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January 22, 2015     Sent by email to: 

Danielle.duncan@alaska.gov 
 

 
Danielle Duncan 
ADEC 
410 Willoughby suite 303 
Juneau, Alaska 99803 
 
RE: November 2014 Annual Soil Sampling Assessment  

 9209 and 9211 Sharon Street 
 Juneau, Alaska 
 ADEC File Number:  1513.38.087 
  

Ms. Duncan: 
 
NORTECH is pleased to submit this report summarizing the November 2014 
Annual Soil Sampling Assessment regarding a former release of home heating 
oil.  The release occurred from an above ground storage tank (AST) system at 
9209 and 9211 Sharon Street in Juneau, Alaska (the Site).  The annual soil 
sampling assessment was completed in November, 2014 and is discussed in 
this document.  Of primary concern are contaminated soils in treatment on the 
east and west sides of the duplex.  Figure 1 shows the Location Map, Figure 2 
shows the Vicinity Map, and Figure 3 shows the Site map with sampling 
locations and results.   
 
Background and Objectives 
In December 2006, Neil Atkinson contacted NORTECH regarding the release 
of home heating fuel at his duplex located at 9209 and 9211 Sharon Street in 
Juneau, Alaska (the Site).  Due to faulty plumbing, an estimated 200 gallons of 
fuel on the east side and 30 gallons of fuel on the west side of the duplex were 
released onto the ground.  During the 2009 Site Assessment work, NORTECH 
identified an estimated 250 cubic yards of contaminated soils on the east side 
of the home, and 75 cubic yards of contaminated soils on the west side of the 
home.  Beginning in the fall of 2009, Mr. Atkinson installed nutrient addition 
ports on both sides of the home for in-situ treatment of the contaminated soils 
using high nitrogen fertilizer. Mr. Atkinson has been treating the contaminated 
soils this way during the non-freezing months of 2009 through 2014. 
 
NORTECH has been performing annual Site assessments to characterize how 
remediation at the Site is progressing.  This report presents the most recent 
soil sampling efforts completed during November 2014.  
 
Field Activities and Methods 
NORTECH arrived on Site to assess the 9209 and 9211 Sharon Street 
property on November 13, 2014.  One single level, two family residential 
property is located on the Site.  Site sample locations were determined based 
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on historical assessment of the spill area and knowledge of the site.   Four samples 
were taken near the smaller spill area to the west of the duplex in two borings at two 
depths.  Location S1 was sampled at 20 inches and 28 inches below ground surface 
(bgs).   Location S2 was sampled at 24 inches, and water was encountered at 25 inches 
in both borings.   
 
At the source of the larger spill on the east side of the duplex, two additional samples 
were collected at locations S3 and S4. All samples were field screened via 
photoionization detector, with the highest field screening reading from each side of the 
building used for the laboratory sample. Both locations were sampled at 24 inches bgs 
to remain above ground water. After assessment of the samples, S1-24, S4-24, and the 
field duplicate S4B-24 were collected into clean, lab supplied glassware.  Samples were 
placed in a cooler under ice and chilled to 4°C ± 2°.  Sample were transported under a 
chain of custody to SGS Anchorage for analysis.    
 
Sampling was completed in general accordance with the May 2010 ADEC Draft Field 
Sampling Guidance.  The results are discussed below. 
 
Sample Results with Discussion 
Samples collected on the west side of the Site during the 2014 sampling assessment 
indicate soil conditions that have recovered to pre-spill levels.  Neither location read 
more than 1.2 during headspace field screening analysis. The S1 location was non-
detect for DRO and follows a declining trend reflected in the past sampling results. 
 
The collected sample and duplicate at the larger spill area at the east side of the duplex 
was higher than previous years and is an outlier to the declining trend.  The two sample 
results were 4950 mg/kg and 4440 mg/kg.  These results exceed the ADEC cleanup 
level of 230 mg/kg of DRO in an “Over 40 inch zone”.   
 
Sample locations are shown on the attached Site Sketch, and the SGS laboratory report 
is attached. 
 
All Quality control indicators are within acceptable limits and all sample results are 
deemed valid. 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
Contaminated soil on the smaller west side spill have declined below detection limits 
and are below the ADEC cleanup limits. This area has exhibited a declining trend and 
was approaching cleanup limits at the last sampling assessment. The area trend and 
the small spill size at this location lead to a quick remediation and does not require 
further treatment or monitoring.   
 
The larger spill location on the east side of the duplex was higher than the previous 
assessment and the results are an outlier in the downward trend. This sample may have 
been collected in a hot spot, though it still indicates high levels of DRO at deeper soil 
levels.  Further treatment and time are expected to reduce contaminated soil, we expect 
to collect additional samples from this area in the fall of 2015. 
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Please contact me, at your earliest convenience if you have any questions about the 
data presented in the report or the site in general. 
 
Sincerely, 
NORTECH     Reviewed By: 

    
Thomas Brado    Jason Ginter, PMP, CEA  
Environmental Specialist   Principal, Environmental Projects Manager 
 
Attachment 1: Figures 

Figure 1 Location Map 
  Figure 2 Site Location 
 Figure 3 Site Map with Sampling Locations and Results 
Attachment 2: 
 SGS Laboratory Report 
 ADEC Lab Review Data Checklist 
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed by: Thomas Brado

Title: Environmental Specialist Date: 2/2/2015

CS Report Name: 2014 Annual Soil Sampling 9209 & 9211 Sharon St. Report Date: 2/2/2015

Consultant Firm: NORTECH, Inc.

Laboratory Name: SGS Anchorage Laboratory Report Number:

ADEC File Number: 1513.38.087 ADEC RecKey Number:

1. Laboratory

a. Did an ADEC CS approved laboratory receive and perform all of the submitted sample analyses?

       Comments:Yes No NA (Please explain.)

b. If the samples were transferred to another "network" laboratory or sub-contracted to an alternate 
    laboratory, was the laboratory performing the analyses ADEC CS approved?

       Comments:

None transferred

NA (Please explain)Yes No

2. Chain of Custody (COC)

a. COC information completed, signed, and dated (including released/received by)?

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

b. Correct analyses requested?
       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation

a. Sample/cooler temperature documented and within range at receipt (4° ± 2° C)? 

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No
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b. Sample preservation acceptable - acidified waters, Methanol preserved VOC soil (GRO, BTEX, 
    Volatile Chlorinated Solvents, etc.)?

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

c. Sample condition documented - broken, leaking (Methanol), zero headspace (VOC vials)?

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

d. If there were any discrepancies, were they documented? - For example, incorrect sample containers/
preservation, sample temperature outside of acceptance range, insufficient or missing samples, etc.?

       Comments:

No discrepancies 

NA (Please explain)Yes No

e. Data quality or usability affected? (Please explain)

       Comments:

Not affected

a. Present and understandable?

4. Case Narrative

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

b. Discrepancies, errors or QC failures identified by the lab?

       Comments:

Surrogate recover outside QC criteria due to sample dilution

NA (Please explain)Yes No

c. Were all corrective actions documented?
       Comments:

No corrective action

NA (Please explain)Yes No

d. What is the effect on data quality/usability according to the case narrative?
       Comments:

No affect.
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a. Correct analyses performed/reported as requested on COC?

5. Samples Results

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

b. All applicable holding times met?

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

       Comments:

d. Are the reported PQLs less than the Cleanup Level or the minimum required detection level for the     
project?

NA (Please explain)Yes No

e. Data quality or usability affected? (Please explain)
       Comments:

Not affected

a. Method Blank
6. QC Samples

i. One method blank reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?

               Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

ii. All method blank results less than PQL?
       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

iii. If above PQL, what samples are affected?       Comments:
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iv. Do the affected sample(s) have data flags? If so, are the data flags clearly defined?
       Comments:

None affected

NA (Please explain)Yes No

v. Data quality or usability affected? (Please explain)       Comments:

Not affected

i. Organics - One LCS/LCSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples? (LCS/LCSD required 
per AK methods, LCS required per SW846)

       Comments:

b. Laboratory Control Sample/Duplicate (LCS/LCSD)

Yes No NA (Please explain)

ii. Metals/Inorganics - One LCS and one sample duplicate reported per matrix, analysis and 20  
samples?

       Comments:

No metals analysis

NA (Please explain)Yes No

iii. Accuracy - All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits? And 
project specified DQOs, if applicable. (AK Petroleum methods: AK101 60%-120%, AK102 
75%-125%, AK103 60%-120%; all other analyses see the laboratory QC pages)

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

iv. Precision - All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits? And project specified DQOs, if applicable. RPD reported from LCS/LCSD, MS/DMSD, and 
or sample/sample duplicate. (AK Petroleum methods 20%; all other analyses see the laboratory QC 
pages)

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

v. If %R or RPD is outside of acceptable limits, what samples are affected?
       Comments:
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vi. Do the affected samples(s) have data flags? If so, are the data flags clearly defined?

       Comments:

None affected

NA (Please explain)Yes No

vii. Data quality or usability affected? (Please explain)       Comments:

Not affected

c. Surrogates - Organics Only

i. Are surrogate recoveries reported for organic analyses - field, QC and laboratory samples?

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

ii. Accuracy - All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits? And 
project specified DQOs, if applicable. (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R; all other analyses see 
the laboratory report pages)

       Comments:NA (Please explain)NoYes

iii. Do the sample results with failed surrogate recoveries have data flags? If so, are the data flags 
clearly defined?

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

iv. Data quality or usability affected? (Use the comment box to explain.).
         Comments:

Not affected, results over cleanup limits, site not subject to closure.

d. Trip Blank - Volatile analyses only (GRO, BTEX, Volatile Chlorinated Solvents, etc.): Water and 
Soil

i. One trip blank reported per matrix, analysis and for each cooler containing volatile samples? 
(If not, enter explanation below.)

       Comments:

No volatile samples

Yes No NA (Please explain.)

ii. Is the cooler used to transport the trip blank and VOA samples clearly indicated on the COC? 
    (If not, a comment explaining why must be entered below)

       Comments:

No trip blank.

Yes No NA (Please explain.)
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iii. All results less than PQL?

       Comments:Yes No NA (Please explain.)

       Comments:

iv. If above PQL, what samples are affected?

v.  Data quality or usability affected? (Please explain.) 

       Comments:

e. Field Duplicate
i. One field duplicate submitted per matrix, analysis and 10 project samples?

       Comments:NA (Please explain)NoYes

ii. Submitted blind to lab?

       Comments:Yes No NA (Please explain.)

iii. Precision - All relative percent differences (RPD) less than specified DQOs?  
     (Recommended: 30% water, 50% soil)  
  
    RPD (%) = Absolute Value of: (R1- R2)  x 100             
                             ((R1+ R2)/2)  
  Where R1 = Sample Concentration                       
   R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration 

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

iv. Data quality or usability affected? (Use the comment box to explain why or why not.)
       Comments:Yes No NA (Please explain)
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       Comments:

No decontamination or equipment blank

f. Decontamination or Equipment Blank (if applicable)

i. All results less than PQL?

       Comments:NA  (Please  explain)NoYes

NA (Please explain)Yes No

ii. If above PQL, what samples are affected?
       Comments:

iii. Data quality or usability affected? (Please explain.)
       Comments:

a. Defined and appropriate?

7. Other Data Flags/Qualifiers (ACOE, AFCEE, Lab Specific, etc.)

       Comments:Yes No NA  (Please explain)

Reset Form
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