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IN THE CHANCERY COURT OF SEBASTIAN COUNTY, AREKAHSAS
GREEEKOOD DISTRICY

GOLDIE DOGAN

V5, ' CASE NO, E-~B3-28-G

CLARENCE HOOD and REBA HOOD :g%
hugband and wife, JORRNNY BART
and VIOLET HART, husband and wife 7;;)

and WILLARD NEAL, a eingle person,

and KR, & MRS, PERRY BENSON, DEMNIS E. ~
and TERESA X. HART, his wife, HENRY R. X
IVY and MINNIE P, IVY, his wife, RAYHOND cLle
CHARLES BART, and LORA BART, his wife, and ;
KBNRY D. VAUGHR and JOYCE A. VAUGHN, his wife DEPENDANTE

JUDGHENT AND ORDER
Now on this 5th day of October, 1984, comes on for hea:ing
the above styled and numbered action, the Plaintiff appearing in
person and by and through her attoiney, wWayland Parker, and the

De_éndancvé, John 2. Hast and Violet Hart, huszaud and wife;

Raymond Charles Hart and Lora Hart, husband and wife, Xenny D.

Vaughn and Joyce A. Vaughn, husband and wife, Dennis £, Hart and

Teresa K, Hart, husband and wife, and Henty R. Ivy and Minnie P,

vy, husband and wife, appearing by and through theitr attorney,

bavid L. Rush, and the Defendants, Clarence Hood and Reba Hood,
husband and wife, appearing by and through their attorney, Gary

Person, and the Defendants, Mr. and HMrs. Perry Henson, appearing
by and through their attorney, David Westmoreland, and the
pefendant, Willard Neal, ﬁea:inq not nor through an attorney,
out has heen persanally <served with susmons and 15 in defaylt heren,

/and after the hearing 3nd trial of this matter. statement of
counsel, testimony of the parties and witnesses un theit beﬁalf,
and from the entire file of this matter, the Court finda:

I.
That the Plaintiff's complaint ie dznied,
1t.
That the Defendants', John Hart, Violer Hart, Kenny D.
vaughn, Joyce A, Vaughn, Raymond Charleg Hart, Lora Hart, Dennis

E. Hart, Teresa K, Hare, Henry H, Ivy and Minnie P, fvy's, motion
Y ¥
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te join Minnie Clack am a party to this action is granted in part

ag followss That the said Minnie Clark is joined as a party to
this action and the deed which ie attached to the Plaintiff's
original petition to quiet and confizm title and remove cloud, as

Exhibit A, which deed is recorded in Book 320 at page 160, wherein

Minnie Clark was grantor, by and thro-'gh her attorney-in-fact,

Harie Byrd, and Goldie bugan was grantee, ia hereby cancelled, get
agide aad held for naught, as the said power of attorney exequted
by Minnie Clark on July 25, 1973, and recorded in Book 246 at page
475 ia detectlve, and invalid. 'The Court alsc finds that even 1if
thae power of attorney was valid it has been volded, as by
etatenent and testimony of the parties, inciuding Plaintlff. The
taid Minnle Clark le now incompetent, and vasg lncompetent on the

date the aforementioned deed was executed, and therefore, the

Gonpveyance was ineffectual to grant the Plaintiff, Goldie-Dugan,
any lnterest in and to the property owned by the sald Minnie
LClark.
11t.
That the powet of attorhey heretofore mentioned is hereby
Cancelled and declared to be invalid and ineffectual.
1v.

That the Court findse that the sald Hinnie Clark 1is an

Tnecompetont and a guardian should be appointed for her in an appropriate Lourt.

v,

That the Court f£inds that in all the deeds which contemplate
the banke of the strip pit as the property line and which are in
famje In this case are construed to mean the edge of the strip pit
Ahd pot the mound of the dirt and material taken from the strip
pli, By way of illustration, the boundaries referred tc in the
desds are established as the face of the btank, ot where the land
&Gtyally drops into the strip pit itself.

VI,

That the Defendants', Hansong', boundary lines are
®8iLapl fahad by thelr survey and the fence line in exlstence on
Otnpey 5, 1984 and title to sald property is confirmed and
Quisred in°them.

a4
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VII.

That the Defendants', John E. Hart and Violet Hart, Dennis E.

Hart and Teresa K. Hart, Henry R. Ivy and Minnie P. Ivy, Raymond

Charles Hart and Lora Hart, and Kenny D. Vaughn and Joyce A.

Vaughn's, property lines are established by their survey and by

the fence in existence on October 5, 1984 and title to the said

Defendapt's respective tracts are conflrmed and quieted in them.
YITi.

That the Defendants', Clarence Hood and Reba Hood's, property

line ie established by thelr eurvey and the fence line in

exigstence onh October 5, 1984 and title to said property is

confirmed and quieted ir them,

IX.
That all parties are enjoined from molesting or bothering the
other parties to this action in the peaceful enjoyment of the

other parties' property as established above,

X.

That the Plaintiff, Goldie Dugan, or Minnie Clark should have

thelr property resurveyed, taking into consideration the surveys

of the Defendants and the fence lines established and existing on
Uctober S, 1984.

XI.

That each party ghall pay their own costs and attorney's

feem, =2xcept that the fee of the quardian ad litem, Norman

Wilkinson, & duly authorized and practicing attorney in good

Btead, are to bLe apportioned one-half to the Plaintiff and

ong-half as to the rgmaining Defendants, to be paid by on a pro
thta bagle, The Court finds a reasonable fee of the Guardian Ad

Litem {86035,00.

IT 18 5O ORDEKEDL AND DECRERD.

Chancellor




HENSEN V,
SUMMARY UF TYPEI sND ESTIMATED QUANTITISES
OF CHEMI:ALS IN [ynp SITE:

Parker Solivents -o.
3619 Wheelier Avenuye
Fort Smith 785.2321

Whirlpool Corp,
500 Jenny Lind biv4.
Port Smitn

General Electric
South Zero
Fort Smitn

~

Baldop Electric Jo. Inas.

Fort smith

Degote lne.

"OUSTRIAL wASTE (U,

197577, 449 50 gal. dpuas =
of Wash~Iff No. 168:
2Y% methyl ethyl itetone
i1% acetone

4% metnancy

3% butyl cellasoive
43% toinene

copy of 2 Lawson tests (attacheq,
quantlities not divulged in
Interreg. (41-59 drums/wk 1in

letter te AK Pol. font. Dept.)
sludge now to Kansas Ind. %nv. <Ce=xy.
Wichitq, Kansas,

paint thinners to Solvents Fecovery
Corp., Tulsa, Nklsg.

Ho analysis avatilablie.
"wasie paints and solventag"
(now using Solvents Recovery
Corp. of Tuisa and (.S, Pollutior
Control Ctr., Okia. Cley)
Wuantlty: 4/22/75/3%

8/3/76785

8/25/76/24

3/106/77/7485

and £o on --

# of 55 gal. drum
Yypes Now: B/ma. lenatured palnts

lacryliic)
8/mo. uncured acryliie
palnt and £ylol
and toluol and Isa-
? degreaser {iyl:
w/tricnloroethylene,
srease and eijs
4/mo 1insulaticn adnesive,
S¥n. rubbersresin
and pet. disti:late
1/yr wire colorp dye /s
lead Chromate,
molydate, suifite
and solvents
2 tls/yr polymer
coating {sociven:z)
polymer)
quantitles avy./wq:
uniknown

1204124

i analysis as of 20/79 -

< process of obtaining.
aantity: 106 drums SA76=t 7
now uslrn; Solvents Recovery Iimp.
U Tulsa. Waste sauttine oll
Lelangant says "Lonelire" coc.ant
by Certilried Lanuratorie.,

.. Wortn

Lhlnown juantities ang content
‘materlal sarety dat: sreets”
[nd, daste tizokens? o

e plant nmet o Ln Cheratlon Ao e -
senber Uron Ind. waste me oyy

tardous” waterials 1V




-

{

Craln Industries, Ine,

Other Co.'s:

Lrethane toam andg paper -
Lljuld wastes storea en site 5% gal

drums anad sniped to Tulsa or disp.
= Objected to aisclosurs of anaiysis
Ind. “Waste said metnyiene chlioride

Sciid waste SNLY --
except rt. Imith Barrej and Drum: 3olivent pasge

ana waste nydrolizotil

left off Interrog. by mistake
Amt. ana Lypes unknown




001514

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF SEBASTIAN COUNTY, ARKANSAS

GREENWOOD DISTRICT

PERRY HENEZON and
MARTHA L. HENSON FLAIUTIFYS

Vs. Case No. Civ-77-51

INDUSTRIAL WASTE
CONTROL, INC, DEFENDANT

ANSVWERS TO WRITTEN INTERROGATORIES

Now cones the befendant, Industrijal Waste Contrel, Inc.,
by and through Gradv Dean Shipley, President, and the said Grady

Dean Shipley, zfter having first been dulv sworn and under ocath

angwers the Written Interrogatories filed o¢n behalf <f the Plain-

304126

tiffs herein as follows:

INTERROGATORY NO. l: State the names and addresses c¢f
persons Kknown to Defendant and his attornev who have any knOU;
ledge of the facts and matters as alleged and set forth 1n the
Complaint to our answer filed on behalf of the Defendant herein,

ANSWER NO. 1:
Grady D. Shiplev
2900 Wheeler Avenue
Fort Smith, Arkansas

Nick Cox
2930 "heeler Avenue
Fort Smith, Arkansas

James B, Willis
2900 Wheeler Avenue
Fort Smith, Arkansas

Stanley Cverett Turpen
1118 1.2 WMorth Siat!

Fort Smith, Arkansas

tavne Elliott
3509 South 28th
Fort Smith, Arkansas 72901

Carl Reames

Departrent of Pollution Ceontrol & Ecology
8501 Natrional Drive

Little Rock, Arkansas
P e et -
farren Coleman Jennings

Department of Pollution Contreol & Fcolog:
8001 Nat:onal Drive

.. Little Rock, Arkansas




Steven Flovd

bData Testing, Inc.
400 North 15th

Fort fmith, Arkansas

Also, the names and addresses of the individuals listed

by Plaintiffs in their Answer to Interrogators No. 1 filed herein.

INTERROGATORY NO. 2: State the names and addresses of

all persons Defendants or its atterney will call to testify on
behalf of Defendants during the trial of this cause should it not

firsr be concluded by settlement.

ANS!UER NO., 2: See the names and addresses of the individ- B

yals listed by Defendant in Answer to Interrogatory No. 1 herein.

THTERROGATORY NO. 3: When did Industrial Yaste Contrel,

Inc. commence husiness?

ANSWER NO. 3: Incorporated in Arkansds in August, 1974,

04127

with the name GNJ, Inc. d/b/a Industrial YWaste Control. In

February, 1976, the name of the business entitv was changed to

Industrial Waste Control, Inc.

INTRRROGATORY NO. 4: When was Industrial vaste Contrcl,

Inc. corganized if date of organizaticon differs from date of com-

| mencing business?

ANSWER NO. 4: Not applicable .

nc.

! INTERROGATORY NO. 5: Does Industrial Waste Control, Inc
\

! maintain storage areas for industrial wastes?

|

ANSWER NO. £: Yes.

INTERRQGATQRY NO. 6: How manv storage areas does it

maintain?

ANSUWER NO. &€: Tn March, 1977, cne storage area for sol.d

waste was maintalned and four containmert ponds for the storage

of liguid waste were maintained.

YNTERROGATORY NQ. 7: Where are these stcrage areas?

AMSWER NO. 7:

STORAGE FOR SOLID WASTE:

A certain strip coal mine pit of aporoximately
8 acres, more or less, in Sestion 31, Township
7 North, Range 31 Uest, Greenwoed District of

Sebastian County, Arkansas, lving in the North
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part of the tract described as follows:
beginning at a point 1,015 feet YWest and
600 feet North of the Southeast Corner

of the Southwest Cuarter {SW/4) of Section
31, Township 7 North, Range 321 West, thence
“'est 2,088 feet, thence lerth 307 feet;
thence Northeasterly 2,132 feet, thence
South 483 feet to the point of heginning.

LITUID VWASTE STORAGE AREAS:

The surface only in and to the ¥est Half
(W/2) of the following described property
lving South of the strip pit, to-wit:
beginning at a point 1,015 feet West and
600 feet North of the Southeast Corner of
the Southwest Quarter (SwW/4) of Section 31,
Township 7 North, Range 31 West, thence
2,088 feet, more or less, to the West line
of said Section 31, thence Worth 307 feet o
to a point on the North bank of the strip -
pit, thence followirg the MNorth bank of the
strip in a Northeasterlv direction 2,132
feet thence South 483 feet to the place of
beginning, containing 5 and 1/2 acres, more
or less, all in the Greenwood District of
Sebastian County, Arkansas.

2041

INTERRQGATORY NO. 8: Define what you mean by storage

areas with reference o question 5, & and 7 ahove. :
HSUER NO. 8: The storage area for solid waste disposal
is a sanitary landfill for the dispousal of solid waste or non-
liquid waste obtained by Industrial Waste Control, Inc. 1in the
Fert Smith, Arkansas, area., The storage areas for the dispeosal
of liquid waste materials consist of a series of containment
pends in which is mlaced the liquid waste materials obtained bv
Industrial Waste Contrecl, Inc. from the various industries in

the Fort Smith, Arkansas, area.

INTERROGATORY NO. 9: For what period of time are indus-

trial wastes stored in these areas?
ANSWER NO, 9: Permanently. A considerable portion of
the liquid waste materials evaporate.

[NTERROGATORY HO. 10: How long has Defendant maintained

the stcrage area prepertv adijacent to Flaintiff's property?

ANSWER NC. 10: Onlv the so0lid waste disposal area is

adjacent to Plaintiffs' mroperty, This has been maintained

since August, 1974,



INTERROGATORY NO. 1ll: Prier to March 27, 1977, where

’

solid industrial wastes stored there?
ANSTUER NO. 1l Yes.

INTERPOGATCRY NO. 12: If the answer to cuesticon ll above

is "ves", define what you mean by "sclid industrial wastes".
ANSWER NO. 12: Solid industrial wastes consist of i1tems

such as wood, papes, cardboard, packing materials, cellophane,

steel strapoving, plastics, fcam rubber, and cther like items.

INTERROGATCRY NO. 13: With respect te questions-ll and

12, what kind of solid industrial wastes were stcred in Defend-

c
ant's stcrage area? o
ANSWER KO. 13: See answer to Interrocatcery 12 here:in. b
INTERROGATORY NO. 1l4: How were these wastes stored? Z; B
ANS'ER NO. :4: Landfill method. Bas:cally, the wastes P
wera durped into the storage area and covered.
INTERROGATOPY NO, 1%2: i/hat ground preparation was per-
forred cr Defendant's land pricr tc the storage of said solid |
wastes? .
ANSWER HNO. 15: None,
INTERBOGATCPY NO. lE: Pricr o March 27, 1977, were
3 ligu:d industrial wastes stcred or dispcosed of on Defendant's ;
5 property adjacent %o Plaintiffs' land? - ° S 7 o ~ -j
RNSWER NO. 16: Yo. ST P - >

W3

INTEPROGATZEY NO. 17: If +he answer *2 Tuesticn 16 1s

" "

yes", define what vou mean by "licu:id industr:al waste”.
MICWER NO. 17: Hot apgplicakle.

INTERRCGATCRY NG. 1B: What kind(s! ¢f "liquid industrial

disncsed of on Uefendant's prcrerty adla-

Not anplicable.

INTEPROGATEOY Yoy, 19: Yow were these '.-u1d industrial

wastes stored or disposzed of on Defendant®s land?

ANIWER %N0. 17: Hot arppiicable.

001517
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INTERPOGATORY hO. 29:

What grournd preparation was per-
fcrmed on Defendant's land prior to the storage or disposal of
said ligqu:id wastes?

ANSWER NO. 20: Mot apclicable.

{HTERPOGATORY NOQ. 21:

Whe superviied the preparaticn
cof the Defendant's land for the storage or disposal of liguid

industrial wastes?

AHS'IER NO. 21: Jares H. Willis, Zarl Reares, and Nick

Cox whese addresses are listed in Ansver t~ [nterrogatory No. 1

herein,

[YTERROGATORY NO.

22: Where was the greound so prepared?

ANSWER NC. 22: A drainage ditch was dug abcve the con-

tainer pends to prevent surface waters freo causina cverflows

of the ponds. PB-low the ponds on the nortr s:ide, a sa‘etv dike

was also built,

INTEPPOGATORPY NO. 23: What outside engineers, surveyors

and/or concultants were retained in +the

precaraticn ~f the land

for li~uid irdustrial waste disprsed? (Flease oive nares, ad-

dresses and telephone numbers.)

RUSUVER HO, 22:

L E .

502€ 014 Greenwnod Road
Fort Smith, Arkansas
Televhone liumber 646-5528

John N. Rogers, Jr.

INTERRCGATORY NO. 24: To the exter® that "ronds” were

used by Defendant prior to March 27, 1977, for the storage of or

dispcsal of liguid industrial wastes, state how manv poads were

used bv Defendant cn its provertvy adjacent *o Plaintiffs for

li~uid i1ndusrtrial waste storage.

AMIVER NQ, 24: Nene.

INTERPOGATORY %0, 25: To what deptrn wias each pond exca-

vated. (List each pond as “Pond A - 13.5 feat, Pone D -~ 12.25",

ANSWER NQ. 25: No ponds adjacent to Plawnt:ffs' lands

were ysed for l:7uid industrial wvaste storaae.

di1d use four pends with average depths of 4 feet each.

However, Deferdants

304130




INTERROGATCORY HO. 2€: At what elevaticn :s the deepest

point ¢f each pond listed above in -uesticn 257 (If vou have a ]

~ar shewing the ponds, simply atracn that).

ANSVWEP NO. 26: At this tire, informaticn has not been

[¥"

lcea

i+

from which to answer this Interrogator:.

INTERPICATORY NO. 27: What .35 the highest and lowest

elevation on Nefendant's property? (If you have a nap of the

subzect progerty, simplv attach tha+),

ANSWER NC. 27: :

LICUID WASTE STORAGE AREARS: 570 feet-hichest elevation

an South koundry

3lé feet-lcw elevation b
-
SALID WAZSTE STOPAGE APEA: 328 feex-n.13h elevaticn
3116 feet-lcw elevation =
INTERROGATCRY No. 28: What 13 the maximur caracity (in 52

gallcns) of each storaqe nond?

ANSWER NO. 28: Appreoximatel- 37,000 tc 40,700 rallens.

v

INTERPOGATORY NO. 29: What s the "cperating capacity*

T

1f different from maximum capacity of

ach stcrace rond as used
bv Defendant for storage cr disposal <f linquid industrial waste?
\

Answer in gallons.

I
|
\ ANSWEP NQ. 29: <€£arme as answer to 28,

INTERPNGATORY NO. 10: What cutside erngineers, surveyors

and/cr other consultants have been retiained bv Cefendant to advise
it regarding the "cperatina capacity” =f each -
MER NO, 33: None.
INTFRPOGA.JRY NO, 3]1: Give the names, addresses, tele-
iz 1z angincere,

survevcrs, and/or other consultants referred tc :n gquestion 32,

ANSWER NC. 31: Not apr'icable.

INTERROGATORY Nn., 32: Under what official permit(s! does

Defendant operate an 1ndustrial waste storage and disposal area

-
¥}

n the subject propertv?
N AMSUER NoO, 32:  Arkansas Deparwment of Follutian Control

and Ecologvy,

\

] zhore umbers und dates of consultatizn of each 8 &}
[

\

i

|

|

|

\

L

|

|

\

i

|
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INTERROGATORY NO. 33: Please attach a copylies} of the

perrit(s) under which you operate. Plaintiffs ask that this be
done 1in order to avoid a formal moticn for preducticn of documents.

ANSWER NO. 33: See a cooy of Permit Mo. 1629-S attached.
The rumber has heen changed %o S=-0052.

INTERROGATORY NO. 34: VUhat federal cfficial({s}) have

personally inspected Defendant's facility adjacent tc Plaintiff's
tand? CGive the names, addresses, and dates of inspection.

ANSWER HO. 34: None, to the best of the undersigned's
kncwledge and belief.

INTERROGATORY NO. 35: What tests were run on Defendant's

facility adjacent to Plaintiffs' land bv the federal official{s)?

ANSWER NO. 35:; Not applicable.

204132

INTERRQGATORY NO. 36: Attach toc the Answer of these

Interrogatories any test results, reports, letters, warning,
viclations, issued bv federal officialig) regarding the opera-
tion of Defendant's facility adjacent to Plaintiffs' property;
Plaintiffs ask that this be dene in order to aveid a formal notion
for producticn of decuments.

ANEVER NO. 36: Not applicable.

INTERROGATORY NO. 37: Have federal official(s) made anv

tests, reports, warnings or other written findings ahbout Defend-
ant itf susiness of indvstrial wastz control?
ANSVER HO. 37: lNot applicable.

INTERROGATORY NO. 38: What were these tests, reports,

warnings or other written findings?

NSUER NO. 38: Not applicable.

INTERROGATCRY NO. 139: Where were these tests, reports,

warnings or other written findings made”
ANSWER NO. 19: Not applicable.

INTERROGATORY NO. 40: To whom were they nade?

ANSWER NO., 40: HNot applicable.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 41: ‘'What state official(s) have

personally inspected Defendant's fac:i:lity adjacent to Flain-
tiffs" land? (Include Oklahoma offic:ial(s) 1f an inspection
has been made by officer(s) of that State;).

ANSWER NO. 41: Carl Reamrmes, water Division of the
Arkansas Cepartument cof Pollution Ceontrol and Ecelogv; Warren
Jennings, Solid Waste, of the Arkansas Departrient of Pocllution
Control and Ecoleogy; Jack Smitherman, Jr,, former folid Waste
Inspector, Arkansas Department of Poliution Control and Ecology.
Alsc, inspections have been made bv other individuals whose
names and positions are unknoewn. Oklahoma officials are not
invelved.

INTERROGATORY N, 42: Give *the names and addresses of

each cofficial who has inspected Defendant's facility.

304133

ANSWER NQO. 42: See answer to 41 herein. The addresses
for Carl]l Reames and Warren Jennings are listed in Answer to

Interrogatorvy NHo. 1 herein. It is believed that Jack Smithermén,

Jr. resides in Prairie Grove, Arkansas at the present tire.

INTERROGATORY NO. 43: Or what date(s) were these inspec-
ticns made?
ANSWER HNO. 43: Unknown.

INTERRQGATORY HO. 44: 'What tests were run on Defendant's

facility adjacent to Plaintiffs' land by the State officials?
ANEUER NO., 44: Unkrown.

INTERROGATORY NQ. 45: Attach to the Arnswer of these

Interrogatories any test results, reports, letters, warnings,
violations or other written findings issued or made by any State
afficial regarding the cperation af tefendant's facility adjacent
to Plaintiffs' property. Plaintiffs that this be done in crder
to avoid a fermal motion for nroductizn of documents.

AMSWER NO. 45: Sze attached to Defendant's Ansgwers tg
these Wwritten Interrogdtories copies of the inspection reports
received by Defendant prior to March 28, 1977 for inspection

dates on August 4, 1376; Sentember 1, l976; September 31, 1974;




October 22, 1976; November 23, 197&; and Oecember 21, 1976.

INTERROGATORY MO, 46: Have State officials made any

tests, reports, warnings or other written findings about Defend-
ant and its business of industrial waste control?
ANSWER NO. d46: See reports attached.

INTERROGATORY NO. 47: Wwhat tests, reports, warnings or

other written findings were nade?

ANSWER NO, 47: See reports attached.

IHTERROGATORY HO, 48: When were these tests, veports,
warnings or other written findings made?
ANSHER HO. 4B: See reports attached.

INTERROGATORY HO. 49: To whom were they made?

ANSWER HO. 49: Industrial ¥Waste Control, Inc.

INTERROGHTORY HO. 50: Give the names and addresses of

the businesses or manufacturing concerns using Defendant's waste

control service on or before March 27, 1977.

ANSWER NO. 50: Baldor Electric Company, Crain Industries,

Dale Crampton Cgnpanwv, DeScto, Inc., Fort Smith Barrel and Drum,

General Electric Company, General Tire and Rubber Conpany, Genrgia
racific Corporaticn, Gould Batterv, Inc., Champ Hinton Fontiac,

Inc., Industrial Rcofing & Sheet Metal, Manhattan Construction

Cempany, Motive Farts Varehouse, Parker 3Solvents, Inc., Plastic
Research & Development Corporation, Rheem Manufacturing Company,

St. Edward Mercy Medical Center, Scuthwest Rebuilders, Inc.,

Scuthwestern Glass Company, Whirlpool Corporation and Ball

Plastics.

IHTERROGATORY NO., 51: What is the chemical name of the

vastes taken frorm each of the businesses or manufacturing con-
cerns listed in guesticn 50 above by the Defendant?

ANSWER NO. Si: The Departnrent of Pollution Control and
Ecology weuld have the best records concerning this information.

However, the waste obtained from each of the industries contain

the follewing materials as krown to this Defendant:




Baldor Electric Company

{(a) Waste cutting cil

Crain Industries

{a] Methvlene Chloride

(E: ¢%olid waste

Dale Crampton Company

{a}) Solid waste only

DesSoto, Inc.

{a} Paint and lacquer thinner
{b} Solid waste

Fort Smith Barrel and Drunm

(a) Solvent base and water base ink
(b) Waste hvdraulic oil

(c) Sodium hydroxide

General Electric Company

la} FRerosene

{h! Acetone

{c) ‘ater soluble oil

{d} Hydraulic fluid

{e} Solid waste

General Tire and Rubber Companv
fa) 3Solid waste only

Geor<2la Pacific Corporation

fa) folid waste cnlv

Gouid Battery, Inc.

fa) Solid waste cnly
Charmc Hinton Pentiac, Inc.

{a) Paint thinner

Tnduiv~ial Roofing & Sheet Meral
ta? Solid waste e=nly

Man-attan Construction Companv

(a} Zolid waste onlv

704135




Motive Partg Warehouse

{al  =olid vaste only
Parker Solvents, Ine. 1
fa)  pPaint and lacquer thinner ;
Plastic Research g Development Corporation

{a)  S0lid waste only

Rheem Hanufacturing Company

{a}l  Phosphate sludge

(b}  Solid waste .
St. Edward Mercv Medical Center

(2) s0lid waste only

Southwest Rebujlders, inc.

fa} sclid waste onlv

Southwestern Glass Companv

104136

(a) solig waste only
Whirlpeol Corporation

{a} Porcelain filter 2ludge
(b}  Porcelain frit

{¢)  Paint

'd})  Alkaline flotation agents
(el  Paint thinper

(f) Phosphate sludge

(99 Hydraulie s

™~
————-—A{h} Metnvlene chleride

e ~
- ///—”"TTT“,\?rd\waste N
-, o N,
N . 5
o Ball Plasthsx\\\\\\\\\ |
N S
~{a) salid wasteeg) \\\\ :
RN
INTCRROGATORY NO. 52: 1 ‘uh\\}\these wastes, if any,
\“\ R
are dangerous to nlant ‘Qr arimal 1jfev

~— .
524 anéhd&nq upen voluwe . .and concentratian,
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ANSWER NO., 53:

No, advice from the Arkansas Department

of Pollution Control and Ecologv is relied upcn.

INTERRQGATORY NO. 54:

What kind of tests are ruyn?
ANSWER NQ. 54: HNot applicable,

THTERROGATORY NO. 535:

Please attach to your Answer to

these Interrogatories any results of tests run by Defendant on

the w%&es taken by it from client husinesses or manufacturing

concerns. Plaintiffs ask that this be done to avaid a formal

Yotion to Produce Documents.

ANSWER NO. 55: Not applicable.

INTERROCGATORY HO. 56

Has Defendant ever carried poisons

such as cyanide, arsenic and amonia from a business within a 90

mile radius of For* Smith, Arkansas, onto its storage area next

to Plaintiffs' land?

2704137

ANSWER NO. 56: Not to Defendant's knowledge.

INTERROGATORY NO. 57:

1f so, what are rhe names and
. . i
addresses of those businesses?

ANSUER NO. 57: Not applicable.

INTERRCGATORY MNC. 58:

On how many occasions was this
dene?

ANS'YER ¥O. 58: Not applicable.

INTERROGATORY HO. 5%9:

Does the Defendant mix waste from
one user with the
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waste from ancther user in a single storage
pond?

ANSWER MO. 59: Yes.

INTERROGATORY NO. 40:

If the answer to tne previous
interroagatery is ves, please describe which waste are mived with

edch ather.

ANEWER NO. 60: Varies from time to tine.

YNTERROGATORY NCO. 6l:

re the industrial wastes which

Defendant disposes on the property adjacent to Flaintiffs' capa-
ble of being legally discharged into the sewers, streams, or

other water sources of Arkansas in the United States?

ANSWER NO. 61: Mo.
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