample 3 soil 2005-08-10 13:25 2005-08-12
70651 Cell 22 Sample 4 soil 2005-08-10 13:32 2005-08-12
70652 Cell 22 Sample 5 soil 2005-08-10 13:40 2005-08-12
70653 Cell 21 Sample 1 soil 2005-08-10 11:50 2005-08-12
70654 Cell 21 Sample 2 soil 2005-08-10 12:00 20056-08-12
70655 Cell 21 Sanmple 3 : soil 2005-08-10 12:16 2005-08-12
70656 Cell 21 Sample 4 soil 2005-08-10 12:30 2005-08-12
70657 Cell 21 Sample soil 2005-08-10 12:40 2005-08-12
70658 Cell 16 Sample 1 soil 2005-08-10 14:12 2005-08-12
70659 Cell 16 Sample 2 soil 2005-08-10 14:20 2005-08-12
70660 Cell 16 Sample 3 soil 2005-08-10 14:30 2005-08-12
70661 Cell 16 Sample 4 soil 2005-08-10 14:37 2005-08-12
70662 Cell 16 Sample 5 soil 2005-08-10 1el:dd 2005-08-12
70663 Cell 15 Sample ! soil 2005-08-10 14:55 2005-08-12
70664 Cell 15 Sample 2 soil 2005-08-10 15:02 2005-08-12

TraceAnalysis, Inc. o 6701 Aberdeen Ave., Suite 9 ¢ Lubbock, TX 79124-1515 « (806 791-1296



Report Date: August 16, 2005
3rd Quarter Soil Sampling 2005

Work Ovrder: 5081214

GMI Landfarnn

Page Number: 2 of 5
Sec 8,5ec 9,Sec 5,Sec 9,/Chaves ,NM

Date Time Date
Samnple Description Matrix Taken Taken Received
70665 Cell 15 Sample 3. soil 2005-08-10 15:12 2005-08-12
70666 Cell 15 Sample 4 soil 2005-08-10 15:20 2005-08-12
70667 Cell 15 Sample 5 soil 2005-08-10 15:32 2005-08-12
70668 Cell 14 Sample 1 soil 2005-08-10 15:45 2005-08-12
70669 Cell 14 Sainple 2 soil 2005-08-10 15:55 2005-08-12
70670 Cell 14 Sample 3 soil 2005-08-10 16:05 2005-08-12
70671 Cell 14 Sample 4 soil 2005-08-10 16:14 2005-08-12
70672 Cell 14 Sample 5 soil 2005-08-10 16:20 2005-08-12
BTEX MTBE TPH 418.1
Benzene Toluene Ethylbenzene Xylene MTBE TRPHC
Sample - Field Code (/KR Ung/Kg) (1a/Kg) (w&/Kg) (mE/Kr) (/1K)
70628 - Cell 20 Sample 1 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70629 - Cell 20 Sample 2 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 20.9
70630 - Cell 20 Sample 3 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70631 - Cell 20 Sample 4 <0i0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70632 - Cell 20 Sample 5 <0!0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 59.4
170633 - Cell 17 Sample 1 <0.;0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 23.7
70634 - Cell 17 Sample 2 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 30.9
70635 - Cell 17 Sample 3 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 46.3
70636 - Cell 17 Sample 4 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 37.3
70637 - Cell 17 Sample 5 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 29.9
70638 - Cell 18 Sample 1 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 20.1
70639 - Cell 18 Sample 2 <0.0IOO <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 23.3
70640 - Cell 18 Sample 3 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 24.4
70641 - Cell 18 Sample 4 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 24.3
70642 - Cell 18 Sample § <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 28.6
70643 - Cell 19 Sample 1 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 30.8
70644 - Cell 19 Sample 2 <0.q100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 37.6
70645 - Cell 19 Sample 3 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 44.2
70646 - Cell 19 Sample 4 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70647 - Cell 19 Sample 5 <O.d100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70648 - Cell 22 Sample 1 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70649 - Cell 22 Sample 2 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70650 - Cell 22 Sample 3 <0.0i‘100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70651 - Cell 22 Sample 4 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70652 - Cell 22 Sample § <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70653 - Cell 21 Sample 1 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <100
70654 - Cell 21 Sample 2 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70655 - Cell 21 Sample 3 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70656 - Cell 21 Sample 4 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70657 - Cell 21 Sample 5 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <100
70658 - Cell 16 Sample 1 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70659 - Cell 16 Sample 2 <0.01300 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70660 - Cell 16 Sample 3 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70661 - Cell 16 Sample 4 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70662 - Cell 16 Sample 5 <0.01:OO <0.0100 <0.0100 0.0114 <10.0
70663 - Cell 15 Sample 1 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70664 - Cell 15 Sample 2 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70665 - Cell 15 Sample 3 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70666 - Cell 15 Sample 4 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70667 - Cell 15 Sample 5 <0.0IQO <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70668 - Cell 14 Sample 1 <0.01Q0 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70669 - Cell 14 Sample 2 <040[QO <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70670 - Cell 14 Sample 3 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70671 - Cell 14 Sarnple 4 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0
70672 - Cell 14 Sample 5 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <0.0100 <10.0

TraceAnalysis, Inc. o

6701 Aberdeen Ave., Suite 9 e

Lubbock, TX 79424-1515 e (806) 794-1296




Page Number: 3 of 5

Report Date: August 16, 2005 Work Order: 5081214
Sec 8,Sec 9,Sec 5,Sec 9,/Chaves ,NM

3rd Quarter Soil Sampling 2005 GMI Landfarm

Sample: 70628 - Cell 20 Sample 1

Param Flag ‘ Result Units RL
Chloride ‘ 111 mg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70629 - Cell 20 Sample 2
Param Flag , Result Units RL
Chloride 580 mg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70630 - Cell 20 Sample 3
Param Flag Resuit Units RL
Chloride 130 mg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70631 - Cell 20 Sample 4
Param Flag Result Units RL
Chloride 999 mg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70632 - Cell 20 Sample 5
Param Flag Result Units RL
Chiloride 663 mg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70638 - Cell 18 Sample 1
Parain Flag Result Units RL
Chloride 13.1 mg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70639 - Cell 18 Sample 2
Paramn Flag Result Units RL
Chloride 70.1 mg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70640 - Cell 18 Sample 3
Param Flag Result Units RL
Chloride 824 mg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70641 - Cell 18 Sample 4
Param Flag Result Units RL
Chloride ‘ 446 mg/Kg 1.00

TraccAnalysis, Inc. o« 6701 Aber(leen} Ave., Suite 9 o Lubbock, TX 79424-1515 e (806) 794-1296




Report Date: August 16, 2005
3rd Quarter Soil Samipling 2005

Work Order: 5081214
GMI Landlarnn

Page Number: 4 of 5

Sec 8,Sec 9,Sec 3,5¢c 9,/Chaves ,NM

Sample: 70642 - Cell 18 Sample 5

Paramn Flag Result Units RL
Chioride 929 mg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70648 - Cell 22 Sample 1

Param Flag Result Units RL
Chloride 9.50 mg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70649 - Cell 22 Sample 2

Param Flag Result Units RL
Chloride 14.0 mg/Kg 1.00
Sample: T0650 - Cell 22 Sample 3

Param Flag Result Units RL
Chloride 12.4 mg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70651 - Cell 22 Sample 4

Param Flag Result Units RL
Chiloride 16.1 myg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70652 - Cell 22 Sample 5

Param Flag Result Units RL
Chloride 20.8 mg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70653 - Cell 21 Sample 1

Paramn Flag Result Units RL
Chloride 10.4 mg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70654 - Cell 21 Sample 2

Param Flag Result Units RL
Chloride 120 mg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70655 - Cell 21 Sample 3

Param Flag Result Units RL
Chloride 54.8 ~ mg/Kg 1.00

TraceAnalysis, Iuc. o 6701 Aberdeen Ave., Suite 9 o

Lubboclk, TX 79424-1515  (806) 794-1296



Report Date: August 16, 2005 Work Order: 5081214 Page Number: 5 of 5
3rd Quarter Soil Sampling 2006 GMI Landfarm Sec 8,8ec 9.Sec 5,5ec 9,/Chaves ,NM

Sample: 70656 - Cell 21 Sample 4

Param Flag Result Units RL
Chloride 27.3 mg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70657 - Cell 21 Sample 5

Param Flag Result : Units RL
Chloride 33.9 mg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70663 - Cell 15 Sample 1

Param Flag Result Units RL
Chloride - 9.78 mg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70664 - Cell 15 Sample 2

Param Flag Result Units RL
Chloride 20.9 mg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70665 - Cell 15 Sample 3

Param Flag Result Units RL
Chloride 643 wg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70666 - Cell 15 Sample 4

Param Flag ) Result Units RL
Chioride ‘ 671 mg/Kg 1.00
Sample: 70667 - Cell 15 Sample 5

Param Flag Result Units RL
Chloride 35.9 mg/Kg 1.00

TraceAnalysis, Inc. o 6701 Aberdeen Ave, Suite 9 o  Lubbock, TX 79424-15i5 {806) 794-1296
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6701 Aberdeen Avenue, Suite 9 Lubbock, Texas 79424  800¢37812956 80673491296  FAX 806794+ 1298
155 McCutcheon, Suite H Ei Paso, Texas 79932 88805883443 915058503443  FAX 91558504944
£-Mail lab@traceanalysis.com

Analytical and Quality Control Report

Larry Gandy Report Date:  August (8, 2005

Gandy Marley Inc.
Box 1658 Work Order: 5081625

Roswell, NM 88202

Project Location: GMI Landfarm,Chaves Co.,NM
Project Name: GMI Landfarm ]
Project Number:  3rd Quarter Soil Sampling 2005

Enclosed are the Analytical Report and Quality Control Report for the following sample(s) submitted to TraceAnalysis, Inc.

Date Time Date

Sample Description Matrix Taken Taken Received

70938 Cell 13 Sample | soil 2005-08-11 10:45 2005-08-16
70939 Cell 13 Sample 2 soil 2005-08-11 11:02 2005-08-16
70940 Cell 13 Sample 3 soil 2005-08-11 11:12 2005-08-16
70941 Cell 13 Sample 4 soil 2005-08-11 11:23 2005-08-16
70942 Cell 13 Sample § soil 2005-08-11 11:38 2005-08-16
70943 Cell 12 Sample | soil 2005-08-11 11:59 2005-08-16
70944 Cell 12 Sample 2 soil 2005-08-11 12:08 2005-08-16
70945 Cell 12 Sample 3 soil 2005-08-11 12:18 2005-08-16
70946 Cell 12 Sample 4 soil 2005-08-11 12:28 2005-08-16
70947 Cell 12 Sanmple 5 soil 2005-08-11 12:36 2005-08-16
70948 Cell 11 Sample | soil 2005-08-11 13:30 2005-08-16
70949 Cell 11 Sample 2 soil 2005-08-11 13:38 2005-08-16
70950 Cell 1] Sample 3 soil 2005-08-11 13:49 2005-08-16
70951 Cell 11 Sample 4 soil 2005-08-11 14:00 2005-08-16
70952 Cell 11 Sample 5 soil 2005-08-11 14:10 2005-08-16
70953 Cell 10 Sample | soil 2005-08-11 14:25 2005-08-16
70954 Cell 10 Sample 2 soil 2005-08-11 14:34 2005-08-16
70955 Cell 10 Sample 3 soil 2005-08-11 14:44 2005-08-16
70956 Cell 10 Sample 4 soil 2005-08-11 14:52 2005-08-16
70957 Cell 10 Sample 5 soil 2005-08-11 15:02 2005-08-16
70958 Cell 9 Sample | soil 2005-08-11 15:47 2005-08-16
70959 Cell 9 Sample 2 soil 2005-08-11 15:56 2005-08-16
70960 Cell 9 Sample 3 soil 2005-08-11 16:02 2005-08-16
70961 Cell 9 Samplc 4 soil 2005-08-11 16:12 2005-08-16

70962 Ccll 9 Sample § soil 2005-08-11 16:18 2005-08-16




Date Time Date

Sample Description Matrix Taken Taken Received

70963 Cell 8 Sample 1 soil 2005-08-12 11:29 2005-08-16
70964 Cell 8 Sample 2 soil 2005-08-12 11:37 2005-08-16
70965 Cell 8 Sample 3 soil 2005-08-12 11:44 2005-08-16
70966 Cell 8 Sample 4 soil 2005-08-12 11:52 2005-08-16
70967 Cell 8 Sample 5 soil 2005-08-12 11:57 2005-08-16
70968 Cell 7 Sample | soil 2005-08-12 12:10 2005-08-16
70969 Cell 7 Sample 2 soil 2005-08-12 12:16 2005-08-16
70970 Cell 7 Sample 3 soil 2005-08-12 12:13 2005-08-16
70971 Cell 7 Sample 4 soil 2005-08-12 12:29 2005-08-16
70972 Cell 7 Sample 5 soil 2005-08-12 12:35 2005-08-16
70973 Cell 6 Sample 1 soil 2005-08-12 00:00 2005-08-16
70974 Cell 6 Sample 2 soif 2005-08-12 00:00 2005-08-16
70975 Cell 6 Sample 3 soil 2005-08-12 00:00 2005-08-16
70976 Cell 6 Sample 4 soil 2005-08-12 00:00 2005-08-16
70977 Cell 6 Sample 5 soil 2005-08-12 00:00 2005-08-16
70978 Cell 5 Sample | soil 2005-08-12 13:19 2005-08-16
70979 Cell 5 Sample 2 soil 2005-08-12 13:24 2005-08-16
70980 Cell 5 Sample 3 soil 2005-08-12 13:30 2005-08-16
70981 Cell 5 Sample 4 sail 2005-08-12 13:37 2005-08-16
70982 Cell 5 Sample 5 soil 2005-08-12 13:43 2005-08-16
70983 Cell 4 Sample 1 soil 2005-08-12 13:56 2005-08-16
70984 Cell 4 Sample 2 soil 2005-08-12 14:01 2005-08-16
70985 Cell 4 Sample 3 soil 2005-08-12 14:07 2005-08-i6
70986 Cell 4 Sample 4 soil 2005-08-12 14:13 2005-08-16
70987 Cell 4 Sample 5 soil 2005-08-12 14:19 2005-08-16

These results represcnt only the samples received in the laboratory. The Quality Control Report is generated on a batch basis. All
information contained in this report is for the analytical batch(es) in which your sample(s) were analyzed.

This report consists of a total of 42 pages and shall not be reproduced except in its entircty, without written approval of TraceAnalysis,

Inc.

Page 2 of 42

Mebol gp/

Dr. Blair Leftwich, Director



Report Date: August 18, 2005
3rd Quarter Soil Sampling 2005

Work Order: 5081625
GMI Landfarm

Page Number: 3 of 42
GMI Landfarm,Chaves Co.,NM

Analytical Report
Sample: 70938 - Cell 13 Sample |
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20519 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18024 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Resuit Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) ' 1.01 mg/Kg 10 0.100 101 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.04 mg/Kg 10 0.100 104 51.7-123
Sample: 70938 - Cell 13 Sample 1
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch:  2053! Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70939 - Cell 13 Sample 2
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20519 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18024 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By:  MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotolucne (TFT) ‘ 0.996 mg/Kg 10 0.100 100 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BIFB) 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 51.7-123




Report Date: Aigust 18, 2005
3rd Quarter Soil Sampling 2005

Work Order: 5081625
GMI Landfarm

Page Number: 4 of 42
GMI Landfarm,Chaves Co.,NM

Sample: 70939 - Cell 13 Sample 2

Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL ‘
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70940 - Cell 13 Sample 3
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20519 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18024 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 1.01 mg/Kg 10 0.100 101 47.1- 124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.04 mg/Kg 10 0.100 104 51.7-123
Sample: 70940 - Cell 13 Sample 3
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.] Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 2053t Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70941 - Cell 13 Sample 4
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20519 + Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18024 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16 Prcpared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
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Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Triftuorotoluene (TFT) 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.04 mg/Kg 10 0.100 104 51.7-123
Sample: 70941 - Cell 13 Sample 4
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method:  E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg l 10.0
Sample: 70942 - Cell 13 Sample 5
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 802iB Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20519 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18024 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.06100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 47.1 - 124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.04 mg/Kg 10 0.100 104 51.7-123
Sample: 70942 - Cell 13 Sample 5
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Mcthod:  E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70943 - Cell 12 Sample 1
Analysis: BTEX . Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Mecthod: S 5035
QC Batch: 20519 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18024 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
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RL
Parameter : Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mp/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) ' 1.03 mg/Kg 10 0.100 103 47.1- 124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.05 mg/Kg 10 0.100 105 SL.7-123
Sample: 70943 - Cell 12 Sample 1
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70944 - Cell 12 Sample 2
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QCBatch: 20519 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18024 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzenc <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluenc (TFT) 1.03 mg/Kg 10 0.100 103 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.05 mg/Kg 10 0.100 105 51.7-123
Sample: 70944 - Cell 12 Sample 2
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Mcthod: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg ! 10.0
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Sample: 70945 - Cell 12 Sample 3

Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20519 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18024 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mp/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) ‘ 1.03 mg/Kg 10 0.100 103 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.05 mg/Kg 10 0.100 105 51.7-123
Sample: 70945 - Cell 12 Sample 3
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method:  N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg I 10.0
Sample: 70946 - Cell 12 Sample 4
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20519 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18024 Samplc Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzenc <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.04 mg/Kg 10 0.100 104 51.7-123
Sample: 70946 - Cell 12 Sample 4
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prcp Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
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RL,
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70947 - Cell 12 Sample 5
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20519 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18024 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
. RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) ‘ 1.01 mg/Kg 10 0.100 101 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.04 mg/Kg 10 0.100 104 51.7-123
Sample: 70947 - Cell 12 Sample 5
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531} Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70948 - Cell 11 Sample 1
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Mcthod: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20519 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18024 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL

Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzenc <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100

‘ Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFFB) 1.04 mg/Kg 10 0.100 104 51.7-123
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Sample: 70948 - Cell 11 Sample 1

Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70949 - Cell 11 Sample 2
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20519 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18024 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) ’ 1.01 mg/Kg 10 0.100 101 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.04 mg/Kg 10 0.100 104 51.7-123
Sample: 70949 - Cell 11 Sample 2
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg l 10.0
Sample: 70950 - Cell 11 Sample 3
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20519 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18024 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16 Prepared By:  MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethytbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
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Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluoratoluecne (TFT) 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.05 mg/Kg 10 0.100 105 51.7-123
Sample: 70950 - Cell 11 Sample 3
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Mcthod: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg ! 10.0
Sample: 70951 - Cell 11 Sample 4
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20519 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18024 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag , Resuit Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 1.01 mg/Kg 10 0.100 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.04 mg/Kg 10 0.100 51.7-123
Sample: 70951 - Cell 11 Sample 4
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Prcparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70952 - Cell 11 Sample §
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Mcthod: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20519 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18024 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
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RL ‘
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.60100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) i.01 mg/Kg 10 0.100 101 47.1-124
4-Bromoftuaorabenzene (4-BFB) 1.03 mg/Kg 1o Q0.100 103 50.7-123
Sample: 70952 - Cell 11 Sample 5
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method:  E 418.1 Prep Mcthod: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70953 - Cell 10 Sample 1
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 802IB Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20519 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18024 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Paramcter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag; Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluenc (TFT) ' 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 47.1- 124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.04 mg/Kg 10 0.100 104 51.7-123
Sample: 70953 - Cell 10 Sample |
Analysis: TPH 418.! Analytical Method:  E 418.1 Prep Mecthod: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg ] 10.0
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Sample: 70954 - Cell 10 Sample 2

Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20519 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18024 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.05 mg/Kg 10 0.100 105 51.7-123
Sample: 70954 - Cell 10 Sample 2
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg I 10.0
Sample: 70955 - Cell 10 Sample 3
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20519 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18024 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluecne <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 1.03 mg/Kg 10 0.100 103 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.05 mg/Kg 10 0.100 105 51.7-123
Sample: 70955 - Cell 10 Sample 3
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Samplc Preparation:  2005-08-17 Preparcd By: DS
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RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70956 - Cell 10 Sample 4
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20519 Date Analyzcd: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18024 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotolucne (TFT) 1.02 - mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.05 mg/Kg 10 0.100 105 51.7-123
Sample: 70956 - Cell 10 Sample 4
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg ] 10.0
Sample: 70957 - Cell 10 Sample 5
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20519 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prcp Batch: 18024 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 47.1 - 124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.05 mg/Kg 10 0.100 105 51.7-123
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Sample: 70957 - Cell 10 Sample §

Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Resuit Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg | 10.0
Sample: 70958 - Cell 9 Sample 1
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20520 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18025 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 1.00 mg/Kg 10 0.100 100 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 51.7-123
Sample: 70958 - Cell 9 Sample 1
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70959 - Cell 9 Sample 2
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Mcthod: S 5035
QC Batch: 20520 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18025 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
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Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.986 mg/Kg 10 0.100 98 47.1- 124
4-Bromofiuorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.01 mg/Kg 10 0.100 101 51.7-123
Sample: 70959 - Cell 9 Sample 2
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg ! 10.0
Sample: 70960 - Cell 9 Sample 3
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20520 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18025 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution . RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 1o 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
: Spike Pecrcent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorototuene (TFT) 0.995 mg/Kp 10 0.100 100 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 51.7-123
Sample: 70960 - Cell 9 Sample 3
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70961 - Celt 9 Sample 4
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Mcthod: S 5035
QC Batch: 20520 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT

Prep Batch: 18025 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
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RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzenc <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.996 mg/Kg 10 0.100 100 47.1- 124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 51.7-123
Sample: 70961 - Cell 9 Sample 4
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70962 - Cell 9 Sample 5
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20520 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18025 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 1.00 mg/Kg 10 0.100 100 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 51.7-123
Sample: 70962 - Cell 9 Sample 5
Analysis: TPH 418.) Analytical Method: E 418} Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation: . 2005-08-17 Prcpared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Resutt Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg l 10.0
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Sample: 70963 - Cell 8 Sample 1

Analysis: BTEX Analytical Mcthod: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20520 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18025 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzenc <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.995 mg/Kg 10 0.100 100 47.1- 124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 51.7-123
Sample: 70963 - Cell 8 Sample 1
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Mcthod: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg I 10.0
Sample: 70964 - Cell 8 Sample 2
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Mcthod: S 5035
QC Batch: 20520 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18025 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Preparcd By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 . 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.987 mg/Kg 10 0.100 99 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.01 mg/Kg 10 0.100 101 51.7-123
Sample: 70964 - Cell 8 Sample 2
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.} Prep Method:  N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prcpared By: DS
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RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70965 - Cell 8§ Sample 3
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20520 Date Analyzced: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18025 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 1.00 mg/Kg 10 0.100 100 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.03 mg/Kg 10 0.100 103 51.7-123
Sample: 70965 - Cell 8 Sample 3
Analysis: TPH418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-17 Prcpared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg t 10.0
Sample: 70966 - Cell 8 Sample 4
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20520 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18025 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Difution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.999 mg/Kg 10 0.100 100 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 51.7-123
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Sample: 70966 - Cell 8 Sample 4

Analysis: TPH 418.] Analytical Method: E 418.] Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70967 - Cell 8 Sample 5
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20520 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18025 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 ‘ 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 1.01 mg/Kg 10 0.100 101 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-B¥B) 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 51.7-123
Sample: 70967 - Cell 8 Sample 5
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Mcthod: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70968 - Cell 7 Sample 1
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20520 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18025 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
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Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 47.1-124
4-Bromofiuorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.03 mg/Kg 10 0.100 103 51.7-123
Sample: 70968 - Cell 7 Sample 1
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method:  E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70969 - Cell 7 Sample 2
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Mcthod: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20520 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18025 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 1.01 mg/Kg 10 0.100 101 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzenc (4-BFB) 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 51.7-123
Sample: 70969 - Cell 7 Sample 2
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Mecthod: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg t 10.0
Sample: 70970 - Cell 7 Sample 3
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20520 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18025 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
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RL
Parameter . Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.60100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 1.00 mg/Kg 10 0.100 100 47.1 - 124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 51.7-123
Sample: 70970 - Cell 7 Sample 3
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70971 - Cell 7 Sample 4
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20520 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18025 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 1.01 mg/Kg 10 0.100 101 47.1 - 124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.03 mg/Kg 10 0.100 103 51.7-123
Sample: 70971 - Cell 7 Sample 4
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Mecthod: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prcpared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
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Sample: 70972 - Cell 7 Sample §

Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20520 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18025 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.996 mg/Kg 10 0.100 100 47.1 - 124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 51.7-123
Sample: 70972 - Cell 7 Sample 5§
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70973 - Cell 6 Sample 1
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20520 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18025 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Bcenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 1.00 mg/Kg 10 0.100 100 47.1- 124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.02 mg/Kg 10 0.100 102 51.7-123
Sample: 70973 - Cell 6 Sample 1
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
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RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg l 10.0
Sample: 70974 - Cell 6 Sample 2
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20520 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18025 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene - <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.993 mg/Kg 10 0.100 99 47.1 - 124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.04 mg/Kg 10 0.100 104 51.7-123
Sample: 70974 - Cell 6 Sample 2
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method:  E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg ! 10.0
Sample: 70975 - Cell 6 Sample 3
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20520 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18025 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzcnq <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 - 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TF1) .01 mg/Kg 10 0.100 101 47.1 - 124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.05 mg/Kg 10 0.100 105 51.7-123
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Sample: 70975 - Cell 6 Sample 3

Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70976 - Cell 6 Sample 4
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QCBatch: 20520 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18025 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter ’ Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 1.00 mg/Kg 10 0.100 100 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.04 mg/Ke 10 0.100 104 51.7-123
Sample: 70976 - Cell 6 Sample 4
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result * Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg ! 10.0
Sample: 70977 - Cell 6 Sample 5
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20520 Datc Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: MT
Prep Batch: 18025 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16 Prepared By: MT
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
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Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 1.00 mg/Kg 10 0.100 100 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.04 mg/Kg 10 0.100 104 51.7-123

Sample: 70977 - Cell 6 Sample §

Analysis: TPH 418.1
QC Batch: 20531
Prep Batch: 18034

Analytical Method: E 418.1
Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17
Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17

Prep Method: N/A
Analyzed By: DS
Prepared By: DS

RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg | 10.0

Sample: 70978 - Cell 5 Sample 1

Analysis: BTEX
QC Batch: 20518
Prep Batch: 18023

Analytical Method: S 8021B
Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16
Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16

Prep Method: S 5035
Analyzed By: KB
Prepared By: KB

RL

Parameter Flag Result Units Ditution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene 0.0252 mg/Kg 10 0.00100

Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.920 mg/Kg 10 0.100 92 61.8-113
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 0.942 mg/Kg 10 0.100 94 75.8- 111

Sample: 70978 - Cell S Sample 1

Analysis: TPH 418.1
QC Batch: 20531
Prep Batch: 18034

Analytical Mcthod: E 418.1
Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17
Sample Preparation: 2005-08-17

Prep Method: N/A
Analyzed By: DS
Prepared By: DS

RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg i 10.0

Sample: 70979 - Cell 5 Sample 2

Analysis: BTEX
QC Batch: 20518
Prep Batch: 18023

Analytical Method: S 8021B
Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16
Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16

Prep Method: S 5035
Analyzed By: KB
Prepared By: KB
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RL

Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene 0.0152 mg/Kg 10 0.00100

Spike Pcrcent Recovery
Surrogate Result Units  Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0917 mg/Kg 10 0.100 92 61.8-113
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BIB) 0.931} mg/Kg 10 0.100 93 758 - 111

Sample: 70979 - Cell 5 Sample 2

Analysis: TPH 418.1
QC Batch: 20531
Prep Batch: 18034

Analytical Method:  E 418.1
Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17
Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17

Prep Method: N/A
Analyzed By: DS
Prepared By: DS

RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0

Sample: 70980 - Cell S Sample 3

Analysis: BTEX
QC Batch: 20518
Prep Batch: 18023

Analytical Method: S 8021B
Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16
Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16

Prep Mcthod: S 5035
Analyzed By: KB
Prepared By: KB

RL

Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100

Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.921 mg/Kg 10 0.100 92 61.8-113
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 0.942 mg/Kg 10 0.100 94 75.8- 111

Sample: 70980 - Cell 5 Sample 3

Analysis: TPH 418.1
QC Batch: 20531
Prep Batch: 18034

Analytical Method: E 418.1
Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17
Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17

Prep Mcthod: N/A
Analyzed By: D3
Prepared By: DS

RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg ! 10.0
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Sample: 70981 - Cell 5 Sample 4

Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20518 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: KB
Prep Batch: 18023 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16 Prepared By: KB
RL
Paramcter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.006100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.910 mg/Kg 10 0.100 91 61.8-113
4-Bromofluorobenzenc (4-BFB) 0.950 mg/Kg 10 0.100 95 75.8- 111
Sample: 70981 - Cell 5 Sample 4
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method:  E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70982 - Cell S Sample 5
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20518 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: KB
Prep Batch: 18023 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16 Prepared By: KB
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.926 mg/Kg 10 0.100 93 61.8-113
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 0.940 mg/Kg 10 0.100 94 75.8-111
Sample: 70982 - Cell 5 Sample 5
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
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RL

Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70983 - Cell 4 Sample 1
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: - 20518 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: KB
Prep Batch: 18023 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: KB
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.923 mg/Kg 10 0.100 92 61.8-113
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 0.945 mg/Kg 10 0.100 94 75.8- 111
Sample: 70983 - Cell 4 Sample 1
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method:  E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Samplc Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70984 - Cell 4 Sample 2
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20518 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: KB
Prep Batch: 18023 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: KB
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.918 mg/Kg 10 0.100 92 61.8-113
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 0.958 mg/Kg 10 0.100 96 758 - 111}
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Sample: 70984 - Cell 4 Sample 2

Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method:  E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Keg i 10.0
Sample: 70985 - Cell 4 Sample 3
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20518 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: KB
Prcp Batch: 18023 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16 Prepared By: KB
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.925 mg/Kg 10 0.100 92 61.8-113
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 0.937 mg/Kg 10 0.100 94 758 - 111
Sample: 70985 - Cell 4 Sample 3
Analysis: TPH 418.1] Analytical Method:  E 418.} Prep Method: WA
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Resuit Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <100 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70986 - Cell 4 Sample 4
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20518 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: KB
Prep Batch: 18023 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-16 Prepared By: KB
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
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Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Triftuorotoluene (TFT) 0.926 mg/Kg 10 0.100 93 61.8-113
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 0.937 mg/Kg 10 0.100 94 758 - 111
Sample: 70986 - Cell 4 Sample 4
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.1 Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Prepacation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Resuit Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg 1 10.0
Sample: 70987 - Cell 4 Sample S
Analysis: BTEX Analytical Method: S 8021B Prep Method: S 5035
QC Batch: 20518 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-16 Analyzed By: KB
Prep Batch: 18023 Sample Preparation: 2005-08-16 Prepared By: KB
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
Benzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Toluene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Ethylbenzene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Xylene <0.0100 mg/Kg 10 0.00100
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.928 mg/Kg 10 0.100 93 61.8-113
4-Bromofluorobenzenc (4-BFB) 0.940 mg/Kg 10 0.100 94 75.8- 111
Sample: 70987 - Celi 4 Sample 5
Analysis: TPH 418.1 Analytical Method: E 418.} Prep Method: N/A
QC Batch: 20531 Date Analyzed: 2005-08-17 Analyzed By: DS
Prep Batch: 18034 Sample Preparation:  2005-08-17 Prepared By: DS
RL
Parameter Flag Result Units Dilution RL
TRPHC <10.0 mg/Kg | 10.0

Method Blank (1)

QC Batch: 20518

continued . . .
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method blank continued . ..

MDL
Parameter Flag Result Units RL
MDL
Parameter Flag Result Units RL
Benzene <0.000690 mg/Kg 0.001
Toluenc <0.00100 mg/Kg 0.001
Ethylbenzene <0.00235 mg/Kg 0.001
Xylene <0.00251 mg/Kg 0.001
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.905 mg/Kg 10 0.100 90 453-112
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 0.934 mg/Kg 10 0.100 93 40.1 - 107
Method Blank (1) QC Batch: 20519
MDL
Parameter Flag Result Units RL
Benzene <0.00153 mg/Kg 0.001
Toluene <0.000954 mg/Kg 0.001
Ethylbcnzene <0.000954 mg/Kg 0.001
Xylene <0.00300 mg/Kg 0.001
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.936 mg/Kg 10 0.100 94 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 0.918 mg/Kg 10 0.100 92 51.7-123
Method Blank (1)  QC Batch: 20520
MDL
Parameter Flag Result Units RL
Benzene <0.00153 mg/Kg 0.001
Toluene <0.000954 mg/Kg 0.001
Ethylbenzene <0.000954 mg/Kg 0.001
Xylene <0.00300 mg/Kg 0.001
Spike Percent Recovery
Surrogate Flag Result Units Dilution Amount Recovery Limits
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.940 mg/Kg 10 0.100 94 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzenc (4-BFB) 0.916 mg/Kg 10 0.100 92 51.7-123
Method Blank (1)  QC Batch: 20531
MDL
Parameter Flag Result Units RL
TRPHC 9.98 mg/Kg 10
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Method Blank (2) QC Batch: 20531

MDL
Parameter Flag Result Units RL
TRPHC <591 mg/Kg 10
Method Blank (3)  QC Batch: 20531
MDL
Parameter Flag Result Units RL
TRPHC <591 mg/Kg 10
Laboratory Control Spike (LCS-1) QC Batch: 20518
LCS LCSD Spike Matrix Rec. RPD
Param Result Resuit Units Dil. Amount Result Rec. RPD Limit Limit
Benzene 0.943 0922 mg/Kg {0 0.100 <0.000690 94 2 748 - 116 20
Toluene 0.945 0.926 mg/Kg 10 0.100 <0.00100 94 2 78.9 - 112 20
Ethylbenzene 0.944 0.927 mg/Kg 10 0.100 <0.00235 94 2 77.6- 114 20
Xylene 2.85 2.80 mg/Kg 10 0.300 <0.00251 95 2 81.1-113 20
Percent recovery is based on the spike result. RPD is based on the spike and spike duplicate result.
LCS LCSD Spike LCS LCSD Rec.
Surrogate Result Result Units Dil. Amount Rec. Rec. Limit
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.905 0.896 mg/Kg 10 0.100 90 90 61.8-113
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 0.947 0.944 mg/Kg 10 0.100 95 94 75.8-111
Laboratory Control Spike (LCS-1)  QC Batch: 20519
LCS LCSD Spike Matrix Rec. RPD
Param Result Result Units Dil. Amount Result Rec. RPD Limit Limit
Benzene 0.896 0.892 mg/Kg 10 0.100 <0.0153 90 0 71.9- 117 20
Toluene 0.884 0.898 mg/Kg 10 0.100 <0.00954 88 2 74.1-115 20
Ethylbenzene 0.939 0.947 mg/Kg 10 0.100 <0.00954 94 1 77.8-115 20
Xylene 3.06 3.08 mg/Kg 10 0.300 <0.0300 102 | 80.6-119 20
Percent recovery is based on the spike result. RPD is based on the spike and spike duplicate result.
LCS LCSD Spike LCS LCSD Rec.
Surrogate Result Result Units Dil. Amount Rec. Rec. Limit
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.962 0.960 mg/Kg 10 0.100 96 96 60.7 - 130
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.00 0.996 mg/Kg 10 0.100 100 100 753-114
Laboratory Control Spike (LCS-1) QC Batch: 20520
continued . . .
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LCS LCSD Spike Matrix Rec. RPD
Param Result Result Units Dil. Amount Result Rec. RPD Limit Limit
LCS LCSD Spike Matrix Rec. RPD
Param Result Result Units Dil. Amount Result Rec. RPD Limit Limit
Benzene 0.877 0.898 mg/Kg 10 0.100 <0.0153 88 2 71.9- 117 20
Toluene 0.863 0.884 mg/Kg 10 0.100 <0.00954 86 2 74.1 - 115 20
Ethylbenzene 0.920 0.940 mg/Kg 10 0.100 <0.00954 92 2 77.8 - 115 20
Xylene 3.00 3.07 mg/Kg 10 0.300 <0.0300 100 2 80.6-119 20
Percent recovery is based on the spike result. RPD is based on the spike and spike duplicate result.
LCS LCSD ‘ Spike LCS LCSD Rec.
Surrogate Result Result Uhits Dil. Amount Rec. Rec. Limit
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0.952 0.953 mg/Kg 10 0.100 95 95 60.7 - 130
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 0.993 0.990 mg/Kg 10 0.100 99 99 753-114
Laboratory Coutrol Spike (LCS-1) QC Batch: 20531
LCS LCSD Spike Matrix Rec. RPD
Param Result Result Units Dil. Amount Result Rec. RPD Limit Limit
TRPHC 257 258 mg/Kg 1 250 <591 103 0 91.2-113 20
Percent recovery is based on the spike result. RPD is based on the spike and spike duplicate result.
Laboratory Control Spike (L.CS-2) QC Batch: 20531
LCS LCSD Spike Matrix Rec. RPD
Param Result Result Units Dil. Amount Result Rec. RPD Limit Limit
TRPHC 255 251 mg/Kg 1 250 <5.91 102 2 91.2-113 20
Percent recovery is based on the spike result. RPD is based on the spike and spike duplicate result.
Laboratory Control Spike (LCS-3) QC Batch: 20531
LCS LCSD Spike Matrix Rec. RPD
Param Result Result Units Dil. Amount Result Rec. RPD Limit Limit
TRPHC 259 261 mg/Kg { 250 <5.91 104 1 91.2-113 20
Percent recovery is based on the spike result. RPD is based on the spike and spike duplicate result.
Matrix Spike (MS-1)  QC Batch: 20518  Spiked Sample: 70978
MS MSD Spike Matrix Rec. RPD
Param Result Result Units Dil. Amount Result Rec. RPD Limit Limit
Benzene 0.915 0.857 mg/Kg 10 0.100 <0.000690 92 6 55.8- 102 20
Toluene 0.929 0.871 mg/Kg 10 0.100 <0.00100 93 6 56.2-110 20
Ethylbenzene 0.942 0.883 mg/Kg 10 0.100 0.0079 94 6 60.1 - 104 20
Xylene 2.86 2.68 mg/Kg 10 0.300 0.0252 95 6 57.9- 108 20

Percent recovery is based on the spike result. RPD is based on the spike and spike duplicate result.
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MS MSD Spike " MS MSD Rec.
Surrogate Result Result Units Dil. Amount Rec. Rec. Limit
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 0918 0.908 mg/Kg 10 0.1 92 91 39.9- 109
4-Bromofiuorobenzene (4-BFB) 0.938 0.933 mg/Kg 10 0.1 94 93 492 - 118
Matrix Spike (MS-1)  QC Batch: 20519  Spiked Sample: 70938
MS MSD Spike Matrix Rec. RPD
Param Result  Result Units Dil.  Amount Result Rec. RPD Limit Limit
Benzene 0.834 0.854 mg/Kg 10 0.100 <0.0153 83 2 455-124 20
Toluene 0.859 0.8%0 mg/Kg 10 0.100 <0.00954 86 4 502-119 20
Ethylbenzene 0.922 0.956 mg/Kg 10 0.100 <0.00954 92 4 519-115 20
Xylene 3.01 3.12 mg/Kg 10 0.300 <0.0300 100 4 492 - 125 20
Percent recovery is based on the spike result. RPD is based on the spike and spike duplicate resuit.
MS MSD Spike MS MSD Rec.
Surrogate Result Result Units Dil. Amount Rec. Rec. Limit
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 1.03 1.03 mg/Kg 10 0.1 103 103 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzenc (4-BFB) 1.07 1.08 mg/Kg 10 0.1 107 108 51.7-123
Matrix Spike (MS-1)  QC Batch: 20520  Spiked Sample: 70958
MS MSD Spike Matrix Rec. RPD
Param Result Result Units Dil. Amount Result Rec. RPD Limit Limit
Benzene 0.798 0.793 mg/Kg 10 0.100 <0.0153 80 1 455-124 20
Toluene 0.823 0.808 mg/Kg 10 0.100 <0.00954 82 2 502-119 20
Ethylbenzene 0.896 0.876 mg/Kg 10 0.100 <0.00954 90 2 51.9-115 20
Xylene 2.94 2.89 mg/Kg 10 0.300 <0.0300 98 2 49.2 - 125 20
Percent recovery is based on the spike result. RPD is based on the spike and spike duplicate result.
MS MSD Spike MS MSD Rec.
Surrogate Result Result Units Dil. Amount Rec. Rec. Limit
Trifluorotoluene (TFT) 71.00 0.983 mg/Kg 10 0.1 100 08 47.1-124
4-Bromofluorobenzene (4-BFB) 1.07 1.04 mg/Kg 10 0.1 107 104 51.7-123
Matrix Spike (MS-1) QC Batch: 20531 Spiked Sample: 70943
MS MSD Spike Matrix Rec. RPD
Param Result Result Units Dil. Amount Result Rec. RPD Limit Limit
TRPHC 259 253 mg/Kg ] 250 <591 104 2 9.9- 146 20

Percent recovery is based on the spike result. RPD is based on the spike and spike duplicate result.

Matrix Spike (MS-2)

QC Batch: 20531

Spiked Sample: 70963

continued . ..
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matrix spikes continued . ..

MS MSD Spike Matrix Rec. RPD
Param Result Result Units Dil. Amount Result Rec. RPD Limit Limit
MS MSD Spike Matrix Rec. RPD
Param Result Result Units Dil. Amount Result Rec. RPD Limit Limit
TRPHC 255 258 mg/Kg 1 250 <5.91 102 1 9.9 - 146 20
Percent recovery is based on the spike result. RPD is based on the spike and spike duplicate result.
Matrix Spike (MS-3)  QC Batch: 20531 Spiked Sample: 70979
MS MSD Spike Matrix Rec. RPD
Param Result Result Units Dil. Amount Result Rec. RPD Limit Limit
TRPHC 269 248 mg/Kg 1 250 <5.91] 108 8 9.9-146 20
Percent recovery is based on the spike result. RPD is based on the spike and spike duplicate result.
Standard (JCV-1) QC Batch: 20518
ICVs ICVs ICVs Percent
True Found Percent Recovery Date
Param Flag Units Conc. Conc. Recovery Limits Analyzed |
Benzcne mg/Kg 0.100 0.0960 96 85-115 2005-08-16
Toluene mg/Kg 0.100 0.0963 96 85-115 2005-08-16
Ethylbenzene mg/Kg 0.100 0.0960 96 85-115 2005-08-16
Xylene mg/Kg 0.300 0.290 97 85-115 2005-08-16
Standard (CCV-1) QC Batch: 20518
CCVs CCVs CCVs Percent
True Found Percent Recovery Date
Param Flag Units Conc. Conc. Recovery Limits Analyzed
Benzene mg/Kg 0.100 0.0927 93 85-115 2005-08-16
Toluene mg/Kg 0.100 0.0934 93 85-115 2005-08-16
Ethylbenzene mg/Kg 0.100 0.0933 93 85-115 2005-08-16
Xylene mg/Kg 0.300 0.281 94 85-115 2005-08-16
Standard (ICV-1) QC Batch: 20519
ICVs ICVs ICVs Percent
True Found Percent Recovery Date
Param Flag Units Conc. Conc. Recovery Limits Analyzed
Benzene mg/Kg 0.100 0.0903 90 85-115 2005-08-16
Toluene mg/Kg 0.100 0.0925 92 85-115 2005-08-16
Ethylbenzene mg/Kg 0.100 0.0967 97 85-115 2005-08-16
Xylene mg/Kg 0.300 0.315 105 85-115 2005-08-16

Standard (CCV-1)

QC Batch: 20519
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CCVs CCVs CCVs Percent
True Found Percent Recovery Date
Param Flag Units Conc. Conc. Recovery Limits Analyzed
Benzene mg/Kg 0.100 0.0914 91 85- 115 2005-08-16
Toluene mg/Kg 0.100 0.0913 91 85-115 2005-08-16
Ethylbenzene mg/Kg 0.100 0.0963 96 85-115 2005-08-16
Xylene mg/Kg 0.300 0313 104 85-115 2005-08-16
Standard (ICV-1)  QC Batch: 20520
ICVs ICVs ICVs Percent
True Found Percent Recovery Date
Param Flag Units - Conc. Conc. Recovery Limits Analyzed
Benzene mg/Kg; 0.100 0.0904 90 85-115 2005-08-16
Toluene mg/Kg 0.100 0.0901 90 85-115 2005-08-16
Ethylbenzene mg/Kg 0.100 0.0949 95 85-115 2005-08-16
Xylene mg/Kg 0.300 0310 103 85-115 2005-08-16
Standard (CCV-1)  QC Batch: 20520
CCVs CCVs CCVs Percent
True Found Percent Recovery Date
Param Flag Units Conc. Conc. Recovery Limits Analyzed
Benzene mg/Kg 0.100 0.0896 90 85-115 2005-08-16
Toluene mg/Kg 0.100 0.0881 88 85-115 2005-08-16
Ethylbenzene mg/Kg 0.100 0.0934 93 85-115 2005-08-16
Xylene mg/Kg 0.300 0.305 102 85-115 2005-08-16
Standard (ICV-1) QC Batch: 20531
ICVs ICVs ICVs Percent
True Found Percent Recovery Date
Param Flag Units Conc. Conc. Recovery Limits Analyzed
TRPHC mg/Kg 100 113 113 80-120 2005-08-17
Standard (CCV-1)  QC Batch: 20531
CCVs CCVs CCVs Percent
True Found Percent Recovery Date
Param Flag Units Conc. Conc. Recovery Limits Analyzed
TRPHC mg/Kg 100 100 100 80-120 2005-08-17
Standard (CCV-2)  QC Batch: 20531
CCVs CCVs CCVs Percent
True Found Percent Recovery Date
Param Flag Units Conc. Conc. Recovery Limits Analyzed
TRPHC mg/Kg 100 97.6 98 80 - 120 2005-08-17
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Standard (CCV-3)  QC Batch: 20531

CCVs CCVs CCVs Percent

True Found Percent Recovery Date
Param Flag Units Conc. Conc. Recovery Limits Analyzed
TRPHC mg/Kg 100 97.6 98 80 - 120 2005-08-17
Standard (ICV-2)  QC Batch: 20531

1CVs 1CVs 1CVs Percent

True Found Percent Recovery Date
Param Flag Units Conc. Conc. Recovery Litits Analyzed
TRPHC mg/Kg 100 98.0 98 80 - 120 2005-08-17
Standard (CCV-4)  QC Batch: 20531

CCVs CCVs CCVs Percent

True Found Percent Recovery Date
Param Flag Units Conc. Conc. Recovery Limits Analyzed
TRPHC mg/Kg 100 98.8 99 80-120 2005-08-17
Standard (CCV-5) QC Batch: 20531

CCVs CCVs CCVs Percent

True Found Percent Recovery Date
Param Flag Units Conc. Conc. Recovery Limits Analyzed
TRPHC mg/Kg 100 103 103 80 - 120 2005-08-17
Standard (ICV-3) QC Batch: 20531

ICVs ICVs ICVs Percent

True Found Percent Recovery Date
Param Flag Units Conc. Conc. Recovery Limits Analyzed
TRPHC mg/Kg ‘ 100 103 103 80 - 120 2005-08-17
Standard (CCV-6) QC Batch: 20531

CCVs CCVs CCVs Percent

True Found Percent Recovery Date
Param Flag Units Conc. Conc. Recovery Limits Analyzed
TRPHC mg/Kg 100 103 103 80-120 2005-08-17
Standard (CCV-7) QC Batch: 20531

CCVs CCVs CCVs Percent

True Found Percent Recovery Date
Param Flag Units Conc. Conc. Recovery Limits Analyzed
TRPHC mg/Kg 100 105 105 80 - 120 2005-08-17
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AFFIDAVIT

[, William L. Mansker, Ph.D., have exgmined quarterly soil sampling data and Quarterly Sampling Reports
submitted by Gandy-Mariey, Inc. to the New Mexico Oil Conservation Division (OCD). The Quarterly Reports
include the 4™ Quarter 2004 (submineb January 27, 2005), the 1st Quarter 2005 (submitted June 23, 2005),

and the 2™ Quarter 2005 (submitted July 20, 2005). | have also reviewed soil analytical data for the 3

Quarter 2005, which is currently bemg\ prepared for submittal to OCD. Submittal of the Quarterly Reports to

OCD is consistent with the timely reporting requirements of the Gandy-Marley Commercial Landfarm Permit #
NM-711-1-0020.

Soil analytical data presented in the Quarterly Reports are for samples of the landfarm Treatment Zone
collected 3 feet below the landfarm native ground surface. Collection and analysis of multiple samples (5
samples) from each fandfarm cell exceed the Treatment Zone Monitoring requirement of the Gandy-Marley
permit, which requires a minimum of one (1) random soil sample per landfarm cell. The samples were
analyzed for total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene and fotal Xyienes (BTEX),
and for the inorganic constituents: major cations and anions, and RCRA-8 metals.

The analytical data presented in the Quarterly Reports are consistent with previous sample data and indicate
that the landfarm treatment process is :adequately remediating organic hydrocarbon constituents to regulatory
acceptable levels, Inorganic constituents (cations, anions, metals) are also within acceptable regulatory limits.
Chloride levels detected in landfarm oéll soils that have received salt-contaminated wastes (Cell 15, Cell 18
and Cell 20) soils are consistent with background chioride levels (e.g., 160 - 1520 ppm) in native surface and

subsurface soils located outside the landfamm footprint.

2

William L. Mansker, Ph.D.
NM Cenrtified Scientist No. 067
August 24, 2005
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i A(; ine: Gnndy Marley Landfarm
' Commercial Landfarm Permit MM-711-1-0020
choﬁ Datc January 27, 2005

Page 1

January 27, 2005

New Mexico Energy, Minerals, & Natural Resources Dept.
0il Conservation Division Environmental Bureau

Attn: Mr. Wayne Price

1220 South St. Francis Dr"ive

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505

Re:  Submittal of Fouirth Quarterly Monitoring Report for Year 2004
Gandy Marley Inc., Commercial Landfarm

Gandy Marley Inc., Operator / PRP
SW/4 of Sectlon\ 4, SE/4 of Section 5, NE/4 of Section 8, & NW/4 of Section 9

T. 11 8., R.31 E., NMPM ‘
Chaves County, New Mexico - _
Commercial Landfarm Permit (NM-711-1-0020) . )

Dear Mr. Price:

Clayton M. Bambhill, CMB Environmental and Geological Services Inc., on behalf of the
owner/operator, Gandy- Marley Inc.,, submits the attached Quarterly Momtormg Report -

for the above-mentioned sxte

If you have any questions about the contents of the report, please do not hes:tate to call
me. Thank you.

7

laytoff M. Bamhill, PG
PTB Certlﬁed Scientist # 246
CMB Environmental & Geologxcal Services, Inc.
PO Box 2304
Roswell, NM 88202-2304
(505) 622-2012 Phone and Fax
Cellular: (505) 626-1615
. cmbenviro@dfn.com
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Site Name: Gandy Marley Landfarm
Commercial Landfarm Permit NM-71 1-1.0020
Report Date: Jupe 23, 2005

Page |

June 23, 2005

New Mexico Epcrgy, Minerals, & Natural Resources Dopt.
Oil Conservation Division Environmental Bureau

Attn; Mr. Ed Martin

1220 South St. Francis Drive,

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503

Re:  Submittal of First Quarterly Monitoring Report for Year 2005
Gandy Marley Inc., Commercial Landfarm

Gandy Marley Inc., Operator / PRP
SW/4 of Section 4, SE/4 of Section 5, NE/4 of Section 8, & NW/4 of Section 9,

T. 11 8., R.31 E,, NMPM

Chaves County, New Mexico Q
Commercial Landfarm Permit (NM-711-1-0020)
/00| 9
Dear Mr. Martin: e

Clayton M. Bamhill, CMB Epvironmental and Geological Services Inc., on behalf of the
owner/operator, Gandy Marley Inc., submit the attached Quarterly Monitoring Report for
the above-mentioned site.

If you have any questions about the contents of the report, please do not hesitate to call
me. Thank you.

Clayton X1. Barnhill, P |

NMED PTB Certified Scientist # 246

CMB Environmental & Geological Services, Inc.
PO Box 2304 '

Roswell, NM 88202-2304'

Phone: (505) 622-2012 Phone Fax: (505) 625-0538
Cellular; (505) 626-1615

cmbenviro@dfn.com

Cc:  Gandy Marley Inc.
NMOCD District T |Office, Artesia, NM

Prepared by CMB Environmentat and Geological Services Inc., Roswell, NM
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Site Nome: Gandy Marley Landfarm
Commercial Landfarm Permit NM-711-1-0020
Report Date: July 20, 2005

Page 1

July 20, 2005

New Mexico Energy, Minerals, & Natural Resources Dept.
Oil Congervation Division Environmental Bureau

Attn: Mr. Ed Martin

1220 South St. Francis Drive

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505

Re:  Submittal of Seco:nd Quarterly Monitoring Report for Year 2005
Gandy Marley Inc., Commercial Landfarm

Gandy Marley Inc,, Operator / PRP
SW/4 of Section 4, SE/4 of Section S, NE/4 of Section 8, & NW/4 of Section 9,

T. 11 S, R.31 E,, NMPM
Chaves County, New Mexico
Commercial Landfarm Permit (NM-711-1-0020)

Dear Mr, Martin;

Clayton M. Barnhill, CMB Environmental and Geological Services Inc., on behalf of the
owner/operator, Gandy Marley Inc., submit the attached Quarterly Monitoring Report for
the above-mentioned site.

If you have any questions about the contents of the report, please do not hesitate to call
me. Thank you.

NMED PTB Certified Scientist # 246

CMB Environmental & Geological Services, Inc,
PO Box 2304 |

Roswell, NM 88202-2304

Phone: (505) 622-2012 Phone Fax: (505) 625-0538
Cellular: (505) 626-1615

cmbenviro@dfn.com

Ce: Gandy Marley Inc.

Prepared by CMIB Environmental and Geological Services fne Roswell, NM
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO
ENERGY, MINERALS AND NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

OIL CONSERVATION DIVISION

IN THE MATTER OF THE HEARING CALLED BY
THE OIL CONﬁERVATION DIVISION FOR THE
PURPOSE OF CONSIDERING:

APPLICATION OF GANDY MARLEY, INC., TO CASE NO. 13,480

MODIFY THEIR EXISTING NMOCD RULE 711
PERMIT NO. NM-01-~019 SO THAT THEY MAY

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
‘ )
ACCEPT SALT-CONTAMINATED OILFIELD WASTES )

' ORIGINAL

REPOR' ‘S T S OF PROCEEDINGS

E NER H ING
BEFORE: WILLIAM V. JONES, JR., Hearing Examiner

P
<2
)
C—=
3
o~
-0
=2
Volume I, May 23rd, 2005 o
5

Santa Fe, New Mexico

This matter came on for hearing before the New
Mexico 0il CQnservation Division, WILLIAM V. JONES, JR.,
Hearing Examiner, on Monday, May 23rd, 2005, at the New
Mexico Energy, Minerals and Natural Resources Department,
1220 South Saint Francis Drive, Room 102, Santa Fe, New
Mexico, Steven T. Brenner, Certified court Reporter No. 7

for the State of New Mexico.

* % *

STEVEN T. BRENNER, CCR | EXHIBIT
(505) 989~9317 .

K




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

q

" sands that are encountered at times, and it's mostly silts

and clays and -- that's kind of in the environmental
terminology, silts and clays. In the production-type
world, those would be siltstones and mudstones, would
probably be:equivalent to those, so -- the stone being an
indurated part, means that they're cemented together a
little bit.

Q.  Did you review the Exhibit 3 that we've talked
about, whichi is the preliminary geologic investigation
report prepared by Stoller?

A. Yes, I did.

Q. And in addition to reviewing that narrative
report, did you review logs that were taken around that
same time?

A. Yes, I've reviewed all of the geologic logs or
lithologic logs that were created or generated by Mr.
Bonner, from Stoller, as these borings were put in, these
proposed borings. And I also reviewed, to some extent, the
geophysical logs for most of those same holes that were
conducted by a third party.

Q. And; based on that review, did you develop a
general understanding as to what the subsurface geology was
on the area around where the landfarm is?

A. Yes, I discovered that all of the logs are more

or less consistent with what is known about the Dockum

STEVEN T. BRENNER, CCR
(505) 989~9317
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‘groups that I just described to you, that there's a lower

unit that is a much tighter formation, finer-grain
formation.,

And then the upper group is a series of thinner-
layered to medium thicker-layered units of silts and clays
and a few sands, fine sands.

Q. When you say two medium thicker layers, do you
1Is that

mean two layers running through the upper Dockum?

what you were talking about?
A. "Two" meaning -~

Q. You said -~ I think you said two medium thick

layers through the --

A. No, no, I didn't mean "two" as a number.

Q. Okay.

A. I just meant it ranged from -- to -- from
thicker, tighter clay -- more clay-rich units in the lower

Dockum than at the upper Dockum as distinguished by it
being more of a fluvial-type environment where you had more
stream-flow-tfpe rather than lake-~type deposits, so...

Q. Did you develop an understanding from looking at
the studies and the logs about whether there was perched
aquifer -- perched water beneath the landfarm location?

A. Yes, I did, it's evident in the geophysical logs,
and it's also hinted at in some of the lithologic logs

where you talk about the dampness or the moisture content

STEVEN T. BRENNER, CCR
(505) 989-9317




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

it's again alluding to the perched, soiewhat discontinuous

nature of the sediments and the perched water, and the

little bit coarser zones.

Q. So what is your conclusion, as far as the
subsurface geology beneath the landfarm?

A. Beneath the landfarm -- the alluvium aside,
because I believe they're constructing actually below that,
because there's a very thin veneer on the top of the upper
Dockum. Then 'you run into the upper Dockum for probably to
100 feet of that, and then you get into the lower Dockum
sediments where they're a little more -- like I say, a
little tighter formations. The upper Dockum is
characterized by variability within a range and thin,
laminated layers that are variable from clays to silts to
occasionally a!'silty sand-type formation, but tﬁey're very
thin.

Q. And what information did you develop as -- or did
you develop as far as the quality and quantity of the water
in these perchéd. discontinuous areas?

A. I beﬁieve in the bottom of Monitor Well~2 was the
only place that we actually saw water in the drill hole,
because we lost. circulation on the dfill bit, and usually
that happens when -- and we were in silty clays or clays, I
don't remember which -- but we lost circulation, and that's

usually an indication that there's moisture getting in

STEVEN T. BRENNER, CCR .
(505) 989-9317
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- Q.- Okay. You said that this facility would not

adversely ihpact this groundwater underneath the proposed
landfarm site; is that your testimony?

A. That's my testimony.
Q. Is it your testimony that the sands that you --

Or let me ask you this. Is that based one -- When you say

it would not adversely impact the groundwater, what is the
basis for that statement? Is it the clay liner?

A. It's the composite of relatively impervious rocks
in the upper Dockum in which the small amounts of water
that we found occur, and there are unsaturated rocks above
those perchéd zones, oOr whaf I interpret as perched zones
in my opinion, and there's also unsaturated ground --
media, subsurface media, below those perched'zones.

Q. Okay. Would you -- now you were =-- and that was
based on -- the soil samples that you took out was based on
the two holgs that were drilled around the facility, and
what did you call them?

A. MW-1 and MW-2 -~

Q. MW-1 and Mw-2.

A. -- were the -~ was the data that I collected in
the field, the field data. But I also relied on Mr.
Bonnher's wel} logs, because he's egually a professional, so
I believe thét his lithologic logs are at least as correct

as mine are.

STEVEN T. BRENNER, CCR
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Q.  Is it correct that the upper Dockum is .

approximately 65 million years old?

A, 65 million? 1T think it's a little older than

that.
Q. Okay. And has it been in -- How long has that

perched water been leaking from the Ogallala to establish

these trapped sandstone lenses? All of that 65-million-

plus.

‘A. That would be eroded back, so it's -- it's been a
long time. I -~ you know, the Ogallala is not -- is
probably younger than 65 million years, but it's -- this

has probably evolved over millions of years.

Q. So it's taken millions of years to have these
trapped sands;one lenses in parts of the upper Dockum?

A, That's reasonable.

Q. Andi they don't extend under the Triassic
property; Are you comfortable with that conclusion?

A. That's correct.

Q. And -~ The porosity of the clay layers that are
in the upper Dockum, would you agree with Dr. Mansker's
testimony yesterday as to what those porosity values are,
or permeability? |

A. Yes, we did some coring during the site
evaluation and took some split-spoon samples for

permeability analysis and had some very -~ very tight --

STEVEN T. BRENNER, CCR
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lays,

véry.1owipermeabilitieéTwithin those upper Dockum7c
yes.
Q. So you're not challenging --
A. Absolutely not.
Q. -- his testimony?
Can you describe the gradiation [sic] of the
sandstones?

A. The which of the sandstones?

Q. Gradation of the sandstone lenses.

A. The gradation? Usually it's -- In a typical
channel sandstone you will see a fining-upward sequence, if
this is what we're talking about, gradation. You will see
the coarsest amount of -- the coarsest material in the base
of the channel sandstone, and as you progress up through
its thickness it will get thinner and thinner, as opposed
to a deltaic sandstone, for instance, wheie you'll see just
the reverse of that. And that's a reflection of the

depositional environment.

Q. You're not prepared to offer any opinions other
than what you've already testified today; is that correct?

A. That's correct.

Q. And you haven't prepared any testimony other than
what you've testified to today?

A. No.

Q. Now, you were asked to compare the suitability of

STEVEN T. BRENNER, CCR
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I 1 your i:e;..stixﬁény in Triassic ,mé-how:lng the characte_ristiics of
( 2 | the upper Dockum?
3 A. I'm sure I did.
4 Q. Have you reviewed what you did in the Triassic --

5 A. I did not review Triassic -- I don't have a copy

6 of the Triassic Park Application, so...

7 Q. Did you review your testimony from Triassic for

i
i
i
i
8 today?
l 9 A. I did not.
. 10 Q. Is it accurate to characterize the upper Dockum
11| as réd-—brow;n mudstone, interbedded with siltstone and silty
l 12 | sands? |
13 Aa. Uh-huh.
I 14 Q Is that your testimony today, as to what -- as to
15 a characterization of the upper Dockum?
16 A. Yes, yeah, my testimony today was, you're looking
17 at interbedded sands, silts and mudstones, correct.
18 Q. And when you state as a geologist that's -- on a

19 drill log, You characterize a cross-section as red-brown

20 mudstone interbedded with siltstone and silty sands, you

22 A. In that spot, absolutely.
23 1 Q. Lo!ok'ing at your Exhibit 8 --— Do you have that in
y24 | front of you?

25 A, Yes, I do.

STEVEN T. BRENNER, CCR
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siltstones. Those would also provide a barrier to

migration?

A. This is a -— This is a low-energy environment.

These are not real highépermeability sands. But they -~

the sands themselves will -- fluid will move through it,
and the siltsiwill provide some sort of retardation of

movenment.

Q. And the clays, I think you've already testified,

those will retard movement?

A. Yes.

Q. And you've colored ~- in your diagram you've
colored the bottom of the lower Dockum red, and the upper
part is kind of'brown. Are you trying to indicate some

difference in the --

A. Just indicate the difference between the lower
and the upper. If you looked at the character of the
clays, they're probably very similar.

MR. DOMENICI: That's all I have.
EXAMINER JONES: Ms. MacQuesten?
MS. MacQUESTEN: No questions.
EXAMINER JONES: Mr. Feldewert?
MR. FELDEWERT: I have a couple.
REDIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. FELDEWERT:

Q. Mr. Bonner, you referenced -- or I'm sorry, not

STEVEN T. BRENNER, CCR
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Q. So it happened over millions of years, the
change?
A. It happened over some time. Now, when we did

some detailed work in the Triassic Park, we did some
structure contour on top of that, and so there is -- there
appears to be a little bit of surface like this on top of

the lower Dockum. There may have been a little hiatus in

there. It is not mapped as an unconformity.

Q. A little bit of erosion between the two?

A. Yeah.

Q. What kind of clays are in the upper Dockum?

A, Miperalogically, we didn't take any samples like
that. We did -- we took geotechnical samples to find out,
you know, permeabilities; And so we have geotechnical
results that showed that the upper Dockum clays or the
Chinle clays were in the area of 10™%, 1077 for
permeability, so very, very tight clays. But we did not
get any mineralogical evaluations.

Q. How did you take those samples?

A, We did it with a hollow-stem augur and taking
split-spoon samples.

Q. Okay, the permeability -- were they air
permeabilities you measured?

A. No, then we took them back to a lab, and they did

a falling-head permeability on those.
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A. Yes, I did:
Q. And you heard his description of the soil
characferistics in thé upper Dockum beneath the facility?
A. Yes, I did.

Q. Do you agree with his interpretation?

A. To the extent that the factual data supports, I

pbelieve we're pretty much in agreement. On the subsurface

stratigraphy we disagree on interpretation of some of that
factual data.

Q. Wh@t -~ describe to the Hearing Officer what you
think the -- what kind of barrier the clay in the upper
Dockum provides?

A, I believe it will provide a substantial barrier
to any downward movement and, to a lesser extent but also a
sufficient egtent, to any lateral migration, the clays will
be a relatively impervious barrier to any fluid movements.

Q. And what -~ how -~ You heard him testify. What
is the basis'for your different interpretation?

MR. FELDEWERT: Let me oﬁject. I -- it sounds --
what he's testified to so far is exactly what he testified

to on direct.

I don't think rebuttal is for the purposes of re-
offering the jwitness and having him, in essence,
regurgitate the same opinions, so I would ask that the

examination be limited to any new opinions that he has, or
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