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RE:

DISAPPROVAL
INVESTIGATION \VORK PLAN SWMU NO. 9 - DRAINAGE DITCH AND
INACTIVE LANDFARM
\VESTER..l"' REFINING SOUTH\VEST INC., GALLUP REFINERY
EPA ID # NMD000333211
H\VB-\VRG-18-016

Dear Mr. Moore:
The New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) has reviewed the Investigation rVork Plan
STY.JIU No. 9 - Drainage Ditch and Inactive Land/arm (Work Plan), dated December 2018,
submitted on behalf of Marathon Petroleum Company dba Western Refining Southwest Inc.,
Gallup Refinery (the Permittee). NMED hereby issues this Disapproval. The Permittee must
address the following comments.
Comment 1
In Section 2, Background, page 2-2, the Permittee states, "[ o ]nly chromium was detected at a
concentration above the residential soil screening level. This occurred in one soil sample
collected at boring RFI 0907 in the surface interval collected from 0 - 0.5 feet with a
concentration of 102 mg/kg vs. the screening level of 96.6 mg/kg." Discuss historic use of
chromium at the site in the revised Work Plan.
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Comment2
In Section 2, Background, page 2-3, the Permittee states, "[i]n the 2001 No Further Action
Request, the drainage ditch was described as being on the west side of the Inactive Land farm;
however, further review of the survey plat and other early RFI documents and field
reconnaissance confirms the drainage ditch is actually on the east side of the Inactive Landfarm
and is a much smaller feature. The ditch is two to three feet wide and up to two feet deep,
running north to south along the east side of the Inactive Landfarm (Figures 2 and 5)."
According to Figure 5, Proposed Sample Locations, the ditch is depicted along the east side of
the Inactive Landfarm; however, the figure titled as Inactive Land Treatment and Associated
Drainage Ditch, included in Appendix B, Historical Documentation, indicates that the ditch is
located along the west side of the Inactive Landfarm. Clarify if the north arrow on the figure
included in Appendix B is correct and whether previous samples were collected along the correct
ditch. In addition, the topographic survey map included in Appendix B shows that the surface
elevation is higher at the south side of the Inactive Landfarm; however, the statement describes
the ditch runs north to south. Resolve the discrepancy in the revised Work Plan and provide
clarification in a response letter.
Comment3
In Section 2, Background, page 2-4, the Permittee states, "[t]he eastern most soil
borings/temporary wells (NDD-4, NDD-5 and NDD-6) are shown on Figure 2. The analytical
results for soil samples collected at NDD-4, NDD-5 and NDD-6 are summarized in Table 2 and
the groundwater analyses from samples collected at NDD-4, NDD-6, OW-14, OW-54, OW-55,
and OW-56 are provided in Tables 3-1 and 3-2. Both the soil and groundwater analyses from
these locations along the Drainage Ditch show increasing concentrations of constituents to the
west, away from the up-gradient direction of surface water flow along the Drainage Ditch and
the location of the Inactive Landfarm." The statement is not clear regarding the reference to the
"Drainage Ditch". The ditch next to the Inactive Landfarm does not extend west; however, the
North Drainage Ditch does. According to Table 2, NDD-4, NDD-5, and NDD-6 Soil Analytical
Results Summary, the organic constituents concentrations in the soil samples collected from
borings NDD-5 and NDD-6, located at the west side of the North Drainage Ditch are generally
higher compared to those from boring NDD-4, located at the east side of the North Drainage
Ditch, closer to the Inactive Landfarm. However, the discussion does not appear to be relevant
to the Drainage Ditch (the ditch next to the Inactive Landfarm) and the Inactive Landfarm.
Similarly, according to Table 3-1, 2016 Groundwater Analytical Results Summary, the benzene
concentrations in the groundwater samples collected from wells OW-14 and OW-55, located on
the south and north sides of the Inactive Landfarm, are recorded as 8,100 ug/L and 18,000 ug/L
(average of two values), respectively. The benzene concentrations increase to the north along the
Drainage Ditch, rather than to the west. However, the benzene concentrations in the
groundwater samples collected from wells NDD-4, NDD-6 and OW-56, located west of the
Inactive Landfarm along the North Drainage Ditch, downgradient of the Inactive Landfarm, are
recorded as< 0.195 ug/L, 5,300 ug/L and 1.5 ug/L (average of two values), respectively. The
benzene concentrations do increase to the west of the North Drainage Ditch; however, the
discussion does not appear to be relevant to the Drainage Ditch and the Inactive Landfarm.
Clarify the statement regarding the reference to the Drainage Ditch and revise the Work Plan, as
needed.
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Comment4
In Section 3 .1, Surface Conditions, page 3-1, the Permittee states, "[a] topographic map of the
area near SWMU 9 is included as Figure 3." Well OW-14 is the only well identified in Figure 3,
Topographic Afap. Since other wells (e.g., RW-5, OW-55) are also present in the area covered
by Figure 3, these wells must also be included on the figure; otherwise, remove well OW-14
from the revised figure. In addition, Figure 3 does not provide detailed elevation data in the
vicinity of SWMU 9. Provide another topographic map with larger image of SWMU 9, similar
to that included in Appendix B. Provide the revised figures in the revised Work Plan.
Comment 5
In Section 3 .1, Surface Conditions, page 3-1, the Permittee states, "[t ]he area of the site near
SWMU 11 is at an approximate elevation of 6,896 feet above mean sea level (ms!)." SWMU 11
is not pertinent to the discussion in the Work Plan. Revise the statement to include information
pertaining to SWMU 9.
Comment 6
In Section 4.1, Investigation, page 4-1, the Permittee states, "[ a]11 soil borings will be drilled to a
minimum depth of 6 feet, five feet below the reported depth of tilling. If there is field evidence of
impacts at depths greater than 6 feet, then soil borings will be drilled deeper to achieve full
vertical delineation." Provide a more specific explanation for what field evidence will prompt
advancement of deeper borings in the revised Work Plan (e.g., criteria for the PID readings).
Similarly, the Permittee states, "[i]f there are indications of lateral migration of constituents, then
additional borings will be completed within approximatel!y 30 feet of the original boring
location." Provide a more specific explanation for what indications oflateral migration of
constituents will prompt advancement of additional borings in the revised Work Plan (e.g.,
laboratory analytical and/or field screening results). Additionally, the location of additional
borings 30 feet from the original boring location will not likely delineate the contamination
associated with the ditch and the Inactive Landfarm since the distribution of the contaminated
soils may be limited to the areas where refinery waste was previously placed. Propose to
advance additional borings ten feet from the original boring location in the revised Work Plan.
Furthermore, clarify whether additional borings will be advanced in all directions (e.g., north,
south, east and west) from the original boring location; otherwise, include a provision for the
Perrnittee to consult the NMED to determine the location of additional borings when the
advancement of additional borings is warranted.
Comment 7
In Section 4.1.1, Soil Sample Field Screening and Logging, page 4-2, the Perrnittee states,
"[ d]iscrete soil samples will be retained for laboratory analysis from within the following
intervals: [fJrom the upper 0.5-foot interval of the ground surface ... " The proposed sampling
method may not capture potential contamination from the upper one-foot interval. The
constituents in the soils from the upper 0.5-foot interval may not be representative of the site
conditions. Propose to collect soil samples from depths of 0.5 to 1.5 foot to capture the upper
one-foot interval of potential contamination in the revised Work Plan.
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Comment 8
In Section 4.1.1, Soil Sample Field Screening and Logging, page 4-2, the Permittee states,
"[ d]iscrete soil samples will be retained for laboratory analysis from within the following
intervals: [f]rom the upper 0.5 foot interval of native soils (i.e., below any fill material)."
Explain whether a part of SWMU 9 was previously excavated and backfilled with fill material
and how the fill material and native soils are distinguished in the revised Work Plan. The
Permittee also states that additional intervals will be sampled as determined based on field
screening results. Provide a more specific explanation for what field screening results will
prompt collection of samples from additional intervals in the revised Work Plan (e.g., criteria for
the PID readings).
Comment9
In Section 4.1.2, Drilling Activities, page 4-3, the Permittee states, "[ a]fter groundwater samples
are collected from the temporary well completion, the well screen will be pulled and all borings
will be grouted to the ground surface." If separate-phase hydrocarbon (SPH) is present in any
temporary wells after purging, the wells must be converted to permanent groundwater
monitoring or recovery wells or the Permittee must contact NMED to discuss the circumstances.
While most likely not related to the SWMU, the opportunity to delineate SPH plumes during an
investigation may save time in the future.
Comment 10
In Section 4.1. 7, Chemical Analyses, page 4-7, the Permittee states, "[g]roundwater and soil
samples will also be analyzed for the following Skinner List metals and iron and manganese
. using the indicated analytical methods shown." Elevated total chromium concentrations were
previously detected at the site (see Comment 1). Hexavalent chromium may potentially be
present at the site. Include hexavalent and total chromium analyses for soil and groundwater
samples collected at the site. Add the analysis to the revised Work Plan.

The Permittee must address all comments in this Disapproval and submit a revised Work Plan.
Two bound hard copies and two electronic versions must be submitted to NMED. In addition,
include a red-line strikeout version in electronic format showing where all revisions to the Work
Plan have been made. The revised Work Plan must be accompanied with a response letter that
details where revisions have been made, cross-referencing NMED's numbered comments. The
revised Work Plan must be submitted to NMED no later than August 30, 2019.
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If you have questions regarding this Disapproval, please contact Mi chi ya Suzuki of my staff at
505-4 76-6059.
~ncerely,

\\

l

)

\

/~\

,,,/~

\...-

·~

hn E. Kieling
.
Chief
C'
Hazardous Waste Bureau

cc:

K. Van Hom, NMED HWB
D. Cobrain, NMED HWB
M. Suzuki, NMED HWB
C. Chavez, OCD
L. King, EPA Region 6
B. Moore, WRG

File:

Reading File and WRG 2019 File
HWB-WRG-18-016

