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On the 16th, 17th and 18th of October, 1984, Richard Lee, Abou-Bakr Ibrahim,
Ben Rice and John Trapp of WMGT, met in the San Francisco offices of Woodward-
Clyde Consultants (WCC) to review the data utilized in preparation of the draft
report titled "Seismic Reflection, Gravity, and aeromagnetic studies of the
Geologic Structure in the Gibson Dome Area, Southwestern Paradox Basin".
Representatives of DOE/SRPO, Battelle/ONWI, USGS, Weston Geophysical and NRC
Research were also present.

Attached to this memo is a copy of the signed meeting minutes, list of
attendees and data review sheets completed during the visit whichdocuments
this review.
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Geology-Geophysics Section
Geotechnical Branch
Division of Waste Management
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NRC DATA REVIEW OF GEOPHYSICAL DATA FOR THE PARADOX BASIN
16 to 18 October, 1984
Woodward-Clyde Consultant office
San Francisco, CA

On the 16th, 17th, and 18th of October, 1984 representatives of-the NRC
geotechnical staff (WMGT) met in the San Francisco office of Woodward-
Clyde Consultants to review the data utilized in the preparation of the
draft report titled "SEISMIC REFLECTION, GRAVITY AND AEROMAGNETIC STUDIES
OF THE GEOLOGIC STRUCTURE IN THE GIBSON DOME AREA, SOUTHWESTERN PARADOX
BASIN. As the data used to prepare this report is proprietary, it was
the purpose of this meeting to evaluate the quality of the data, how it
was collected, processed and analyzed and then to gather insight into how

K)J the interpretations presented in the above report were made. As this
meeting was to be a data review and not a workshop, questions regarding
geologic interpretations were not part of the agenda.

In attendance at this meeting were, in addition to the NRC and Woodward-
clyde Consultants, representatives of the Department of Energy (DOE),
Battelle Memorial Institute Office of Nuclear Waste Isolation (ONWI), the
US Geologic Survey, as well as Weston Geophysical and Lawrence Livermore
Laboratory. A complete attendance list is included as Attachment 1.

On the morning of the 16th, T. Grant, I. Wong and T. Turcotte of WCC
presented a brief overview of the procedures utilized in processing,
collecting and analyzing the data. For the remainder of the day theoNRC
and its consultants conducted a general review of all data available.
During the 17th the NRC performed a detailed review of selected pieces of
data. The results of the NRC review are presented in the three attached
data sheets. On the morning of the 18th a discussion was conducted
between the NRC staff and consultants regarding all information reviewed.

In the afternoon the data review was concluded and results of the review
were discussed between the NRC and all attendees.

General observations by the NRC on the data were as follows:

1) Some seismic data is of variable quality.
2) Seismic data were obtained and processed utilizing standard/

routine petroleum industry methodology.
3) Future seismic surveys should be of high resolution type

designed to provide additional information on the salt and
near surface strata.

4) The gravity and magnetic data appear to be of-good quality.
5) The Davis and Lavender Canyon sites are located at the South-

western edge of the gravity survey. No data are included
to the Southwest of the sites.

6) If the Paradox Basin is selected for characterization the
relationship between gravity and magnetic data and geologic
features such as the Northeast trending basement features
and circular features as seen on landsat and orthophotos
may be the subject of a workshop between the NRC and DOE.
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7) Future geophysical surveys including proprietary data should be
available for submission to the NRC.

The NRC representatives at this data review wish to thank DOE, ONWI, and
WCC for the excellent cooperation in conducting this review.

John S. Trapp
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Division of Waste Management

P. Michael Ferrigan
U. S. Department of Energy
Salt Repository Project Office

October 18, 1984

Attachments as stated.
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Date 1o elj5ri

GEOLOGY-GEOPHYSICAL DATA REVIEW CHECKLIST

1. Name/type, identification number, and date of survey?
<> ~yei~ryic Sef trc~riaoh scleey &g P,4_reh Dowe A~ee / /ihv <s ;

dec. ItMtY, C*Meteie T;7ch zu-cc 'n1vqh, Mt-f-' .

la. What was the overall objective of the survey?
(i.e., What features were to be identified?)

rV ,~e y eceoic sPDc-VIe 7 '*r/*4A8 y of P DJ4 :-if

lb. What criteria were used for line or station locations selection?

6,oev? ShevvT ArdOatcM DJ- ~ ar

1c. What geologic constraints were used in determining coverage?

-~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~f APP77AI-1 U r5'7/A4&1h17;#TS

'K-' Id. What was the density of coverage in survey?
(i.e., seismic coverage, gravity station locations, aeromag. flt line
spacing,...)

C/ooD covee44e /;' V e eus (2-- >,/c s4#/Ae). siAse c,-e4tc

i;w rec .1- efX rsXrrote~e F;_. 2-/ ee

le. What features (i.e., structures, anomalies, stratigraphic parameters)
were determined by the survey?

yei3AfKc teftecrAsp/ ~/;+D ;SCM7-Ifirb s coA4'eL.t-t v e
Devor~s< tj~i~r/jrr , > t°/zovsv, r roof s40r

lf. Comments on:
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X. rmwl°
ReviewerA. xa'Awv1 AA.r-'h;Vzr es

Date 1/01//P 44

2. How is the procedure documented? -

,qA ,Vescrbrt Of Di£,e s vcf-;c' *.of- ^ a ceffeo seasice see( ecerip-

:&J.t-fy XLeCoA/D h'Y57. ,fAmv whin &-Al 4' T'7 "rre 't' DM -f'TMXT,0 r.

K~~2a. Is it a standard (ASTM) procedure? If yes, provide reference.

A/f/~

2b. If non-"standard", how was the procedure developed, reviewed, documented,
and approved? For example, COE, USBM, USBR, USGS, NBS, or other
(internal) processes.

/'AOCexfiA'S 1,OeebJDvee i' S C C-B FAse~f-itr fT -X "--A' WA'(

,f k-7c1- hfe4-epe Jiffco e r*Aijtte.

2c. Have there been revisions and how and when were the revisions reviewed,
documented, approved, and implemented?

O/tCL CPAf'A"Af477P4' 6>' h-CC- Df X/4evCEfat'9 of sove seifati

2d. Show are any deviations from the established procedures that occur during

survey documented?

im *1.jtrMeev 'occtPee 'ce'.* ro tf Z 4t FoLL

P&4eM/./9 4-c4'v/iT/cMt 'fi ,Aocezsii.e vf Do,~-

2e. Comments on:
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3~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~r l e, viar . r ~/, -A pf°Ph

3. What instrumentation is used for the survey? 5-r/oj^, JeiMW1- Ae-f1ecr;vV

pI~trAoeCT rpa.ceJr 4 S'~'f4(-tL wv0L'r 6'* b'-r-f' v-feO o?%'4 AeccPO,Yg,7k JYS7-Ca-f.9P
aieeiy orevICC 9eAet'(tu Vy;IveS .ryreifJF; yDvafC /.V feus e

3a. How were the reliabilities* of the instruments specified?

I4WCC xetjCe 40 coxri4fe-O4 wfoe-rc 4tc LCeL iJ cM v ci Seqc MeD

gi &,r ( J c t4-774 cCD) .

3b. Is there a calibration system and-were calibrations systematically
carried out according to approved procedure?

,Yowc owe 47wC rp. ye / f4-r704' K 4r-/itr.

3c. Are the calibration procedures traceable to national or industrial
standards?

9_/ 3d. Comments on:

* Reliability is defined as the probability of an instrument to perform a
stated function under a stated environment for a stated line.

-I
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Reviewer P- Itf, i1'* J~4/

Date

4. What are the data processing and presentation techniques used?

f~o//O4tL D4-TS1 fg ib. See -frr'rch#ea #eo4-pe.- -

v~ye~ 'Ate pFoe' Ctve 37 DAM37 Crow f

4a. How can the raw numerical data be retrieved?

Opi3M/J 4L Dif;r#L A'ecMDoiI/ T**eJ dvyS e /e@,ejre2.

4b. Are the data presented in a complete and clear format?
(Comment also on the utility of the presentation.)

4c. Are the data keyed to geological, environmental, geographic or other
traceable references?

ye, te-fet TOV T-i'Y "e "Afe P3 f9 Mf -! Xy-.'er.

4d. Comments on:
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Reviewer A'."" " dI ll"At
_at /,//J/ X. tee

5. What are the

CA#iL 7;y
lvvyoT'

acceptance/rejection criteria for the survey data?

ro ib ri eoLogi Fe~ - VAPeJ of ,NtIreA'e F04
.5 I _lc C ti;oe&-i;r

5a. Were these criteria established prior to survey performance?

ye-S.

5b. How are the criteria implemented? (Data handling, review procedure,
corrective action.)

o Data Handling

g,t/e J X eD f eC4J$D4!, 0e4 eoce..crMoee Xekl AL-eD ffeV.

o Review Procedure

# csff-vfc' 7r*117 w of-S ca-,LIiPeo z s e C M A b, , c ) k #
4-1_VoAI 'ri e ;,v cffe~orA~ xeirjh- Lf.'e

o Corrective Action

SV e , ~ 't e 7 7 ~ i~ T-4eof 111O LDY Ji ej< e.-e -

6ee XeMS1eD.
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;r. 7"AO/ £

Date lellpl.pr

6. General comments (such as, relationship among different surveys, impacts

on interpretation, instrument redundancy, factors resulting in test

closure, accuracy of measurements, limitations, additional uses of data,

computer programs, and other miscellaneous comments).

PI)rcA;Y7 SvScYs ,NkE DeMZ tD erebe vr;

) cnecc/Awg i4g>/f-fcrs ov e 7re -eJtn7ws, r ket vci'r7 y 4t v

f-eers -riye- eStvL'ior# A07e~r7 4 Iae 5 1 LL fr*7cs.f.

c) CW/c'.r reSr C.45f~e *vy Lih#eJ f LeD o4 hO "riGs'
To ~ ~ 7.s cjaf gCtO CIN ;Nc.H

7-0 07h'C~~~~~~e L~~v eS.-
Db) cO#snc/y vg 4~e~i-c s- Lj^Z;7-4 PSO-f ,ae4-JvAetceN7~ mhre ~D4-7y z'

irA- oeescAr f=Pe7t--r '7-4*i'- ;N rc tfder*ru'AS

.r) co.ce-EA"Ai -1w9t 041,V &'..rc> Jeis 5&9' -- c S e

cOdsAVCO k--i/E 644tjr~evieen rk, q- ZcPS Nfrf.

7. Requested Data - (Identify all data and documentation that are needed for

further review).

S/A'ce P74- is.0reDb ot eAgA-C74Sr 1- rejwrly V rY
4p4-k141 I e t-r {Ve Lockirea(k- r;ccsL s5,V

P~O~ ~•#.~ ~e I CS -Li e 7 Ye

CD V7M/A'7 4- ,GC G Cv> ifC..nr4 'fE/.a~tc z rQ

7,.t 4-f pFeL(e *, *iCL CD.

* 334, 336, e ~1> 3?, c4 f,, 41- 3

/A, 'DDIriO a/ sct IC L;#CS wCAC 1 evJeD:



-OODHARD-QYDE
PARADOX BASIN

SAN JUAN CO.,- UTAH

DATE PROCESSED OCTOBER 81SEE GOPYSICAL

SEISMIC DAIA PKOCSSIS'- CONTRACT NUMBER 6659
/ DEICR .ORADO .

FIELD RECORDING
ACOUISITION BY SEISMIC ENGINEERING CO.

PARTY 3
_7-DATE AUGUST 1968

TYPE ANALOG
RECORD LENGTH 6 SEC.

.ENERGY SOURCE
TYPE DYNAMITE
DEPTH 20 FT.

FIELD GEOMETRY-
NUH3ER OF CHANNELS -24
S.P. INTERVAL 1320 FT.
GROUP INTERVAL 440 FT.
COVERAGE 400 PERCENT
SPREAD 5060-220---220-5060

DIGITAL PROCESSING
I REFORMAT TO SEFEL SEG-Y

RESAMPLE TO 4 MS.

2 DISPLAY RAN RECORDS

3 RECORD EDIT

4 CDP GATHER

5 DECONVOLUTION SPIKING
OPERATOR LENGTH 76 MSEC.
PREWHITENING I PERCENT
DESIGN HINDOW 300 - 1900 HSEC.
APPLICATION TIME 0 - 3000 HSEC.

6 ELEVATION STATICS
DATUH ELEVATION 6000 FT.
REPLACEMENT VELOCITY 10000 FT./SEC.

7 VELOCITY ANALYSIS
TYPE Cys
VELOCITY RANGE 9000 - 18000 FT./SEC.

8 NORMAL MOVEOUT. CORRECTION

9 AUTOMATIC RESIDUAL STATICS
RANGE +/- 25 MSEC.
HINDOW 900-1600 MSEC

10 FINAL VELOCITY ANALYSIS

II FINAL NORMAL MOVEOUT CORRECTION

12 FIRST BREAK SUPPRESSION

13 CDP STACK

14 FINAL FILTER
FREQUENCY BAND 15-45 HZ.
TIME 0-1800 MSEC.
FREQUENCY BAND' 10-35 HZ.
TIME 1500-1800 HSEC.

15 TRACE EOUALIZATION

16 FILM DISPLAY
SCALE 12 TPI 5 IPS
POLARITY NORMAL

PROC. GEOPHYSICIST JPG DATE 11/20/81
n r1 II:
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Reviewer I t .ZVU~F EH
Date X:T-. 17, I9R9

GEOLOGY-GEOPHYSICAL DATA REVIEW CHECKLIST

1. Name/type, identification number, and date of survey?
&?A V i~l~ S VO; R YEsCT r5PC - 200I3, I cT2RE , L ll I,-6D 19 2

la. What was the overall objective of the survey?
(i.e., What features were to be identified?)

F;Gi&IcAUL GEOLoGlC DArA Fbe, 714EN R/ZADX (MSIA/

lb. What criteria were used for line or station locations selection?
One MILE GPIC Foe &FTATboV LOCATIo\JS

ic. What geologic constraints were used in determining coverage?

FARhAPOX BAASlt' Zcx/rDAr'

<_s ld. What was the density of coverage in survey?
(i.e., seismic coverage, gravity station locations, aeromag. fit line
spacing,...)

CoaE AIILE 6RID sPACes (Normt-socrHf AxvO EGSr-VEr
* LiW~ff)

le. What features (i.e., structures, anomalies, stratigraphic parameters)
were determined by the survey?

G&Avtry ANOA1ALIES - /IN79PRETAT7ONS Or $T .JCTr(AeL *Z
SrneAln1eaPq aI FJ~rL7es ?S 4Cn1PLETE- AV To} S -Tnfie.

If. Comments on:

7-HE MOr S A-0D LAVLvD0 C2A-.'WO9 LTE AIDS LoiAratb
ON THE1 &co>j5l Ve Sr&erJ OFA dH or rRE ScJvEY,. No I4YT$
To THE Sd 1Ati'S IS rCL Z IN) T~46 &4E beat.
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ReviewerC riC.E I: ift1&; E.'ZUFLM&,
Date ocr. ,-7. jc9Tq

2. How is the procedure documented?

LOGicSTICS 'E-oR r &( 71M

2a. Is it a standard (ASTM) procedure?

CoLLecTJi9& 6&vrRAcT-oP,

If yes, provide reference.

irv4D r?' oCE6bU eF,NC, tas6A ffe 6TVDA-9D

2b. If non-"standard", how was the procedure developed, reviewed, documented,
and approved? For example, COE, USBM, USBR, USGS, NBS, or other
(internal) processes.

(5E za.)

2c. Have there been revisions and how and when were the revisions reviewed,
documented, approved, and implemented?

2d. Show are any deviations from the established procedures that occur during
survey documented?

A'C P=iviA horJS

2e. Comments on:
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: jB
OCK-I ,Iq8q

3

3. What instrumentation is used for the survey?

L.ACos 7-t -goRM 65R& /AoOLy G& 6/54 V4/46TE7Z i A
FPu~A~re hV6 r/fll L Sv'<,Ley sKz-&m-M

3a. How were the reliabilities* of the instruments specified?

CUCiATS726 oe'cv OF t O.3 S M

3b. Is there a calibration system and were calibrations systematically
carried out according to approved procedure?

yeaS ST-rATIO PEOCCvaA. 7O7A. /fa) LtcOPuG sr at
cr%/2t&sqe-D 6g4v'iy B4sE s-r'-nol AS A' A M0A6,L/f ,D A"cAJFIC6LLO, t

3c. Are the calibration procedures traceable to national or industrial
standards?

<e cs, Set- 36

\_2 3d. Comments on:

Moe I

* Reliability is defined as the probability of an instrument to perform a
stated function under a stated environment for a stated line.
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ReviewerZ,?IC~; .' A1se? E. a: erLjk;
Date ocr. 17, 19q

4. What are the data processing and presentation techniques used?

Si-AWARD P&ule Qv trIcv r USorS &fW r1e DzNSjnE-
2.q ru/cmH, M) 67Ic'),v) Z7 ./VE-KrichA TDt1tvlTi v
P10FILe MODtFUu)& IT)Cv JI3Y 3-ED CRAV17it, IN/C. - Iq.
/N It1 0,ooo SCALE MIAPS,

4a. How can the raw numerical data be retrieved?

CoMPurE0 TAPE Av\I P rPPTZ TAsLES ( h
(ovM&L/Lr/rivrS A-fD 3-L) &e6 lry, j"C.

(Z E.2-/1&
HD LIMITED

?Ptt7S2-%4b-

-e4LOE

4b. Are the data presented in a complete and clear format?
(Comment also on the utility of the presentation.)

No, ON-X 71ik ; /3&vt A i-P A r z.r61./cn AID /
AlA' Ar 2.4 a Ilcre-F rAvAiLA4 L.

4c. Are the data keyed to geological, environmental, geographic or other
traceable references?

T+rlI Af9 G'D?&PAh41CAU LLY TCCLE/L6L ? 7C TOV.'NSHIP LIlVe. S

4d. Comments on:

ANome
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Reviewer S. Atf; f13.?CE E.7cleFLOrtJ

5. What are the acceptance/rejection criteria for the survey data?

SAII-Oa IF6OZPOC T IOrJ R1eGrS Ri i US& Fr, A4E-PTA-ACE/
F -t:j1rJ CegflIXI uA F Zfit i VAL(FS, W cr/AL- ,r IVEY
C~zni9c16 7m EWSlT/p& 7oGS4?-, MPhS am At cThPc I?~t/r{'>t k/

<'-J 5a. Were these criteria established prior to survey performance?

5b. How are the criteria implemented? (Data handling, review procedure,
corrective action.)

l/4PLE~d 9' B oCCEDAc Sr1A ,i S. - FiOFS/cIVAL-
5VDCCA1eT'r C4Lt C&4 tA/G FcirE &4eCC{77V A ~ O

o Data Handling

o Review Procedure

o Corrective Action
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Revi ewer'A -PCED I. IMz E. zerwe~g|
Date oc-r. 1-7, iq£5

6. General.comments (such as, relationship among different surveys, impacts
on interpretation, instrument redundancy, factors resulting in test-
closure, accuracy of measurements, limitations, additional uses of data,
computer programs, and other miscellaneous comments).

7/1&et AS No~ jt47VNE- Aro-tae 76-afar7 P04 PI OF THE
r (DC. IM&3), M C -77VAv * COMPS,6E AYVO

1A--P~eC7,JVA/, 07-1-17-1vG &fi4/9e47IMrez�4-ret

AS3&6&4eZ DEA'S3ne7- At 1D4t-vT7FlE:D /AIM ea spa

7. Requested Data - (Identify all data and documentation that are needed-for
further review).

CO'/orp r116 LCGI.&T7C'1- Age far A~vi AVLAl3LE /rA-1PS

CtrcAt PteeivA riv A PAs )



Reviewer . CF', C ,ftkSe; E. ELRI.H
Date OCT. 17, gLq1

GEOLOGY-GEOPHYSICAL DATA REVIEW CHECKLIST

1. Name/type, identification number, and date of survey?

i_> Atfo/YlAG'Efl S&/(2;Y ROB RI-Z° G~rWtsEtX LUVzI ; ~1969--70.

la. What was the overall objective of the survey?
(i.e., What features were to be identified?)

VNCOu1PAH6GE ?L* tEA4V U }/r t DOX FLbo AA/b rAjir sEERI, f4Jod1S7Ve F
UPWAbt P, OLAvD (NG ASt&', AfZ HEZSA OP 16' auds /Mf'vJS1L/zS

lb. What criteria were used for line or station locations selection?

N/ v e-rFLGT1M FcA&Kr u/c Tc I T etJzn & A*en1 LAifr
7rtvOIN FC7AV I TH -r1E BASE/t-eWT QTRVCTLV5 AE 1iN/)'US OE-S.

1c. What geologic constraints were used in determining coverage?

(5Ee I a htA. Ib)

A_> id. What was the density of coverage in survey?
(i.e., seismic coverage, gravity station locations, aeromag. fit line
spacing,...) -

I gILE rtL,&t4v L/IK SPrCIAI/G 3 /IL-< rltEC Lo-gA S9ACI&
t FJ&HT V41i7C/g V.S 17,S0c¼ ic,5 12,ooo' 1) i3,zoo Mfck2lC
ovtp vA-iZw(& BULoc-S.

le. What features (i.e., structures, anomalies, stratigraphic parameters)
were determined by the survey?

A/A&ME71C hAvtuMA L - /1rV72P2eC 741-7O/T'S OF srgvcnlMR L
Y&96~ ES 1A'Ca0MPe1tcr Ar 17Pus rosa.

If. Comments on:

PDAT e~vt()+ - /a'VO QV/41-irr Aa'i'X4 7Th & S6o)
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Reviewer Relco; T. ImSE , EtAI FLLFS4.
Date MT-. 17, let e

2. How is the procedure documented?

Sitce Rteir 3'Y ACQISMONW Ccv tCrU o -

2a. Is it a standard (ASTM) procedure? If yes, provide reference.

,AIv, fl-He$6Ai S-A5i?- -tD ttMDuSTtP' FlOEatDIVE

2b. If non-"standard", how was the procedure developed, reviewed, documented,
and approved? For example, COE, USBM, USBR, USGS, NBS, or other
(internal) processes.

(SE ZE)

2c. Have there been revisions and how and when were the revisions reviewed,
documented, approved, and implemented?

}an 6VS/CoMS

2d. Show are any deviations from the established procedures that occur during
survey documented?

Vo DwEvs A710/S

2e. Comments on:

. M"E
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3 S. cI4CE; :TIMSE; E. LvrL

OCxr. 1-7 I9 L

3. What instrumentation is used for the survey?

(AA6/,Er7/467CL /A/ 7boos:D BID)

3a. How were the reliabilities* of the instruments specified?

iAISsle'va1~o g=L4bwEriM5 A'cs7 SpzictFIeED /AI -P--brr AvMD
ICiA7aON /ELI73/1LT7EZ A4L A/or TSAT71

3b. Is there a calibration system and were calibrations systematically
carried out according to approved procedure?

CALI (Z477ord ,5T S-17TE I &(,'V f SC-rdta

3c. Are the calibration procedures traceable to national or industrial
standards?

(seE 3b.)

kjy 3d. Comments on:

staCr is aIS or A7M 'Mt/FeAP&-7F gimOr7 9"EDC 7714AI
Al Shi-vee LoctSncS be r,

* Reliability is defined as the probability of an instrument to perform a
stated unction under a stated environment for a stated line.
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4. What are the data processing and presentation techniques used?

4a. How can the raw numerical data be retrieved?

M&' lC77IP&S ArtO Pazis< FCi1Ge L//6- P/QoF/LE.

4b. Are the data presented in a complete and clear format?
(Comment also on the utility of the presentation.)

DOAILY LKT? AVAtLABLH Ad&- la A STAL F1tD g4od01 / MAP

4c. Are the data keyed to geological, environmental, geographic or other
traceable references?

* mm Age -4 cc To c /c ? z s (oav itp

4d. Comments on:

NO~r

JItIAA5s)
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5. What are the acceptance/rejection criteria for the survey data?

/NOME SPECF1ID

5a. Were these criteria established prior to survey performance?

(65e E )

5b. How are the criteria implemented? (Data handling, review procedure,
corrective action.)

(&E S.)

o Data Handling

a Review Procedure

a Corrective Action
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6. General.comments (such as, relationship among different surveys, impacts
on interpretation, instrument redundancy, factors resulting in test
closure, accuracy of measurements, limitations, additional uses of data,
computer programs, and other miscellaneous comments).

TrJ.E N I S ND 1>LANt MVTC RR rtE M/arT %FT4r OR T
IzrCIfO 1F~ d 7 (zx3C; I'8B) ~f~C0ACj1 A OCnfPterh Ao-
INIT6a 1 ltv'1TLEPt4T7naJ Or ,49 E*ok1A c Do,

7. Requested Data - (Identify all data and documentation that are needed for
further review).

CVC)tL OF /Tv LA&ISncs p3vO sTo
A VA LA pakE MAPS .
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