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January 8, 2016 
 
Sent via email to: 
 
Gold Hill Store  
3040 Parks Highway,  
Fairbanks, AK 99709 
 
ATTN: Susan Osborne 
 
RE: July 2015 Monitoring Well Sampling at the Gold Hill Store Site 
 
Dear Ms. Osborne  
 
NORTECH is pleased to submit this report summarizing the results of the July 20, 
2015 groundwater monitoring event at the Gold Hill Store in Fairbanks, Alaska.  The 
sampling program was carried out to characterize current groundwater concentrations 
of petroleum hydrocarbons.  The scope of this work was outlined in NORTECH’s July 
2, 2015 proposal and ADEC approved work plan.   
 
Figure 1 shows the location of the site in Fairbanks, Alaska.  Figure 2 shows the site 
with associated buildings, and contaminant concentrations in each tested monitoring 
well along with a brief history of the latest sampling results.   
 
Table 1 summarizes the 2015 groundwater laboratory results and field duplicate 
quality control results, while Table 2 show results obtained from the former drinking 
water well.  A copy of the laboratory analysis report for the sampling event and an 
ADEC QC Checklist for the current sample results are also attached.   
 
Background  
AMEC Earth and Environmental Inc. (formerly AGRA Earth & Environmental) identified 
a petroleum hydrocarbon release from the former gasoline underground storage tanks 
located on the east side of the store structure in 1994.  In 1996, AMEC installed a soil 
vapor extraction system (SVE) in combination with an air sparge system to remediate 
impacts to the soil and groundwater.  AMEC initiated groundwater monitoring in 1994 
and conducted at least 27 groundwater monitoring events throughout the years.   
 
A document search indicates AMEC’s remedial activities and monitoring activities 
were concluded in 2004, with the final analytical results and conclusions published in 
their 2004 annual report.  This report indicated that eight monitoring points had at least 
one or more contaminants of concern exceeding ADEC’s recommended cleanup 
levels.  However, based on a positive natural attenuation analysis, reducing 
contaminant trends and an encouraging exposure route evaluation, AMEC 
recommended ADEC consider issuing a No Further Remedial Action Planned 
(NFRAP) with the stipulations of continued long term monitoring and continued use of 
carbon filtration on the Gold Hill Store water supply.   
 
The latest document found in the ADEC file presenting results for fieldwork and 
groundwater monitoring was produced by Shannon and Wilson in November 2006.  
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Three monitoring wells and the drinking water supply (MW-2, MW-17, MW-20, and GHW-2) 
were tested.  The results indicated several constituents exceeded ADEC cleanup levels in each 
groundwater monitoring well.  Contaminant concentration trends were inconclusive with some 
results higher and some results lower than prior year concentrations.   
 
Objectives/Scope of Work 
The workplan guiding the current activities intended to identify current groundwater conditions at 
the Gold Hill Store Site and evaluate alternatives for a long-term strategy for management of 
long-term concerns.  As reported by AMEC in their final 2004 annual report and by Shannon & 
Wilson in their November 2006 groundwater monitoring report, contamination exceeding 
ADEC’s cleanup levels remained on site.  Approximately nine years have passed since 
conditions have been evaluated, and ADEC has been updated on the current status of the site.   
 
The scope of work and the ADEC work plan for this monitoring event were intended to: 
 

 Document the location and condition of the monitoring wells (MWs)  
 Sample and laboratory analysis of groundwater from MW2, MW-9, MW-12, MW16, 

MW17, MW 20, WW-2 and GHW-if functional  
 Prepare a report documenting the sampling event.   
 Outline long-term management strategies for contamination remaining at the site.  

 
Methodology 
Field sampling was completed in general accordance with the 2002 ADEC UST Procedures 
Manual Standard Sampling Procedures (SSP), 2010 Draft Field Sampling Guidance (FSG) and 
the attached standalone groundwater sampling methodologies as detailed in these sections.  
Prior to purging, static water levels were measured in the monitoring wells and recorded.  
Purging and sampling was performed with a peristaltic pump and dedicated tubing.  During the 
purging process, field personnel monitored water quality parameters and purge volume.  
Purging was considered complete when at least three well volumes were removed and/or water 
quality parameters stabilized.  Groundwater quality parameters (including temperature, ORP, 
pH, conductivity, and dissolved oxygen) were measured within a flow-through cell at three to 
five minute intervals during well purging.  Water quality parameters were considered stabilized 
when three consecutive measurements indicated that: pH was within 0.1 units, conductivity was 
within 3 percent, the temperature was within 1 degree Celsius, and turbidity was within 10 
percent.  However, recharge rates in several wells were not sufficient to meet these criteria and 
were sampled when sufficient water volume had recharged for collecting samples.   
 
Once groundwater quality stabilization criteria were satisfied, the pump’s discharge tubing was 
disconnected from the flow-through cell and groundwater samples were collected for laboratory 
analysis.  Samples were placed in clean, laboratory supplied glassware and placed immediately 
in a cooler with ice for transportation to the laboratory.  One trip blank accompanied the samples 
submitted to the laboratory for analysis of volatile compounds.  Samples were delivered under 
chain-of-custody (COC) to SGS Environmental Services in Anchorage, Alaska for analysis. 
 
Field Activities  
NORTECH mobilized to the site on July 20, 2015 to perform groundwater sampling as outlined 
in the ADEC approved workplan.  Each monitoring well was inspected and condition noted.   
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MW-2 had no well cap and the well casing was frost jacked until the PVC riser touched the 
bottom of the well monument cover.  The cover is in poor condition and needs replacement.  
Groundwater was detected at 16.44 feet.  The recharge rate during purging was not sufficient to 
purge three well volumes or obtain stable water parameters.  The well sampling was undertaken 
two hours later when sufficient groundwater recharged.  
 
MW-17 had frost jacked, pulling the bottom of the well casing above the water table at the time 
of the sampling.  Near MW-17, MW-19 and MW-18 appeared to be covered by fill used in the in 
the construction of the caboose drive throughstructuree and could not be sampled.  To access 
groundwater in this area, a sample was collected from AS-8 despite the screened interval being 
deeper than monitoring wells in this area.  
 
MW-12’s well casing frosted jacked three feet above the protective surface casing, leaving the 
bottom of the well above the groundwater.  No appropriate alternative well was located to 
establish groundwater conditions near the corner of Cornell Correction Center.  
 
The other wells had not frost jacked.  MW-20 was in good condition, though the recharge rate 
was slow.  Approximately 4.5 gallons were purged when the well ran dry.  The well was 
sampled fifteen minutes later when the well was sufficiently recharged to collect samples.  MW-
9 was in good condition and was sampled when groundwater parameters stabilized.  WW-2 was 
fair condition and was sampled when water quality parameters were stable.   
 
GHW-2, the former domestic water supply is no longer used in Gold Hill store’s day to day 
operations.  They use hauled water stored in a tank with a new expansion tank and pump.  
Despite GHW-2 falling into disuse, the system remains and a sample from GHW-2 was 
collected to compare with previous results.  The sample was collected just after the expansion 
tank using the tanks existing hose barb.  
 
NORTECH sampled water at seven monitoring points on site and off site on Cornell Corrections 
Center Property.  The table below shows the analytical method used at each sampling point. 
 

Analysis MW-2 MW-9 MW-16 
AS-8 
Sub for 
MW-17

MW-20 WW-2 GHW-2 

GRO by 
AK101 X X X X X X  

VOCs EPA 
8260 X X X X X X  

EDB 504.1 X X X  X   
BTEX EPA 
524.2       X 

Lead,  EPA 
200.8 X    X   

 
Results with Discussion 
Groundwater Contaminant Concentrations  
The groundwater contaminant concentrations for the 2015 sampling events are summarized in 
Table 1 and the results from GHW-2 in Table 2.  Historical data in these wells since 2002 are 
outlined in Figure 2.  
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MW-2 located near the highway had no BTEX compounds detected above the detection limit 
(DL).  GRO compounds were detected below cleanup criteria.  Lead and Ethylene Dichloride 
(EDC) and Ethylene dibromide (EDB) were detected above cleanup levels while Methyl tert-
butyl ether (MTBE) and Chloroethane was detected at concentrations below ADEC’s limits.  
Concentration trends have shown a general decrease since September 1995.  The detected 
GRO concentration reported in 2015 is below the LOQ from previous non-detect results.   
 
MW-16: Results from MW-16 has detectable concentrations of BTEX with benzene 
concentrations exceeding ADEC cleanup levels.  Benzene concentrations have increased since 
the 2004 sampling event and remain above cleanup levels.  MTBE has been detected below 
ADEC cleanup levels and has a similar concentration as 2004 results.  EDC and EDB exceed 
cleanup levels as they did in 2004.  Eleven other VOCs were detected well below ADECs 
cleanup levels.  The contaminant concentrations have fluctuated through time, but GRO and 
BTEX compounds have decreased since 2003 and significantly decreased since 1995. 
 
MW-9: This monitoring well is located in front of the heating oil dispenser.  No compounds were 
detected at this well above the DL.  This is consistent with long-term results, suggesting that the 
6/4/2003 results were an anomaly or error. 
 
MW-17/AS-8   This monitoring well has been damaged by frost jacking and is not usable.  AS-8, 
the nearest well to MW-17, is a former sparge well and was used as a substitute for MW-17.  
GRO, Benzene and MTBE were detected below ADEC cleanup levels.  EDC was detected 
above cleanup criteria.   
 
WW-2: This water well is on the on Cornell Corrections Center Property.  GRO was detected 
well below cleanup levels, while EDC was above the cleanup level.  Benzene had been above 
the cleanup level from 1999 until 2002 and is now below the detection level.  Benzene and GRO 
have fluctuated through time and the long-term trend has been a decline.   
 
MW-20:  Nine VOC compounds, including GRO were detected well below cleanup levels.  
Benzene, lead and EDC are above the ADEC cleanup levels, while in 2004, benzene, toluene, 
GRO, MTBE, EDB and EDC were above cleanup levels.  The concentrations all compounds 
have declined since 2004.   
 
GHW-2;  GHW-2 is the former drinking water well that supplied the facility.  Because the water 
had an odor and of poor quality, the water well was replaced by a hauled water system with a 
holding tank.  The well was sampled and found to contain Trichlorofluoromethane (Freon 11) at 
a concentration three orders of magnitude below the cleanup level.  No other VOC was detected 
above the DL.  However, EDB’s DL is above the ADEC cleanup level.  EDB has not been 
historically detected at GHW-2.  In 2003 and 2004, benzene was detected below the cleanup 
level.   
 
Data Quality 
Laboratory analytical reports and associated Laboratory Data Quality Control forms are 
presented in the Attachments.  The data quality review for this sampling event indicated there 
were no significant data quality issues associated with this laboratory report.   
 
Other data quality issues, including the calculated relative percent differences (RPDs) for each 
analyte in the field duplicate pair, are discussed in the attached Laboratory Data Review 



2015 Monitoring Well Sampling 
Gold Hill Store 

January 8, 2015 

  Page 5Https://Nortechinc.Sharepoint.Com/00-Jobs/2015/1091/Shared Documents/Reports/Drafts/2015 GW Report V2.Docx 

Checklist (LDCR).  The RPDs are acceptable and no other significant data quality issues that 
could impact the usability of the data were identified. 
 
While benzene was not detected in the estimated range between the LOQ and the DL, a 
number of other analytes were detected in this range.  These are reported in the laboratory 
report and in Table 1 with a “J” flag, which means that the concentration reported is estimated 
because it is below the calibration range of the instrument.  While these concentrations are 
estimated below the LOQ, the results and the LOQ can compared to ADEC cleanup levels.  
Each of the J-flagged concentrations, and the LOQ for each of these analytes, are well-below 
applicable ADEC cleanup levels. 
 
Biological Degradation 
Except for EDC in MW-16, the historic results while tending to fluctuate, show a general long-
term decrease in concentrations for all COCs.  AMEC collected a broad array of geochemical 
parameters in May 2004 to evaluate the biological degradation of contaminants.  Manganese, 
total iron, ferrous iron were elevated at the plume center and gasoline degrading bacteria were 
detected, suggesting biologic activity is occurring.  The general decrease in contaminant 
concentrations seen in this sample event is most likely a result of continued biological 
degradation of the contaminants and other natural attenutive processes.  AMEC studies also 
concluded that nitrogen is limited and additions of ammonia and micronutrients may stimulate 
and increase natural attenuation. 
 
Field parameters collected during this event show the dissolved oxygen is lowest in MW-16 and 
MW-20, the most contaminated wells and in the plume center.  Oxygen reduction potential is 
positive in all wells with the lowest values at MW-16 (102 mv).  While not conclusive, the limited 
data suggests ongoing biological activity at MW-16 and MW-20.   
 
Future Remediation and Sampling 
The soil remediation activities (air sparge, soil vapor extraction and dual phase extraction) 
conducted from 1995 to 2004 removed a significant contaminant mass.  The remaining 
contamination is expected to decrease in the future based on decreasing trends that has been 
established with data obtained from the last 28 sampling events.  Future sampling events may 
be able to be less frequent and should be conducted every five years to ten years to verify 
continued decreasing contaminate concentrations.  All unused wells, including sparge and SVE 
points should be decommissioned in accordance with ADEC guidance.  
 
Indoor Air quality 
Based on clean results at MW-9 and GHW-2, indoor air quality at the store is not a concern.  
Testing for petroleum VOC constituents would prove to be inconclusive due to the products sold 
in the store and elevated ambient air conditions on site.   
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
Based on the current and historical data, NORTECH has arrived at the following conclusions: 

 Contaminant trends since 1995 are decreasing 
o GRO concentrations in MW-16 are above cleanup levels, but are less that 

cleanup levels in all other monitoring wells sampled  
o Benzene is the only BTEX compound above cleanup levels at MW-16 and MW-

20, toluene, ethylbenzene, and total xylenes concentrations remain below 
cleanup levels  
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o Excepting EDC, MW-20 and MW-16 are the only wells test that has VOC 
compounds above the cleanup levels 

o EDC is the most recalcitrant compound and will remain on site longer than other 
VOCs  

o Add nitrogen and micro elements to stimulate remedial processes, especially to 
encourage EDC degradation across the site 

o Perform groundwater monitoring every five years to verify decreasing trends  
 Based on data obtained from more than 28 sampling events, the soil and groundwater 

impacted by petroleum hydrocarbons has been adequately delineated 
 Natural attenuation geochemistry was evaluated in 2004 by AMEC 

o This indicated biological degradation would provide long-term remediation at the 
site. 

o AMEC suggested nutrient addition may stimulate biological activity and reduce 
remediation time 

o Trends indicate biological activity is reducing contaminant trends sincethe active 
remediation systemm was shut down 

 The clean groundwater results at MW-9 and GHW-2 suggest IAQ issues regarding 
petroleum VOCs are not a concern 

 The former drinking water well (GHW-2) meets the ADEC drinking water standards 
o This well has been replaced with a hauled water system 
o No additional sampling of this well is recommended   

 All wells, points and other in ground hardware, including GHW-2 should be 
decommissioned if not part of a long term monitoring program 
 

This report should be submitted to the ADEC for review and comment.  NORTECH can 
coordinate this following your review of the report.  The recommendations should be developed 
into a long-term monitoring program that establishes a limited number of wells to be sampled 
periodically.  Please contact me at your earliest convenience if you have any questions or 
concerns.  
 
Sincerely, 
NORTECH  
 
 
 
 
 
Doug Dusek 
Environmental Specialist 
 
Attachments:  Figures  

Tables 
Laboratory Report and ADEC Laboratory Data Review Check List  

   Standard Groundwater Sampling Methodology 
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Sample ID ADEC MW-2 MW-9 MW-16 AS-8 WW-2 MW-20 MW-25 RPD

Cleanup
Level

Duplicate 
of MW-20 

Analyte mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L %

GRO 2.2 0.036 0.0500U 8.09 0.0400J 0.0323J 1.70 2.12 22.0%

1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 1.8 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.035 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0005U NA
1,2-Dibromoethane (EDB) 0.00005 0.00026 0.0000037U 0.0179 NT NT 0.00003 0.00003 NA
1,2-Dichloroethane (EDC) 0.005 0.042 0.0005U 0.267 0.049 0.023 0.027 0.025 6.9%
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 1.8 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.002 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0005U NA

4-Isopropyltoluene NE 0.0005U 0.0002U 0.003 0.0002U 0.0002U 0.0002U 0.0002U NA
Benzene 0.005 0.0002U 0.0005U 3.87 0.00039J 0.0002U 1.09 0.976 11.0%

Chloroethane 0.29 0.000940J 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0005U NA
Ethylbenzene 0.7 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.010 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.00032J 0.0005U NA

Isopropylbenzene (Cumene) 3.7 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.006 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.017 0.015 12.7%
Methyl-t-butyl ether 0.47 0.023 0.005U 0.143 0.0378 0.005U 0.00897J 0.00852J 5.1%

Naphthalene 0.73 0.005U 0.005U 0.049 0.005U 0.005U 0.005U 0.005U NA
Trichlorofluoromethane 11.0 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.00061J 0.00052J 15.9%

n-Propylbenzene 0.37 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.013 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.00095J 0.00081J 15.9%
sec-Butylbenzene 0.37 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.003 0.003 13.7%

Toluene 1.0 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.0005U NA
o-Xylene NE 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.077 0.0005U 0.0005U 0.00052J 0.00046J 12.2%

p & m-Xylene NE 0.001U 0.001U 0.019 0.001U 0.001U 0.001U 0.001U NA
Xylenes (total) 10 0.0015U 0.0015U 0.096 0.0015U 0.0015U 0.0015U 0.0015U NA

Lead 0.015 0.025 NT NT NT NT 0.055 0.054 0.9%
Notes:

# U Analyte not detected at the listed limit of quantitation (LOQ)
#J Concentration estimated between the Detection Limit (DL) and the LOQ
NA Analyte not analyzed 

Shade Analyte detected in concentration below the ADEC Cleanup level
Bold Analyte detected in concentration exceeding the ADEC Cleanup level
NE Cleanup &/or Fbks Background Level for Analyte not established

RPD Relative Percent Difference
mg/L Milligrams per liter
NT  Not Taken

Petroleum Fractions by AK 101

VOCs by SW 8260B

Lead by EP 200.8

Table 1
Gold Hill  Groundwater Sample Results Summary

July 20, 2015

1 of 1 July 2015 gw results a.xlsx, Table 1 July 20, 2015 GW 



Sample ID ADEC GH-2 GH-12 RPD
Cleanup

Level Dup of GH-2

Analyte mg/L mg/L mg/L %

Benzene 0.005 0.00025U 0.00025U NA
Ethylbenzene 0.7 0.00025U 0.00025U NA

Trichlorofluoromethane 11.0 0.0014 0.0014 4.3%
Toluene 1 0.00100U 0.00100U NA
o-Xylene NE 0.00025U 0.00025U NA

p & m-Xylene NE 0.00025U 0.00025U NA
Xylenes (total) 10 0.00025U 0.00025U NA

Notes:
# U Analyte not detected at the listed limit of quantitation (LOQ)
NA Analyte not analyzed 

Shade Analyte detected in concentration below the ADEC Cleanup level
Bold Analyte detected in concentration exceeding the ADEC Cleanup level
NE Cleanup  Level for Analyte not established

RPD Relative Percent Difference

 VOCs   EPA Method 524.2

Table 2
Gold Hill  Drinking Water Sample Results Summary
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ANALYTICAL REPORT

Job Number: 280-72191-1
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For:
SGS North America, Inc

200 W. Potter Drive
Anchorage, AK  99518

Attention: Mr. Forest Taylor

_____________________________________________

Approved for release.
Janice S Collins
Project Management Assistant I
8/4/2015 3:04 PM

Designee for
Betsy A Sara, Project Manager II

4955 Yarrow Street, Arvada, CO, 80002
(303)736-0189

betsy.sara@testamericainc.com
08/04/2015

cc: Ms. Julie Shumway

The test results in this report relate only to the samples in this report and meet all requirements of NELAC, with any
exceptions noted. Pursuant to NELAP, this report shall not be reproduced except in full, without the written approval of
the laboratory. All questions regarding this report should be directed to the TestAmerica Denver Project Manager.

The Lab Certification ID# is 4025. 

Reporting limits are adjusted for sample size used, dilutions and moisture content if applicable.

TestAmerica Laboratories, Inc.
TestAmerica Denver   4955 Yarrow Street, Arvada, CO  80002
Tel (303) 736-0100  Fax (303) 431-7171 www.testamericainc.com
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Page 1 of 7Version 2.7 01/10

Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed by: Hilary Pletta

Title: Staff Scientist Date: October 19, 2015

CS Report Name: Gold Hill Report Date: August 5, 2015

Consultant Firm: Nortech Inc.

Laboratory Name: SGS Laboratory Report Number: 1158310

ADEC File Number: 24409 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:

Samples transferred to Test America.

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:

All samples received in good condition.

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 reported.

NA (Please explain)Yes No

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

       Comments:

a. Present and understandable?

4. Case Narrative

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

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

       Comments:NA (Please explain)Yes No

c. Were all corrective actions documented?
       Comments:

Corrective actions not taken.

NA (Please explain)Yes No

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

Only water samples were collected

NA (Please explain)Yes No

       Comments:

MW-16, MW-20, MW-25 Benzene

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:

Data quality 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:

All results below the PQL.

NA (Please explain)Yes No

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

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: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:

Samples within acceptable limits.

NA (Please explain)Yes No

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

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

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: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: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:

Not required for this project.

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:

No other data flags defined.

Yes No NA  (Please explain)

Reset Form




