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June 6, 2019 
        Sent via email to: 
Wayne Clark      wayne@graphicnorth.com 
157 Old Steese Highway 
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701 
 
RE: Indoor Air Screening and Sub-Slab Soil Assessment 
  157 Old Steese Highway, Fairbanks, Alaska [ADEC File No. 102.23.015] 
 
Wayne: 
 
This report describes the scope of work (SOW) completed following the requests in 
the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) Review Comments 
letter dated October 24, 2018. This letter described ADEC’s rationale for additional site 
information to continue consideration of the site for closure.  
 
Background and Previous Investigations 
The Site, referred to as the Letter Shop (former) or Graphic North, is located at 157 
Old Steese Highway in Fairbanks, Alaska (see Figures 1 & 2). The Site was first 
identified as a potential source of contamination in the 1980s due to printing 
operations, but no specific concerns were noted during an EPA site inspection. 
Multiple subsurface assessments were completed in the 1990s. The 1991 and 1995 
ADOT&PF right-of-way investigations for the expansion of the Old Steese Highway 
indicated on-site groundwater had been impacted by tetrachloroethylene (PCE) and 
lead above the drinking water maximum contaminant levels. 
 
A 1995 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) concluded that the site has 
historically been used as a print shop since the 1950s. The Phase I ESA identified 
historical processes at the shop using hazardous substances which included a variety 
of solvents and lead. The Phase I ESA also identified liquid disposal practices by 
former owners/employees included on-site disposal of liquids into cracks/holes in the 
concrete floor, potentially resulting in an on-site source for the soil and groundwater 
contamination observed in the Old Steese investigations. 
 
In 2002, Shannon & Wilson completed the Fairbanks Area-wide Industrial Reclamation 
(FAIR) assessment project at the request of ADEC. This project installed eight 
monitoring wells between the Railroad Industrial Area and Steese Highway. Two of 
those wells, MW-7 and MW-8, were located a couple of hundred feet east and west of 
the Site (Figure 2). MW-7 was considered an upgradient well to the Site and MW-8 is 
located downgradient of the Site. The 2002 sample results for MW-8 showed 
concentrations of trichloroethene (TCE) and PCE above groundwater cleanup levels. 
The results for MW-7 indicated TCE and PCE were not detected, essentially 
confirming a chlorinated solvent source near Graphic North. 
 
In 2016, additional soil and groundwater assessment was completed on the Site in 
conjunction with assessments of a former dry cleaner at the intersection of 3rd Street 
and Forty Mile Avenue (referred to as 229 3rd Street) and a petroleum release at the 
Steese Mall on the north side of 2nd Street (referred to as Steese Mall). The soil 
results indicated that soil contamination was not present at the former boring locations 
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and as close to the building as could be safely drilled. Groundwater results confirmed that PCE 
contamination was present beneath the Site and that the concentrations were consistent with 
the off-site upgradient source referred to as 229 3rd Street. This report concluded that the data 
for the site was not consistent with an on-site source and recommended working with ADEC to 
find a pathway for removing the site from the Contaminated Sites database.  
 
Objectives 
The October 2018 letter from ADEC indicated general agreement that 229 3rd Street is the 
current and historical source of PCE contamination in groundwater beneath the Site. However, 
the letter requested additional information related to vapor intrusion prior to considering the 
closure of the site. These specific concerns related to vapor intrusion are the presence of PCE 
above the groundwater cleanup levels beneath the site and the reported historic practice of 
disposal of solvents through the floor. The objective of this investigation is to evaluate the 
interior of the building for potential subsurface release locations/mechanisms and evaluate the 
potential for documented or suspected contaminants vapor intrusion pathway as a potential 
exposure mechanism to occupants of the building.  
 
Pre-proposal Site Inspection 
A pre-proposal site inspection was completed by Peter Beardsley in November 2018 to identify 
potential concerns and develop the proposal and work plan which guided this assessment. The 
inspection focused on a preliminary identification of potential source areas and locations with 
the highest potential for vapor intrusion. Most of the building appeared to be slab on grade 
construction with some subgrade spaces. The largest subgrade space is a mechanical room 
beneath the southeast part of the building, which contains the boiler, a sump, and a sump 
pump. A shallow utilidor with a concrete floor and sides extends from that mechanical room 
beneath several parts of the building and contains the heat distribution lines. Neither of these 
had specific concerns for releases to the environment or vapor intrusion other than being below 
grade and closer to the contaminated groundwater.  
 
A third subgrade space was visible through a penetration approximately 4” in the concrete floor 
on the west side of building related to the water utility connection. This hole leads to a hollow 
area beneath the slab that was estimated to be about three feet in diameter and up to two feet 
deep. This utility penetration was identified as the specific location that liquids were discharged 
“through cracks and holes in the slab” several decades ago. In addition, the current owner 
indicated that he had not observed waste disposal through this hole directly, but had heard 
anecdotes about the previous owner/operators doing this prior to his acquisition of the property. 
Small debris (paper scraps, etc) was visible through the penetration and the debris/soil was soft 
when a scrap of conduit was pushed into it by hand. No chemical or solvent odor was observed 
emanating from the penetration or on the scrap of conduit after removal. 
 
Scope of Work  
Based on discussions with ADEC and these observations, NORTECH’s scope of work 
consisted of the following activities:  
 

 A screening level indoor air quality assessment of potential indoor air quality concerns 
using Appendix I of the ADEC Vapor Intrusion Guidance 

 Field screening and laboratory sampling of the soil beneath the floor at the utility 
penetration to assess this as a potential source area 

 Review existing groundwater data from 229 Third Street 
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Methodology 
Indoor Air Quality Assessment 
An air quality assessment was completed using the Building Inventory and Indoor Air Sampling 
Questionnaire provided in Appendix H of the ADEC Vapor Intrusion (VI) Guidance. This 
includes a detailed description of the building construction, occupancy, heating systems, and 
airflow within the building. This also identifies factors that may influence indoor air quality and an 
inventory of products that may interfere with indoor air sampling. A calibrated RAE Systems 
ppbRAE VOC monitor (ppbRAE) was used to evaluate exterior, interior, and sub-slab air during 
the Site visit.  
 
Headspace Field Screening and Soil Sampling – Soil Boring 
One soil boring was planned to be advanced by hand through the utility penetration on the west 
side of the building. Soil headspace field screening and laboratory sampling were performed as 
described in the ADEC FSG. The calibrated MiniRAE 3000 PID was used to field screen soils 
and delineate contamination. The PID was calibrated with fresh air and isobutylene standard 
gas of 100 ppm. Field screening samples were collected every foot below grade using an AMS 
hand auger, disposable nitrile gloves and a clean, decontaminated sampling trowel to partially 
fill (30-50%) a new re-sealable bag with freshly uncovered soil. The sample bags were then 
sealed, labeled, and set aside to allow organic vapors to develop in the headspace for at least 
ten minutes and not more than one hour. 
 
After headspace development, the bag was agitated for up to 15 seconds and the tip of the PID 
probe was inserted into a small opening in the bag to draw vapors from the center of the space, 
above the soil. The highest PID reading observed from each sample was recorded in the field 
notes. The soil headspace screening method was used to guide contaminated soil evaluation, 
perform an initial characterization, and determine laboratory sample locations. 
 
Analyses of soil included the following methods: 
 

 Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) by EPA 8260 
 Lead by EPA 6020b 
 Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) by EPA 8270E 
 Gasoline Range Organics (GRO) by AK 101 
 Diesel Range Organics (DRO) by AK 102 

 
Adjacent Site Review 
Long-term monitoring wells were installed near the northeast corner of the Site (MW-7, along 2nd 
Street) and west of the Site (MW-6, on the west side of the Old Steese Highway), as well as 
farther east near the 229 3rd Street source area. These wells will be part of a multi-year 
sampling event to characterize the PCE contamination from this source. A preliminary review of 
this data indicates that the PCE concentration steadily decreases from the 229 3rd Street source 
area to the west. The hydraulic gradient in these wells is also generally to the west. The PCE 
concentration is above the cleanup level in MW-7 and below the cleanup level in MW-6. These 
results provide additional confirmation that the PCE identified on this property is from the 229 3rd 
Street source. This ongoing study is expected to be reported on an annual or biennial basis.  
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Field Activities  
NORTECH personnel arrived on site on Wednesday, January 9, 2019, to assess indoor air 
quality and complete the soil boring activities. These activities are discussed below.  
 
Air Screening  
The building survey was conducted with the assistance of the building owner and manager of 
Graphic North, Wayne Clark. He has owned/operated the building since the early 1990s. He 
provided a tour of the building, including the basement, and identified the suspected areas of 
concern that he was aware of. He provided information regarding construction, heat distribution, 
and ventilation of the building. He also provided the historical use of the building, including the 
anecdotal stories about the disposal of waste cleaning through the floor of the building prior to 
his ownership. He indicated that he had personally seen water flow across the floor and through 
the floor penetration when a water supply pipe had leaked and when a fired had occurred in the 
western part of the building more than a decade ago. The building and occupancy information 
provided by Mr. Clark and observed during the site inspection is provided in the attached 
Appendix I.  
 
In addition, Mr. Clark’s tour of the facility was used to identify potential sources of VOCs used in 
the operation of the business that could bias air and soil samples. Over 110 VOC-containing 
products such as cleaners, solvents, strippers, polishes, adhesives, inks and other sources of 
VOCs were identified.  Additionally, a print job using a large rotary print machine was in 
progress which produced strong solvent vapors throughout the facility. A list of VOC-containing 
products is included in the attached Appendix I.  
 
Following the overall tour and VOC identification, NORTECH staff completed VOC screening 
with the ppbRAE throughout the facility. The locations and results are shown in Figures 3 and 4. 
The ppbRAE was calibrated with fresh air as 0 ppb and an isobutylene standard gas of 10 parts 
per million (10,000 ppb). On the first floor, the screening results ranged from 28,000 ppb to 
81,000 ppb in the middle of the shop.  The basement mechanical room results ranged from 
18,500 to 23,000 ppb.  The source of the basement VOC vapors was likely from the first-floor 
printing operation due to air exchange through the stairwell as no specific source of VOCs was 
observed in the basement.   
 
The ppbRAE was also used to assess VOC concentrations in the sub-slab utility chase and the 
sub-slab space beneath the floor penetration. These locations are identified in Figure 3 and had 
results ranging from 0 to 10 ppb. These results are consistent with background outdoor VOC 
concentrations and indicated that these areas are not sources of VOCs.  
 
Differential pressure was also evaluated between the area beneath the slab and occupied 
spaces at two locations along the utility chase.  The readings were 0.001 inches of water with 
pressure greater beneath the concrete slab. This means that air is moving from within the utility 
chase to the occupied space and provided a rationale for the lower VOC readings in the utility 
chases. This pressure differential minimizes the potential for the solvent vapors present on the 
first floor of the facility to migrate below the slab.  
 
The floor penetration had even more stark evidence of infiltration. Air flow from the floor 
penetration to the occupied space could be felt on the skin and the differential pressure was 
0.001 inches of water. The air felt cold, suggesting that the infiltration was likely linked to 
outdoor air. The VOC screening results below the slab at the floor penetration ranged from 0 to 
5 ppb, consistent with outdoor air.   
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Sub-slab Soil Investigation  
Following the air assessment, a soil assessment was completed of the soil beneath the 
foundation at the floor penetration. This consisted of using a hand auger to advance a soil 
boring through the floor penetration and retrieve soil and debris. An AMS 1.5-inch hand auger 
was used to collect a headspace sample at approximately one-foot increments. 
 
The debris/soil surface was 20 inches below the top (finished) surface of the concrete slab. 
Paper debris was limited to the top few inches of soil and the top 3-4 feet of soil were loose. 
Headspace samples were collected 3, 4, 5.5 and 6.5 feet below the slab.  Refusal was 
encountered at 7 feet.  Because of the elevated VOC contamination in the indoor air, the 
headspace samples were collected quickly and brought to the vehicle outside for the headspace 
analysis. PID results were 0.0 – 0.5 ppm and are shown in the top portion of Table 1. No odor or 
other evidence of contamination was observed. An analytical sample was collected at 5.5-7 feet 
below the top of the slab. The sample was delivered to SGS for analysis as described above.  
 
Results with Discussion  
Indoor Air Quality Assessment 
The primary objective of this investigation was to evaluate potential impacts to the indoor air in 
the building from anecdotal historic sub-slab releases of printing solvents and chemicals. In 
order to assess this vapor intrusion concern, the air exchange relationship between the 
occupied spaces and sub-slab spaces were evaluated using a ppbRAE PID and differential air 
pressure measurements.  
 
A calibrated ppbRAE was used to assess indoor VOC concentrations in the subgrade 
mechanical room, utility chase and occupied areas of the facility.  Field screening with the 
ppbRAE indicated that occupied areas of the building had VOC concentrations well above 
background (up to ~80,000 ppb) due to the printing operations. The basement mechanical room 
with the boiler also had elevated VOC concentrations (up to ~18,000 ppb), which was lower 
than the first floor. Field personnel indicated that the elevated basement results were likely due 
to the vapors migrating to the basement by opening the door and personnel entry to the 
basement. Sub-slab areas in the utility chase and within the cavity at the hole in the floor had 
results no higher than 10 ppb, consistent with background outdoor concentrations and three 
orders of magnitude below the indoor air concentrations. These results indicate the sub-slab air 
is not a VOC source for the building.  
 
Differential pressure measurements were also used to evaluate the potential for vapor intrusion 
from the sub-slab spaces. Measurements at both locations confirmed a slight differential 
pressure of 0.001 inches of water with pressure greater beneath the concrete slab and lower 
within the building. This means that the building is actively drawing air from the sub-slab areas 
and that VOCs from printing operations are not migrating to the sub-slab. While this relationship 
was evaluated during winter conditions when the “chimney effect” of a building is expected to be 
greatest, similar conditions are expected to be present year-round based on the temperature 
differential between the soil and occupied spaces.   
 
Taken together, these relative VOC concentrations and pressure results indicate that vapor 
intrusion from the sub-slab spaces to the occupied spaces is occurring. The results, as well as 
field observations regarding temperature, indicate that this vapor intrusion is consistent with 
outdoor air infiltration and does not contain an elevated concentration of VOCs. Overall, holes in 
the slab are acting as uncontrolled sources of outdoor air and appear to be having a neutral to 
positive impact on the indoor air quality at this industrial printing facility.  



Indoor Air Screening and Sub-Slab Soil Assessment  
157 Old Steese Highway, Fairbanks, Alaska 

June 6, 2019 

  
Page 6Https://Nortechinc.Sharepoint.Com/00-Jobs/2019/1001/Shared Documents/Reports/IAQ And Subslab Soil Assessment-V2.Docx 

In addition to the observations that sub-slab air is similar to fresh air, the printing activities at the 
facility release VOCs to the indoor air. While the overall use and release of VOCs in the 
processes have decreased over time, the field observations and experience with similar facilities 
indicates that elevated levels of VOCs are present in the indoor air. These chemicals have likely 
penetrated the building materials and would present a confounding source of VOCs during 
indoor air testing. Due to this, indoor air testing for potential vapor intrusion would require 
careful planning and design to minimize the potential for misleading results.  
 
Sub-Slab Soil Results 
The second objective of this assessment was to evaluate the soil beneath the building for 
evidence of the potential historic sub-slab release. NORTECH advanced a soil boring using a 
hand auger at the location solvents were reportedly poured down the opening in the concrete.  
The soil surface was at 20” below the top the concrete slab, consistent with settlement of the 
soil and possible water discharge.  The soil was a loose fine sandy silt mixed organic matter 
from 20” to 4’ below the slab. The top few inches had paper debris, consistent with dust and 
debris entering the hole from the shop floor. The material was dry, suggesting that no fluids had 
entered the hole recently. Soils were sandy silt to fine sands from 4’ to 7’ below the slab, 
consistent with the native soils in the area as observed in soil borings on and near the property. 
No visual or olfactory evidence of contamination was observed, consistent with the background 
headspace readings at all depths. 
 
A primary laboratory soil sample and duplicate were collected from 5.5 to 7 feet below the slab, 
which was the depth with the highest field screening result.  The previously reported and 
currently detected soil results are shown in Table 1 and the laboratory report is included in 
Attachment 3. The lab reported detectable concentrations of 1,3,5 trimethylbenzene, DRO, lead, 
and tetrachloroethene below their respective ADEC cleanup levels. Other VOCs and PAHs 
were not detected in the duplicate sample pair.  
 
An ADEC laboratory data review checklist (LDRC) has been completed and is included in 
Attachment 3. Precision which is expressed as the relative percent difference (RPD) between 
field duplicate sample results, is an indication of consistency in sampling, sample handling, 
preservation, and laboratory analysis. The RPD was calculated according to ADEC’s Field 
Sampling Guidance (the difference between the field duplicate results expressed as a 
percentage of the average of those results) and is shown in Table 1. Other data quality 
objectives are discussed in the LDRC in Attachment 2 with no significant data concerns noted. 
The data is of adequate quality for use as discussed in this report.  
 
As documented in the previous reports, some or all of these compounds could be related to 
printing and cleaning products used at this facility. Alternatively, each of these compounds could 
be related to residual contamination from a documented nearby source, including the PCE from 
229 3rd Street and petroleum contamination from nearby former gas stations. Regardless of the 
source of these trace concentrations of these contaminants, the soil results indicate that a 
regulated condition does not exist beneath in the sub-slab soil below the hole in the floor. 
 
These results confirm that the anecdotal historic discharge, whether representative of actual 
activities or not, has not resulted in a condition that exceeds the ADEC cleanup levels for the 
compounds of concern. All identified potential contaminants of concern at the most suspect 
location are below their respective ADEC cleanup levels. Based on these results, the soil 
beneath the hole in the slab is not considered a potential reservoir of VOCs or other potential 
contaminants that could impact the occupants of the building now or in the future.  
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Conclusions and Recommendations 
NORTECH has completed a Building Survey, differential pressure measurements, and a sub-
slab soil investigation at 157 Old Steese Highway in Fairbanks, Alaska. Based on the field and 
laboratory results, NORTECH has developed the following conclusions regarding conditions at 
the Site:  
 

 VOCs are present at elevated levels within the building due to commercial printing 
activities 

o Concentrations appear to be highest during routine cleaning of the printing 
equipment 

o Concentrations in the basement mechanical room are lower and related to 
activities in the occupied spaces 

o Concentrations in the sub-slab utilidor and sub-slab hole are the same as 
outdoor air (background) 

o Sub-slab air is not a VOC source for the building 
 Field observations indicate that air infiltration from the sub-slab areas is occurring 

o A cool draft was felt coming up through the hole in the slab 
o Pressure differential measurements confirm the building is drawing air from the 

sub-slab utilidor and hole  
o This infiltration represents an uncontrolled source of outdoor air 

 Soil testing indicates that the soil beneath the hole in the slab is not consistent with a 
regulated release 

o Field screening results were in the background range throughout the soil boring 
o Detected VOC concentrations are below the ADEC cleanup levels 
o Detected petroleum fractions are below the ADEC cleanup levels 
o Lead is below the ADEC cleanup level 
o Detected compounds are consistent with other known sources in the area  
o Additional soil and groundwater testing related to historic fluid disposal practices 

is not considered necessary 
 
These results support the previous conclusion that the soil and groundwater conditions at the 
site are not representative of an onsite release. Instead, these results provide direct evidence 
that the most suspect area at the site, the hole in the slab, is not contaminated. No additional 
assessment of the sub-slab soil or indoor air is recommended to assess the potential impacts 
from an on-site source of contamination. This report should be provided to ADEC to document 
the additional assessment that has been completed and further review of site closure or removal 
from the database.  
 
Please contact me at your earliest convenience if you have any questions or comments about 
this report or other conditions at the site.  
 
Sincerely, 
NORTECH  

 
Peter Beardsley, PE 
Principal, Environmental Engineer 

 
Attachments: 
Attachment 1: Figures and Table 
Attachment 2: Site Photographs 
Attachment 3: DEC Building Survey 
Attachment 4: Laboratory Report and LDCR 
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Depth Below Top of Slab Soil Type PID Results Comment
0" - 20" No soil NA <10 ppb in air
20" - 24" Debris and organics No odor
24" - 30" Fine sand 0 ppm No odor
30" - 42" Fine sand No odor
42" - 48" Fine sand 0 ppm No odor
48" - 66" Fine sand No odor, moist
66" - 72" Fine sand 0 ppm No odor
72" - 78" Fine sand No odor
78" - 84" Fine sand 0 ppm

84" Refusal

Contaminant of Conern ADEC Cleanup Levels SB1-7 SB2-7

Gasoline Range Organics 300 3.19 U 3.63 U

Diesel Range Organics 250 71.0 62.8

Lead 400 345 229

1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 1.3 0.0319 U 0.0498
Tetrachloroethene 0.19 0.0267 0.034

No detected PAH compounds Varies ND ND
Notes:

# U or ND Analyte not detected at the listed limit of quantitation (LOQ)
Shade Analyte detected in concentration below the ADEC Cleanup level

Sample ID SB1-7 SB2-7 RPD
Analyte mg/Kg mg/Kg %
DRO 71 62.8 12%
GRO 3.63 U 3.19 U NC
Lead 345 229 40%

1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 0.0319 U 0.0498 NC
Tetrachloroethene 0.027 0.0340 24%

Notes:
RPD Relative Percent Difference
NC Not calculable

Table 1
Soil Boring Observations and Results 

AK101  Gasoline Range Organics (mg/Kg)

AK102 Diesel Range Organics (mg/Kg)

SW6020A Lead (mg/Kg)

Detected VOCs by SW8260C (ug/Kg)

8270D SIM (PAH) (ug/Kg)

Quality Control Summary

Soil Type and Field Screening Results

Laboratory Sample Results

No odor, lab 
sample

Page 1 of 1 Sub slab v4, t1
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Indoor Air Screening and Sub-Slab Soil Assessment
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June 6, 2019

Photo 1: Hole in the concrete slab that was reportedly used for fluid disposal. Pipes coming 
from the hole appear to be the connection to the public water utility and the “T” handle is the 
hand auger that was used to collect soil samples for field screening and laboratory testing 
from below the concrete slab. Recovered soil is visible in the bucket.  

Photo 2: Typical indoor air reading near a printing unit during indoor air quality assessment.  
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Photo 3: Measuring different pressure between occupied space and utilidor. Basement boiler 
room is present beneath the bathroom at back of photo.  

Photo 4: Typical printing and cleaning materials storage  
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I-1 
 

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENAL CONSERVATION 
BUILDING INVENTORY AND INDOOR AIR SAMPLING QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
 

This form should be prepared by a person familiar with indoor air assessments with assistance from a person knowledgeable 
about the building. Complete this form for each building where interior samples (e.g., indoor air, crawl space, or subslab soil 
gas samples) will be collected. Section I of this form should be used to assist in choosing an investigative strategy during 
workplan development. Section II should be used to assist in identification of complicating factors during a presampling 
building walk-through. 

 
 

Preparer's Name __Jeanette Danial______________________________Date/Time Prepared______1/9/19_______________ 
 
Preparer's Affiliation____Nortech_____________________________________Phone No.___907 385-7587_____________ 
 
Purpose of Investigation__Investigate Vapor Intrusion Potential________________________________________________ 
 
 
SECTION I: BUILDING INVENTORY 
 
1. OCCUPANT OR BUILDING PERSONNEL: 
 

Interviewed: Y / N 
 
Last Name     Clark                                 First Name_____Wayne 
 
Address__157 Old Steese Highway_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
City___Fairbanks ___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Phone No.____907 452-1907__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Number of Occupants/people at this location____6________________Age of Occupants___30 plus__________________ 

 
 
2. OWNER or LANDLORD: (Check if same as occupant __X__.) 
 

Interviewed: _Yes 
 
Last Name__________________________________________First Name______________________________________ 
 
Address____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
City_______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Phone No.__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
3. BUILDING CHARACTERISTICS 
 

Type of Building: (Circle appropriate response.) 
 
 Commercial 
____________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 

 
If the property is residential, what type? (Circle appropriate response.) 
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 Ranch   2-Family  3-Family 
 Raised Ranch  Split Level  Colonial 
 Cape Cod  Contemporary  Mobile Home 
 Duplex   Apartment House  Townhouse/Condo 
 Modular   Log Home  Other________NA_____________________________________ 
 
If multiple units, how many?____________________ 
 
If the property is commercial, what type? 
  
 Business types(s)___Printing ______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 Does it include residences (i.e., multi-use)? No If yes, how many?_____________________________ 

 
Other characteristics: 
 
 Number of floors_1 + partial Basement Building age____Built in 1955_____________________ 
  
 Is the building insulated? Yes    How airtight? Average
 
Have occupants noticed chemical odors in the building? Yes
 
If yes, please describe:___Strong solvent and ink odors used in printing ________________________________________ 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
4. AIRFLOW 
 

Use air current tubes, tracer smoke, or knowledge about the building to evaluate airflow patterns and qualitatively 
describe: 
 
Airflow between floors very slight flow from  space under slab into first floor 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Airflow in building near suspected source 
____________________________________from hole in slab into occupied  space.  based on 0.001 differential pressure 

____________________________________Pressure higher in hole__________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Outdoor air infiltration 
_________Yes, from doors and hole in floor _____________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Infiltration into air ducts 
_________________________No ducts___________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

5. BASEMENT AND CONSTRUCTION CHARACTERISTICS (Circle all that apply.) 
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 a. Above-grade construction: CMU
 
 b. Basement type:  full height 20%, remainder slab on grade
 
 c. Basement floor:                    Concrete 
 
 d. Basement floor unsealed  
  
 e. Foundation walls:     block  
 
 f. Foundation walls: unsealed 
 
 g. The basement is: wet damp dry  
 
 h. The basement is:          unfinished 
 
 i. Sump present?                           Yes
 
 j. Water in sump? Y / N / not applicable 
 
Basement or lowest level depth below grade________8_________________(feet). 
 
Identify potential soil vapor entry points and approximate size (e.g., cracks, utility ports, and drains). 
 
_Slab on Grade where water utility enters building_____________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
6. HEATING, VENTING, and AIR CONDITIONING (Circle all that apply.) 
 

Type of heating system(s) used in this building: (Circle all that apply – not just primary.) 
 
 Boiler with unit heaters
_ 
 
The primary type of fuel used is: 
 
 Fuel Oil 
 
Domestic hot water tank is fueled by:___Boiler _______________________________________________________________ 
 
Boiler/furnace is located in: Basement  
 
Do any of the heating appliances have cold-air intakes?  No
Type of air conditioning or ventilation used in this building:  
 
 None  
 
 
 
Are there air distribution ducts present? No

 



I-4 
 

Describe the ventilation system in the building, its condition where visible, and the tightness of duct joints. Indicate 
the location of air supply and exhaust points on the floor plan.  
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Is there a radon mitigation system for the building/structure? No 
 
Is the system active or passive? Active/Passive 

 
 
7. OCCUPANCY 
 

Is basement/lowest level occupied? Almost never 
 
Level General Use of Each Floor (e.g., family room, bedroom, laundry, workshop, or storage).  
  
 
Basement _Location of boiler plumbing _______________________________________________________________ 
 
1st Floor __Printing  operation and office duties_______________________________________________________ 
 
2nd Floor _______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
3rd Floor _______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
8. WATER AND SEWAGE 
 

Water supply:  Public water  
 
Sewage disposal: Public sewer  
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9. FLOOR PLANS 
 
Draw a plan view sketch of the basement and first floor of the building. Indicate air sampling locations, possible indoor 
air pollution sources and PID meter readings. If the building does not have a basement, please note that.  
 
Basement: See Attached Drawings 
 

 
 
First Floor: 
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10. OUTDOOR PLOT 
 
Draw a sketch of the area surrounding the building being sampled. If applicable, provide information on spill locations, 
potential air contamination sources (e.g., industries, gas stations, repair shops, landfills, etc.), outdoor air sampling 
locations and PID meter readings. 
 
Also indicate compass direction, wind direction and speed during sampling, the location of the well and septic system, if 
applicable, and a qualifying statement to help locate the site on a topographic map.  
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SECTION II: INDOOR AIR SAMPLING QUESTIONNAIRE  
 
This section should be completed during a presampling walk-through. If indoor air sources of COCs are identified and 
removed, consider ventilating the building prior to sampling. However, ventilation and heating systems should be operating 
normally for 24 hours prior to sampling.  

a)  1.  FACTORS THAT MAY INFLUENCE INDOOR AIR QUALITY  
 

 Is there an attached garage?                                                   No 
 
Does the garage have a separate heating unit? Y / N / NA 
 
Are petroleum-powered machines or vehicles                         No 
stored in the garage (e.g., lawnmower, ATV, or car)   
 Please specify____________________________________ 
 
Has the building ever had a fire?                                             Yes When?___________________________________ 
 
Is a kerosene or unvented gas space heater present?             No Where?__________________________________ 
 
Is there a workshop or hobby/craft area? Yes  Main Area _________ 
 
Is there smoking in the building?                                             No How frequently?___________________________ 

 
Has painting/staining been done in the last six months?       Yes Where and when?__ink paint daily____________ 

 
Is there new carpet, drapes or other textiles?                         No  
 
Is there a kitchen exhaust fan?                                                  No

 
Is there a bathroom exhaust fan?                                              No
 
Is there a clothes dryer?                                                             No If yes, is it vented outside?     Y / N 

 
Are cleaning products, cosmetic products, or pesticides used that could interfere with indoor air sampling? Yes
 
If yes, please describ__Various Printing  and _Cleaning Chemicals____________________________________________ 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Do any of the building occupants use solvents at work?       Yes
 
(For example, is the building used for chemical manufacturing or a laboratory, auto mechanic or auto body shop, painting 
shop, fuel oil delivery area, or do any of the occupants work as a boiler mechanic, pesticide applicator, or cosmetologist?) 

 
If yes, what types of solvents are used?__Inks, Solvents for Printing and Cleaning ______________________________ 
 
If yes, are his/her/their clothes washed at work?  No

 
Do any of the building occupants regularly use or work at a dry-cleaning service? (Circle appropriate response) 

 
 Yes, use dry cleaning regularly (weekly)   No 
 
 Yes, use dry cleaning infrequently (monthly or less)  Unknown 
 
 Yes, work at a dry cleaning services 
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2. PRODUCT INVENTORY FORM (For use during building walk-through.) 
 

Make and model of field instrument used:_______NA_______________________________________________________ 
 
List specific products found in the residence that have the potential to affect indoor air quality: 

 
 

Location Product Description 
Site 
(units) Condition1 Chemical Ingredients 

Field 
Instrument 
Reading 
(units) 

Photo2 
Y / N 

 West 5-gallon bucket  3  U    Y

  West 1-gallon  container   5  U    

  West  Misc  6   U    

  West  Various Tins  50   U  Techo Color   

 East  5-gallon container  1   U  Pump Oil   

 East  5-gallon container  1   U  Humidifier Treatment   

 East  HHW  2   U  Cleaning Duster   

 East  HHW  1   U  Anti-static spray   

East   5-gallon container  2   U  Concrete Bonding Agent   

 East  55-gallon Drum  1   U  STP Oil   

 East  55-gallon Drum  1   U  Unknown   

East 1-gallon  container   2   U  Citrus Clean   

East 1-gallon  container   1   U  Prestone   

 East  1 gallon   U  Varn 3 containers   

 East    5-gallon container  1   U Power Clean   

 East  1-gallon  containe  3   U  Unknown   

East  HHW 25   U   Misc.   

 East  Tins 5   U Zipset    

South     5-gallon container 2    U  Clear Dripping   

  
1  Describe the condition of the product containers as Unopened (UO), Used (U), or Deteriorated (D). 
2  Photographs of the front and back of product containers can replace the handwritten list of chemical ingredients. 

However, the photographs must be of good quality and ingredient labels must be legible.  
 
This form was modified from:  
ITRC (Interstate Technology and Regulatory Council). 2007. Vapor Intrusion Pathway: A Practical Guideline. VI-1. Washington, 
D.C.: Interstate Technology and Regulatory Council, Vapor Intrusion Team. Available at: www.itrcweb.org. 
 
 

The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation’s Contaminated Sites Program protects human health and the environment by managing the cleanup 
of contaminated soil and groundwater in Alaska.For more information, please contact our staff at the Contaminated Sites Program closest to you: 

Juneau: 907-465-5390 / Anchorage: 907-269-7503 
Fairbanks: 907-451-2153 / Kenai: 907-262-5210 
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e-Sample Receipt Form

SGS Workorder #: 1199007 1199007
Exemption permitted if sampler hand carries/delivers.n/a

Were Custody Seals intact?  Note # & location

Review Criteria

1F, 1B

Chain of Custody / Temperature Requirements
yes

n/a

Condition (Yes, No, N/A)

COC accompanied samples? yes

**Exemption permitted if chilled & collected <8 hours ago, or for samples where chilling is not required

n/a

Cooler ID:

Exceptions Noted below

2.8

Therm. ID:

@

Cooler ID: °C

°C Therm. ID:

1 @yes

n/a

n/a

n/a

@

n/a

yes

Were analyses requested unambiguous? (i.e., method is specified for 
analyses with >1 option for analysis)

@

n/a

Were samples received within holding time?

Note: Refer to form F-083 "Sample Guide" for specific holding times.

yes

Temperature blank compliant* (i.e., 0-6 °C after CF)?

*If >6°C, were samples collected <8 hours ago? 

Therm. ID:°C

n/a

If <0°C, were sample containers ice free? 

Holding Time / Documentation / Sample Condition Requirements

Volatile / LL-Hg Requirements

If samples received without a temperature blank, the "cooler 
temperature" will be documented in lieu of the temperature blank & 

"COOLER TEMP" will be noted to the right.  In cases where neither a 
temp blank nor cooler temp can be obtained, note "ambient" or 

"chilled".

°C Therm. ID: D21

Cooler ID:

Do samples match COC** (i.e.,sample IDs,dates/times collected)? yes

**Note:  If times differ <1hr, record details & login per COC.

Cooler ID:

Cooler ID:

yesWere Trip Blanks (i.e., VOAs, LL-Hg) in cooler with samples?

yes

***Exemption permitted for metals (e.g,200.8/6020A).

°C Therm. ID:

yes

n/a

Were proper containers (type/mass/volume/preservative***)used?

Additional notes (if applicable):

Note to Client: Any "No", answer above indicates non-compliance with standard procedures and may impact data quality.

@

Were all water VOA vials free of headspace (i.e., bubbles ≤ 6mm)?

Note:  Identify containers received at non-compliant temperature . 
Use form FS-0029 if more space is needed.

Were all soil VOAs field extracted with MeOH+BFB?

F102b_SRFpm_201800727Page 52 of 53
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 
 

Completed By:  

Doug Dusek 

Title: 

16-1104 

Date: 

1/29/2019 

CS Report Name: 

 

Report Date: 

1/22/2019 

Consultant Firm: 

Nortech 

Laboratory Name: 

SGS Inc.  

Laboratory Report Number: 

1199007 

ADEC File Number: 

102.23.015 

Hazard Identification Number: 
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1. Laboratory 

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

Yes No                                Comments:

 

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?  

Yes No                                Comments:

NA 

2. Chain of Custody (CoC) 

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

Yes No                                Comments:

 

b. Correct Analyses requested?  

Yes No                                Comments:

 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation 

a. Sample/cooler temperature documented and within range at receipt (0° to 6° C)?  

Yes No                                Comments:

Delivered samples to SGS  immediately after sampling  ( 
 
 

b. Sample preservation acceptable – acidified waters, Methanol preserved VOC soil (GRO, BTEX, 
Volatile Chlorinated Solvents, etc.)?  

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 
 

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

Yes No                                Comments:
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d. If there were any discrepancies, were they documented? For example, incorrect sample 
containers/preservation, sample temperature outside of acceptable range, insufficient or missing 
samples, etc.?  

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

e. Data quality or usability affected?  

Comments: 

Not affected  
 
 

4. Case Narrative 

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

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

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

c. Were all corrective actions documented?  

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

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

Comments: 

PAH MS/MSD RPD for Benzo[k]fluoranthene does not meet QC criteria. This analyte was not detected above the LOQ in the parent 
sample 
 
 

5. Samples Results 

a. Correct analyses performed/reported as requested on COC?  

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

b. All applicable holding times met?  

Yes No                                Comments:
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c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

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

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

6. QC Samples 

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No                                Comments:

yes, RRO is detect in the MB greater than one half the LOQ, but less than the LOQ. 
 
 

ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ)?  

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

iii. If above LOQ, what samples are affected?  

Comments: 

 
 
 

iv. Do the affected sample(s) have data flags? If so, are the data flags clearly defined?  

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

v. Data quality or usability affected?  

Comments: 

No 
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b. Laboratory Control Sample/Duplicate (LCS/LCSD)

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

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

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

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

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)  

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

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/MSD, and or sample/sample duplicate. (AK Petroleum methods 20%; all 
other analyses see the laboratory QC pages)  

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

v. If %R or RPD is outside of acceptable limits, what samples are affected?  

Comments: 

Na 
 
 

vi. Do the affected sample(s) have data flags? If so, are the data flags clearly defined?  

Yes No                                Comments:

Na 
 
 

vii. Data quality or usability affected? (Use comment box to explain.)  

Comments: 

Na  
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c. Surrogates – Organics Only 

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

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

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)  

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

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

Yes No                                Comments:

Na 
 
 

iv. Data quality or usability affected? 

Comments: 

No 
 
 

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.)  

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

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)  

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

iii. All results less than LOQ?  

Yes No                                Comments:
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iv. If above LOQ, what samples are affected?  

Comments: 

 
 
 

v. Data quality or usability affected?  

Comments: 

 
 
 

e. Field Duplicate 

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

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

ii. Submitted blind to lab?  

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

iii. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) less than specified DQOs?  
(Recommended: 30% water, 50% soil) 

RPD (%) = Absolute value of:      (R1-R2)  

 
((R1+R2)/2) 

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 
 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration 

 

Yes No                                Comments:

 
 
 

iv. Data quality or usability affected? (Use the comment box to explain why or why not.)  

Comments: 

No 
 
 

f. Decontamination or Equipment Blank (If not applicable, a comment stating why must be entered 
below).  

Yes No Not Applicable  

Na 
 
 
 
 

x 100 
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i. All results less than LOQ?  

Yes No                                Comments:

Na 
 
 

ii. If above LOQ, what samples are affected?  

Comments: 

Na 
 
 

iii. Data quality or usability affected?  

Comments: 

Na 
 
 

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

a. Defined and appropriate?  

Yes No                                Comments:
6020A - Metals MS/MSD RPD for lead does not meet QC criteria. Metals Sample/DUP RPD for lead does not meet QC
criteria.  Sample is non-homogenous for lead. 
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