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Submitted To: Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities
2301 Peger Road 
Fairbanks, AK 99709 
Attn: Marcus Zimmerman and Sammy Cummings 

Subject: REV. 1 SUMMARY REPORT, JULY 2021 TO JUNE 2022  
QUARTERLY WATER MONITORING, GUSTAVUS, ALASKA 

Shannon & Wilson prepared this report and participated in this project as a consultant to the
Alaska Department of Administration's Division of Risk Management (DRM) and Alaska 
Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT&PF).  

Shannon & Wilson’s services were authorized by DRM under our letter titled Confirmation of 
Authorization to Proceed with Environmental Support Services, Gustavus Airport PFAS 
Assessment, Gustavus, Alaska dated August 23, 2018.  Shannon & Wilson’s services were 
authorized by DOT&PF under Professional Services Agreement Number 25-19-1-013, issued 
by the DOT&PF on December 19, 2018, and the following contract amendments: 

Amendment 40, NTPs P5-1-22 and P5-11-22 for quarterly monitoring well and water
supply well (WSW) monitoring in fiscal year 2022 (FY22).

Amendment 40, NTP P5-13-22 for the FY22 annual groundwater monitoring report.

This report presents a summary of Shannon & Wilson's water supply and monitoring well 
sampling and related services from July 2021 through July 2022.  

Shannon & Wilson appreciates the opportunity to be of service to you on this project. 

Amber Masters 
Environmental Scientist 
Role:  Report Author 

Kristen Freiburger 
Associate, Chemist 
Role:  Project Manager 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (Shannon & Wilson) has prepared this report to document water 
supply well (WSW) and monitoring well (MW) sampling for the Department of 
Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT&PF) and point-of-entry treatment (POET) system 
testing efforts for the Department of Risk Management (DRM) near the Gustavus Airport 
(GST) in Gustavus, Alaska. This report covers project tasks completed from July 2021 
through June 2022. This project is ongoing.  

The GST is an active, Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) listed 
contaminated site due to the presence of per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) in soil, 
groundwater, and surface water (File Number 1507.38.017, Hazard ID 26904). 

This report was prepared for DOT&PF and DRM in accordance with the terms and 
conditions of Shannon & Wilson's contracts, relevant DEC guidance documents, and 18 
Alaska Administrative Code (AAC) 75.335. 

1.1 Purpose and Objectives 

The purpose of the services described in this report was to evaluate the potential for human 
exposure to PFAS in groundwater near the GST. Shannon & Wilson's primary objectives 
were to collect quarterly and annual groundwater samples from WSWs meeting the 
monitoring criteria detailed in Section 1.5, and to collect quarterly groundwater samples 
from MWs in the MW network shown in Exhibit 2-2 below. Well search and sampling areas 
are shown in Figure 1. The fiscal year 2022 (FY22) monitoring status of WSWs is shown in 
Figure 2.  

Our secondary objective was to collect groundwater samples from water supply wells 
(WSWs) within the well search areas that were not sampled during previous sampling 
efforts.  

1.2 Background 

The GST terminal is located at 1 Airport Way in Gustavus, Alaska (Figure 1).  The property 
is owned by the DOT&PF, who also owns multiple adjacent parcels.  The geographic 
coordinates of the GST terminal are latitude 58.4252, longitude -135.7074.  

The DOT&PF Crash and Fire Rescue program used aqueous film-forming foam (AFFF) for 
training, annual fire apparatus testing, and emergency response at the GST for many years. 
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AFFF release areas are shown in Figure 1. The precise timeline of AFFF use at the GST is 
unknown, and it is possible additional areas of AFFF use have not been identified. AFFF 
contains PFAS, a category of persistent organic compounds. There is evidence that exposure 
to PFAS can lead to adverse health effects.  

On May 4, 2018, DEC informed DOT&PF that the airport terminal well and National Park 
Service (NPS) water system well were at risk for PFAS contamination. On June 27, 2018, 
DOT&PF sampled both WSWs for the presence of PFAS. The analytical results were 
received on July 30, 2018. The airport terminal well contained levels of PFAS exceeding the 
2018 DEC regulatory level, which was equivalent to the 2018 U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency’s (EPA's) Lifetime Health Advisory (LHA). The NPS well had detections of several 
PFAS less than the EPA's LHA. DOT&PF and DRM contacted Shannon & Wilson regarding 
the Gustavus results. Shannon & Wilson began WSW search and sampling efforts in August 
2018. Results from the initial sampling event is summarized in our April 2019 report, 
August 2018 to November 2018 Private Well Sampling-Revision 1. Results from subsequent 
sampling events are summarized in our annual sampling reports.   

Shannon & Wilson has sampled 123 WSWs for PFAS on and around the GST since 2018. 
Figure 1 shows the extent of the overall well search and sampling effort. PFAS have been 
identified in several WSWs at concentrations exceeding the applicable DEC regulatory 
levels. We note that DEC regulatory levels have changed over the course of this ongoing 
project. Well search and sampling areas were expanded until PFAS concentrations in wells 
along the edges of the sampling area were found to be less than the applicable DEC 
regulatory levels at the time.  

WSW sample concentrations for the sum of perfluorooctanesulfonic acid (PFOS) and 
perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) have ranged from not detected to 6,110 nanograms per liter 
(ng/L) for this project. WSW depths are generally between 15 to 25 feet below ground 
surface (bgs) based on information provided by residents and the former, local driller who 
installed most of the wells. Shannon & Wilson was not able to obtain well-drilling or 
construction logs to confirm these depths.  

During October 2019 site characterization activities, Shannon & Wilson coordinated with 
Discovery Drilling to install 15 MWs at and near the GST. MWs were installed as one 
shallow well (15 to 20 feet bgs) per location or as a two-well cluster with one shallow and 
one deep well (20 to 40 feet bgs). MWs installed in 2019 have been sampled quarterly since 
installation, except for cancelled events or sampling prevented during severe weather 
causing wells to be inaccessible. Mann-Kendall trend analysis performed on MW results 
from 2019 through June 2021 indicated increasing concentrations of one or more PFAS in 
four MWs.    
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Through coordination with the DOT&PF and DEC, Shannon & Wilson established the well 
monitoring network criteria defined in Section 1.5. Quarterly WSW monitoring began in 
March 2019. Annual monitoring began in June 2019. WSW sampling events conducted 
between December 2018 and November 2019 are presented in our report Summary Report, 
December 2018 to November 2019 Water Supply Sampling, dated August 2020. WSW and MW 
sampling events conducted between July 2020 and June 2021 are presented in our report 
Summary Report, July 2020 to November 2021 Quarterly Water Sampling, dated February 2022. 
Quarterly and annual sampling conducted between July 2021 and June 2022 are covered in 
this report. 

1.3 Geology and Hydrology 

The GST sampling area lies in a glacial outwash plain.  The plain is bounded by the Chilkat 
Mountain Range to the northeast, Glacier Bay to the northwest and Icy Strait to the south. 
Fluvial deposits are found with increasing frequency near the shoreline. The high 
concentration of sand and gravel creates preferential pathways for groundwater flow. Due 
to a high rate of glacial isostatic rebound, high silt concentrations are also observed near the 
shoreline.  

Our knowledge of subsurface geology and hydrology in the investigation area is based on 
observations Shannon & Wilson made during drilling activities and information provided to 
us by a local resident (Howell, 2019).  Our 2019 and 2021 site characterization investigations 
noted the sampling area is mostly comprised of fluvial and marine sediments.  The soil 
profile generally consists of water-bearing, interbedded sand and silt underlain by a silt or 
silty clay layer. The silt and clay layers were observed at varying depths ranging from 
approximately 10 to 45 feet bgs. Three of the borings installed to 50 feet bgs did not 
encounter silt or clay. Where clay was encountered during the 2021 event, it was described 
as “fat” or “wet” indicating the groundwater above and below the clay the clay are 
communicating. Consequently, Shannon & Wilson does not consider the observed clay layer 
to be a confining layer. 

The depth to the water table ranges from 0.62 feet to 11.49 feet bgs.  At the well cluster near 
the western end of Fara Way, the water table ranges from 6.33 feet bgs at the shallow well to 
8.22 feet bgs at the deeper well. Saltwater was encountered in six deep wells installed 
during 2021 site characterization.  

1.4 Contaminants of Concern and Action Levels 

The primary contaminants of concern are PFOS and PFOA. The DEC groundwater-cleanup 
levels for PFOS and for PFOA are 400 ng/L. These levels were promulgated in November 
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2016. The applicable DEC action level for drinking water aligns with the 2021 EPA LHA of 
70 ng/L for the sum of PFOS and PFOA. The LHA was published in May 2016. This 
threshold is the applicable action level for drinking water samples collected in FY22 in 
accordance with DEC's April 9, 2019, Technical Memorandum, titled Action Levels for PFAS 
in Water and Guidance on Sampling Groundwater and Drinking Water. From August 2018 to 
April 2019 the State of Alaska enforced a different action level for drinking water. Please 
refer to our Summary Report, December 2018 to November 2019 Water-supply Well Sampling for 
more details. Additional contaminants of concern include petroleum compounds for the 
MWs onsite at the GST and arsenic for the POET system installed at the location of PW-200. 
These action levels, in accordance with DEC 18 AAC 75.345, Table C, are shown in Exhibit 1-1 
below. 

Exhibit 1-1: Applicable Regulatory Action Levels 

Media Compoundb Level 

Drinking water PFOS + PFOA 70 ng/L 

Groundwater PFOS 400 ng/L 

Groundwater PFOA 400 ng/L 

Drinking Water Arsenic 10 µg/L  

Groundwater Diesel Range Organics 1.5 mg/L 

Groundwater Benzene 4.6 µg/L 

Groundwater Residual Range Organics 1.1 mg/L 

Groundwater 2-Methylnaphthalene 36 

Groundwater Benzo(a)anthracene 0.3 

Groundwater Benzo(a)pyrene 0.25 

Groundwater Benzo(b)fluoranthene 2.5 

Groundwater Benzo(k)fluoranthene 0.8 

Groundwater Chrysene 2.0 

Groundwater Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 0.25 

Groundwater Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.19 

Notes: 

a       EPA’s drinking-water maximum contaminant level. 

b       Petroleum compounds detected in one or more samples collected during this reporting period are presented here. Additional 
petroleum compounds and their associated cleanup levels are presented in Table 9.  

µg/L= micrograms per liter; mg/L = milligrams per liter; ng/L = nanograms per liter; PFOA= perfluorooctanoic acid; PFOS = 
perfluorooctanesulfonic acid 

On October 2, 2019, DEC published an updated Technical Memorandum requesting 
samples be submitted for additional PFAS analytes. Water samples collected during the 
sampling events summarized in this report were submitted for 18 PFAS analytes via EPA 
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Method 537.1 or 537.1M as shown in Exhibit 1-2. Beginning in April 2022, samples were 
submitted using the analytical method DEC approved for the laboratory. The method is 
compliant with EPT 537 and is referenced as the Department of Defense (DoD) Quality 
Systems Manual (QSM) Table B-15. 

Exhibit 1-2: Reported PFAS Analytes 

EPA 537.1 PFAS Analytes

PFOS perfluorotetradecanoic acid (PFTeA)

PFOA perfluorotridecanoic acid (PFTrDA or PFTriA) 

Perfluoroheptanoic acid (PFHpA) perfluoroundecanoic acid (PFUnA) 

Perfluorononanoic acid (PFNA) hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

Perfluorohexanesulfonic acid (PFHxS) N-ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

perfluorobutanesulfonic acid (PFBS) N-methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

perluorodecanoic acid (PFDA) 11-chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11CL-PF3OUdS)

perluorododecanoic acid (PFDoA) 9-chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanone-1-sulfonic acid (9CL-PF3ONS)

perfluorohexanoic acid (PFHxA) 4,8-dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA or ADONA) 

1.5 Scope of Services

Our scope summarized in this report includes four WSW and MW sampling events, one 
first-time sample, and quarterly sampling and maintenance of the Gustavus Inn point-of-
entry-treatment (POET) system (PW-200). Our procedures are outlined in our DOT&PF 
Statewide PFAS Addendum 002-GST-00 Gustavus Well Monitoring (work plan). 

The annual WSW and MW events occurred in August 2021. The quarterly sampling events 
occurred in October 2021, February 2022, and April 2022. One first-time WSW sample was 
also collected in August 2021.  

Quarterly, Shannon & Wilson attempted to sample WSWs within the search areas that were 
not sampled during a previous sampling event, or that met one or more of the following 
criteria, per DEC guidance: 

WSWs where the maximum combined PFOS and PFOA concentration was detected
between 35 ng/L and 69 ng/L in a historical sample (50 and 100 percent of the LHA); or

WSWs within 500 lateral feet of a WSW or MW with concentrations greater than the
applicable regulatory limits or meeting the quarterly sampling criteria.

Annually, Shannon & Wilson attempted to sample WSWs that met one or more of the 
following criteria, per DEC guidance: 
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WSWs where the maximum combined PFOS and PFOA concentration was detected
between 17.5 ng/L and 35 ng/L in a historical sample (25 and 50 percent of the LHA); or

WSWs within 500 lateral feet of a water-supply or MW with concentrations meeting the
quarterly sampling criteria.

Lateral distance is measured from the parcel location global positioning system point; these 
points were collected during the initial well search. These points are generally located at the 
structure served by the well and may not reflect the WSW’s location. 

Per DEC guidance, locations that are considered “affected” (one or more historical 
concentration exceeds the applicable DEC action limit) are not included in WSW monitoring 
events. 

This report was prepared for the exclusive use of the DOT&PF and its representatives. This 
work presents Shannon & Wilson's professional judgment as to the conditions of the site. 
Information presented here is based on the sampling and analyses field staff performed. 
This report should not be used for other purposes without Shannon & Wilson's approval or 
if any of the following occurs: 

Project details change, or new information becomes available, such as revised regulatory
levels or the discovery of additional source areas.

Conditions change due to natural forces or human activity at, under, or adjacent to the
project site.

Assumptions stated in this report have changed.

If the site ownership or land use has changed.

Regulations, laws, or cleanup levels change.

If the site’s regulatory status has changed.

If any of these occur, Shannon & Wilson should be retained to review the applicability of 
recommendations. This report should not be used for other purposes without Shannon & 
Wilson's review. If a service is not specifically indicated in this report, do not assume it was 
performed. 

2 FIELD ACTIVITIES 

This section summarizes field activities performed from July 2021 through June 2022. Travel 
was conducted in accordance with state guidelines, City of Gustavus policies, and Shannon 
& Wilson's Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan, including the addition of COVID-19 
protocols for sampling at private residences. 
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Shannon & Wilson personnel who collected analytical water samples for this project are 
State of Alaska Qualified Environmental Professionals as defined in 18 AAC 75.333[b]. 
Copies of our Water Supply Well Sampling Logs, and Monitoring Well Sampling Logs for the 
reporting period are included in Appendix A. 

Water samples collected during the sampling events summarized in this report were 
submitted via EPA Method 537.1 or 537.1M for 18 PFAS analytes shown in Exhibit 1-2. 
Beginning in April 2022, samples were submitted using the EPA 537 compliant method 
approved by DEC for the laboratory; this method is referenced as DoD QSM Table B-15. 

Per DEC guidance, groundwater samples were also collected for petroleum compounds 
during each quarterly sampling event for MW-11-15 and MW-12-10. MW Sampling Logs are 
included in Appendix A. We note the analysis of petroleum compounds has been removed 
following approval of the FY21 report; however, those approvals were received prior to the 
FY22 samples being collected. 

Field staff are aware of the potential for cross-contamination from numerous everyday 
household items. Precautions to prevent cross contamination included discontinuing the use 
of personal protective equipment and field supplies known to contain PFAS, using liner 
bags to contain samples before and after sample collection, hand washing, and donning a 
fresh pair of disposable nitrile gloves before sample collection.   

2.1 Water Supply Well Sampling 

Shannon & Wilson collected 62 primary samples and 13 field duplicates from WSWs during 
FY22. Samples collected from the Gustavus Inn 
POET are not included in these totals. Gustavus 
Inn POET sampling is described in Section 2.2.  

Shannon & Wilson purged WSW systems prior to 
sampling by running water until water-quality 
parameters stabilized. YSI multiprobe water 
quality meter (YSI) readings of the following 
parameters were recorded: temperature in 
degrees Celsius (°C), pH, and conductivity in 
microSiemens. The following values over three 
consecutive readings were used to indicate 
stability: ±0.1 pH, ±0.5 C, and ±3 percent 
conductivity. Purge water was discharged to an 

Exhibit 2-1  Cistern shelter during 
construction. Alternative water source 
provided by DRM for impacted property. 
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indoor sink or the ground surface. Indoor plumbing in the GST well search area discharges
to private septic systems. 

Following parameter stabilization, field staff collected PFAS groundwater samples from 
sampling locations upstream of water treatment systems or water softeners. For the 
purposes of this project, we do not consider small (i.e., less than 18 inches in height) 
particulate filters to be treatment systems. WSW samples were preserved with 
tris(hydroxymethyl)aminomethane buffer (Trizma®), per the laboratories standard 
operating procedure for drinking-water samples. In April 2022, following guidance from the 
DEC and the laboratory, we discontinued use of Trizma®.  Copies of the Water Supply Well 
Sampling Logs are included in Appendix A.  

Locations where results were reported with PFOS and PFOA detected at 70 ng/L or greater 
are receiving bottled water until a long-term alternative water solution is in place. 

2.1.1 Quarterly and Annual Monitoring 

Quarterly and annual WSW sampling criteria is described in Section 1.5. The FY22 WSW 
monitoring network included 14 quarterly and 14 annual locations. Monitoring status is 
shown in Figure 2. One annual location (NPS Well) was placed on a quarterly monitoring 
schedule after a nearby MW sample collected in October 2021 met criteria, making the 
network 15 quarterly and 13 annual locations for subsequent events.  

In August 2021, Shannon & Wilson field staff collected samples from one first-time location, 
14 quarterly monitoring locations and nine (of 14) annual monitoring locations. In October 
2021, staff collected samples from 12 (of 14) quarterly monitoring locations and one annual 
location that was not accessible in August 2021. In February 2022, staff collected samples 
from 12 (of 15) quarterly monitoring locations. During the April 2022 event, Shannon & 
Wilson sampled 13 (of 15) quarterly monitoring locations. Where a quarterly and/or annual 
sample was not collected it was due to logistical reasons with the property owner. 

These sampling events are summarized in Exhibit 2-1 below. Homes and businesses marked 
"No" indicate the owner or occupant declined sampling, Shannon & Wilson was unable to 
reach the property contact, or property could not be reached due to heavy snow. Property 
owners more commonly declined sampling in the winter and spring sampling events when 
properties are winterized.  
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Exhibit 2-2: Quarterly and Annual Location Summary

Sample Name Description Summer 
2021  

Fall 
2021  

Winter 
2022  

Spring 
2022 

NPS Well / PW-1001 National Park Service housing & Gustavus School  Yes - Yes ¥ Yes 

PW-010 1250 Gustavus Road  Yes Yes Yes Yes 

PW-012 12 White Drive Yes Yes Yes Yes 

PW-032* 2 Denasty/ Same Old Road Yes - - - 

PW-037 Moose Lane Rentals Yes Yes Yes Yes

PW-038 Moose Lane Rentals Yes Yes Yes Yes

PW-039 Moose Lane Rentals Yes Yes Yes Yes 

PW-040 Moose Lane Rentals (Same Old Road Cabin) Yes Yes Yes Yes 

PW-047* Same Old Road No - - - 

PW-059 17 Parker Drive Yes Yes No Yes 

PW-061* 89 Same Old Road Yes - - - 

PW-074* 85 Same Old Road No - - - 

PW-203 Parker Drive, Lots 8 & 9 Yes Yes Yes Yes 

PW-204.1 Gustavus Road, lot next to Gustavus Inn Yes No No No 

PW-205.1 White Drive, south side near Lupro Yes Yes Yes Yes 

PW-207* End of White drive to north Yes - - - 

PW-211 Corner of Parker Drive & Wilson Road Yes Yes Yes Yes 

PW-212* 31 Parker Drive Yes - - - 

PW-218* 3 Parker Drive No - - - 

PW-219* Wilson Road, far north corner of Area 3 Yes - - - 

PW-221 1250 Wilson Road Yes Yes Yes Yes 

PW-230* 1275 Gustavus Road Yes - - - 

PW-240* 1501 Gustavus Road Yes - - - 

PW-241* 1271 Gustavus Road No - - - 

PW-401 1 Wilson Road Yes Yes Yes Yes

PW-414* 35 Parker Drive No Yes - - 

PW-419 White Drive, garden lot Yes No No No 

PW-438* 1295 Gustavus Road Yes - - - 

PW-467‡ White Drive, under development  Yes† - - - 

Notes:  

*=annual sample; **=removed from network due to well category; †=exceeded regulatory levels, removed from monitoring network; 
‡=first-time sample; ¥=added to quarterly monitoring. 

2.1.2 First-Time Samples 

Shannon & Wilson field staff attempted to contact owners of properties that have not been 
sampled due to owners’ extended absences. Locations where more than five attempts have 
been made to contact owners are no longer being visited. We consider these locations to be 
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passive refusals. If field staff note changes in property use, we will make additional 
attempts to contact the property owners and/or residents.  

In August 2021, Shannon & Wilson collected a sample from the well on a property being 
developed on White Drive (PW-467). 

2.1.3 Notification of Results 

Shannon & Wilson notified property owners and occupants following the receipt of 
analytical data. Owners and/or occupants were first contacted by telephone. We prepared 
letters that interpret the results of the relevant WSW sample(s). Letters were mailed or email 
per the request of the recipient.  

Letters were tailored to each property and analytical sample and included the following 
information:

sample name(s);

comparison of PFOS and PFOA analytical results to the applicable action level;

description of the project;

pages of the laboratory report that apply to the water-well sample; and

updated GST PFAS fact sheet.

A copy of the result letter template is included in Appendix B. 

2.1.4 Public Information

The DOT&PF and DEC also host webpages describing the PFAS water-testing project. These 
webpages include a project summary, list of contacts, results map, and links to additional 
resources.  

2.2 Point-of-Entry Treatment System Monitoring 

Shannon & Wilson collected samples from the POET system installed at the Gustavus Inn 
under contract to DRM. The POET system is designed to remove PFAS and arsenic from the 
water supply prior to use at the property. Water samples were collected following 
parameter stabilization as described in section 2.2. Quarterly samples were collected during 
the reporting period from the following locations in the treatment system:  
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PW-200-Sink: collected from a post-
treatment sink or spigot, generally
collected from the sink in the garage. This
sample is submitted for PFAS and arsenic
analysis.

PW-200-C Port Composite: collected from
the mid-system C-port of each of the four
parallel treatment units. This composite
sample is submitted for PFAS analysis.

PW-200-Unit #-C-port: collected from the
mid-system C-port of each of the four
parallel treatment units. These four
samples are analyzed for PFAS analysis if
PFAS is detected in the composite sample

listed above. These samples were not analyzed during this reporting period. 

PW-200-F-port: collected from the F-port located immediately after the treatment system,
prior to entering indoor plumbing. This sample is analyzed for PFAS and arsenic if
results from the other ports indicate PFAS and/or arsenic in the treated water. An F-port
sample was not analyzed during this reporting period.

PW-200: collected from the raw-water spigot, the A-port or the pressure tank spigot.
This sample is submitted for PFAS and arsenic
analysis.

2.3 Monitoring Well Sampling 

Shannon & Wilson generally collected 15 primary 
groundwater and two or three field duplicates each 
quarter from the MW network (MW-1 through 
MW-12 installed in October 2019). However, in 
February 2022, heavy snow, rain, ice, and water in 
the monuments prevented sample collection from 
the following MWs: MW-3-15, MW-4-20, MW-7-20, 
and MW-12-10. Exhibit 2-4 shows MW-12-10 
surrounded by snow and under melt-water.  

Prior to sample collection, field staff purged MWs 
using a peri-pump or submersible pump and new, 
disposable PFAS-free tubing. YSI readings were 
recorded for the following parameters: temperature 
in C, pH, conductivity in microSiemens, dissolved 

Exhibit 2-4  Water in MW-12-10 
monument, overtopping the casing. 

Exhibit 2-3: Portion of the Gustavus Inn POET 
system. Sampling ports are shown in the upper left. 
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oxygen (DO) in milligrams per liter, and redox potential in millivolts (mV). Parameters were 
recorded approximately once every three minutes until sample collection. The following 
values were used to indicate stability for a minimum of three consecutive readings: ±0.1 pH, 
±3 percent C, ±10 percent DO, ±3 percent conductivity, and ±10 mV redox. Samples were 
collected into laboratory-supplied bottles following parameter stabilization, or after three 
well volumes were purged.  

Shannon & Wilson discharged purge water to five-gallon buckets and treated purge water 
with granular activated carbon (GAC) before discharging to the ground surface.  A post-
treatment GAC sample was collected at the end of each sampling event to monitor for PFAS 
break-through.  

MW descriptions are presented in Exhibit 2-5, below. 

Exhibit 2-5: FY22 Quarterly Monitoring Well Network Summary 

Monitoring Well Location Description

MW-1-15 
Bill's Drive, south of Gustavus Road 

MW-1-40 

MW-2-20 
Adjacent to City Hall, west of Salmon River 

MW-2-30 

MW-3-15 South shoulder of Gustavus Road in front of Gustavus 
Community Center MW-3-40 

MW-4-20 At a bend in Same Old Road 

MW-5-20 
North shoulder of Gustavus Road, across from Glen’s 

Ditch Road 

MW-6-20 End of White Drive 

MW-7-20 Moose Lane, near the Airport Terminal well

MW-8-20 
South shoulder of Parker Drive, near intersection with 

Wilson Road 

MW-9-30 East shoulder of Wilson Road 

MW-10-20 East shoulder of Wilson Road across from Faraway Road 

MW-11-15 
Inside fence of the GST 

MW-12-10 

2.4 Sample Custody, Storage, and Transport 

Immediately after collection, the PFAS sample bottles for each location were placed in 
Ziploc bags and stored in a designated sample cooler or refrigerator maintained between 
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0 °C and 6 °C with ice substitute separated from the sample bottles by a liner bag. Samples 
submitted for additional analyses were also stored in the temperature-controlled cooler; 
however, the requirement to bag the samples and ice separately is not needed.  

Shannon & Wilson maintained custody of the samples until submitting them to the 
laboratories for analysis. Analytical samples and chain-of-custody forms were packaged in a 
hard-plastic cooler with an adequate quantity of frozen-ice substitute and packing materials 
to prevent bottle breakage during shipments. Staff applied custody seals to the cooler, 
which were observed to be intact upon receipt by the laboratory. 

Shannon & Wilson shipped the sample coolers to Eurofins Environment Testing in West 
Sacramento, California (Eurofins) for analysis of 18 PFAS using Alaska Air Cargo’s priority 
overnight service known as Goldstreak. Shannon & Wilson shipped or hand-delivered 
sample coolers to SGS North America, Inc. (SGS) in Alaska for analysis of petroleum and 
arsenic analytes. 

2.5 Deviations 

In general, Shannon & Wilson conducted services in accordance with the approved 
proposals and work plan addendum. The following are deviations from the proposed scope 
of services described in Section 1.5. 

Sample PW-012 was collected from a location downstream of the property’s water
softener or other in-home treatment system during one or more sampling events. In
April 2022 and subsequent events, the owner indicated the softener was no longer
functioning.

In August 2021, sample PW-205.1 was sampled through a PVC pipe attached to a
residential well pump. The pump was not yet connected to indoor plumbing but was
installed in the crawlspace under the cabin. Owner would not permit sampling directly
from the pump under the cabin.

Samples collected in August 2021 may not show accurate pH due to YSI malfunction.
The sampler used pH paper to record approximate pH for some locations.

Sample PW-467 was collected in August 2021 using a residential well pump intended to
be used with indoor plumbing. The WSW was not connected to a structure at the time.

In August 2021, MW samples MW-8-20 and MW-7-20 were collected before stabilization
of parameters.

Due to malfunction of the submersible pump, sample MW-11-15 was collected using a
peri-pump in October 2021. Purging was completed prior to pump malfunction.
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The following quarterly MWs could not be sampled in February 2022: MW-3-15, MW-4-
20, MW-7-20, and MW-12-10.

3 ANALYTICAL RESULTS

Shannon & Wilson submitted groundwater samples to Eurofins for analysis of 18 PFAS 
compounds using method 537.1, 537M, or DoD QSM Table B-15. Analytical lab reports and 
associated Laboratory Data Review Checklists (LDRCs) are included in Appendix C. PFAS 
analytes are listed in Exhibit 1-2 above. Results of WSW and MW samples were compared to 
the applicable action level. 

We submitted onsite MW water samples (MW-11-15 and MW-12-10) to SGS in Anchorage, 
Alaska for analysis of benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes analysis by EPA Method 
8021, gasoline range organics by AK Method 101, diesel range organics (DRO) by AK 
Method 102, residual range organics (RRO) by AK Method 103, and polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAH) by EPA Method 8270D-SIM.  

POET quarterly monitoring samples were also submitted to SGS for the analysis of arsenic 
by EPA 200.8. 

The Eurofins and SGS laboratory reports, associated LDRCs and a summary of our Quality 
Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) assessment are included in Appendix C. Results of the 
quarterly WSW sampling are presented in Tables 1 through 4, and results of the quarterly 
MW sampling are presented in Tables 5 through 8. Results of petroleum analyses from 
onsite MWs are shown on Table 9. PFAS and arsenic results from samples collected from the 
Gustavus Inn POET system are shown on Table 10.  

3.1 Water Supply Wells 

The following sections summarize the WSW results associated with each FY22 sampling 
event. PFAS results for WSW samples collected between August 2021 and April 2022 are 
presented in Tables 1 through 4. The highest sum of PFOS and PFOA results of WSW 
samples collected in this reporting period are shown on Figure 3. Figures D.1 through D.37 
(Appendix D) are graphic representations of historical results for water-supply locations 
where at least three samples were collected. 

3.1.1 Summer 2021 

Table 1 summarizes the PFAS results of August 2021 quarterly and annual WSW samples, 
and one first-time sample (Eurofins work order [WO] 320-78307-1).  The samples collected 
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from quarterly or annual locations did not report PFOS and PFOA concentrations greater 
than the applicable action level. The highest result for the sum of PFOS and PFOA was 47 
ng/L, detected in sample PW-204.1. PFOS was detected at 44 ng/L and PFOA was detected at 
2.5 ng/L.  

Analytical results for first-time sample PW-467 exhibited combined PFOS and PFOA 
concentrations greater than the action level, reported at 72 ng/L. 

Perfluorohexanesulfonic acid (PFHxS), perfluorohexanoic acid (PFHxA), 
perfluorobutanesulfonic acid (PFBS), and perfluoroheptanoic acid (PFHpA) were also 
detected above the reporting limit in one or more project samples collected in August 2021. 

3.1.2 Fall 2021

Table 2 summarizes PFAS results of the October 2021 quarterly samples, and one annual 
sample (Eurofins WOs 320-81057-1 and 320-81261-1). The samples collected had reported 
PFOS and PFOA concentrations less than the applicable action level. The highest PFOS 
result was 17 ng/L detected in sample PW-401.  PFOA was not detected in this sample.  The 
highest PFOA result was 5.3 ng/L detected in PW-059, PFOS was detected less than the 
reporting limit in this sample.  

PFHxS, and PFHxA were also detected above the reporting limit in one or more project 
samples collected in October 2021. 

3.1.3 Winter 2022

Table 3 summarizes PFAS results for February 2022 quarterly WSW samples (Eurofins WO 
320-84759-1). The samples collected had reported PFOS and PFOA concentrations less than
the applicable action level. The highest result for the sum of PFOS and PFOA was 17 ng/L,
detected in sample PW-401.  PFOS was detected at 17 ng/L; PFOA was not detected.

PFHxS and PFHxA were also detected above the reporting limit in one or more project 
samples collected in February 2022. 

3.1.4 Spring 2022

Table 4 summarizes PFAS results of April 2022 quarterly WSW samples (Eurofins WO 320-
87434-1). The samples collected had reported PFOS and PFOA concentrations less than the 
applicable action level. The highest result for PFOS was detected at 18 ng/L detected in 
sample PW-401. PFOA was not detected in this sample. The highest PFOA result was 
detected at 3.8 ng/L in sample NPS Well, where PFOS was detected at 9.4 ng/L. PFHxS, 
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PFHxA, and PFHpA were also detected above the reporting limit in one or more project 
samples collected in April 2022. 

3.1.5 Historical Results

Historical PFAS results for quarterly WSW samples collected between August 2018 and June 
2021 are presented in Table 11.  

PFAS results for WSW locations where at least three samples have been collected are plotted 
in Figures D.1 through D.37 (Appendix D).  

3.2 POET System Monitoring 

Table 10 summarize concentrations of PFAS and arsenic analytes in samples associated with 
the POET system installed at the Gustavus Inn (PW-200).  

Analytical results for samples collected from untreated groundwater had reported 
concentrations of PFOS and PFOA less than the applicable action level for samples collected 
from August 2021 through April 2022.  

Analytical arsenic results exceeded regulatory limits in the untreated groundwater samples 
for each sampling event. 

PFAS analytes were not detected in the treated water (sink), or C-port composite samples 
during the sampling events covered in this report.  

3.3 Monitoring Wells 

The following sections summarize the MW results associated with each MW sampling 
event. PFAS results for MW samples collected between August 2021 and April 2022 are 
presented in Tables 5 through 8. The highest sum of PFOS and PFOA results for MW 
samples collected in this reporting period are shown on Figure 4. Figures D.38 through D.53 
(Appendix D) are graphic representations of historical results for MW locations.    

3.3.1 Summer 2021

Table 5 summarizes PFAS results of August 2021 quarterly MW samples (Eurofins WO 320-
78303-1). Analytical results for the following MW samples exhibited PFAS results greater 
than the applicable action level: MW-2-20, MW-10-20, and MW-12-10. Analytical results for 
MW-11-15 indicated combined PFOS and PFOA concentrations of 64 ng/L. 
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The sum of PFOS and PFOA was 556 ng/L in sample MW-2-20. This well exhibited the 
highest PFAS concentrations for this sampling event.  

3.3.2 Fall 2021

Table 6 summarizes PFAS results of October 2021 quarterly MW samples (Eurofins WO 320-
81056-1). Analytical results for the following MW samples exhibited PFAS results greater 
than the applicable action level: MW-2-20, MW-10-20, and MW-11-15. 

The sum of PFOS and PFOA was 830 ng/L in sample MW-11-15. This well exhibited the 
highest PFAS concentrations for this sampling event.  

3.3.3 Winter 2022

Table 7 summarizes PFAS results of February 2022 quarterly MW samples (Eurofins WO 
320-84757-1). Analytical results for the following MW samples exhibited PFAS results above
the applicable action level: MW-2-20 and MW-11-15.

The sum of PFOS and PFOA was 290 ng/L in sample MW-2-20. This well exhibited the 
highest PFAS concentrations for this sampling event. Note that multiple MWs could not be 
sampled at this event due to extreme weather conditions.  

3.3.4 Spring 2022

Table 8 summarizes PFAS results of April 2022 quarterly MW samples (Eurofins WO 320-
87432-1). Analytical results for the following MW samples exhibited PFAS results above the 
applicable action level: MW-2-20 and MW-11-15.  Analytical results for MW-9-30 indicated a 
combined PFOS and PFOA concentration of 68 ng/L and MW-10-20 indicated 63 ng/L. 

The sum of PFOS and PFOA was 409 ng/L in sample MW-2-20. This well exhibited the 
highest PFAS concentrations for this sampling event.  

3.3.5 Petroleum Analysis

Table 9 summarizes results of petroleum analyses of August 2021 through April 2022 MW 
samples. Results were less than DEC cleanup levels for the target analytes.  

Samples collected from MW-11-15 indicated detections of DRO and RRO in August 2021, 
October 2021, and April 2022; 2-methylnapthalene and benzene in October 2021; and 
multiple PAH analytes in February 2022. In general, the petroleum concentrations were 
reported as estimated below the reporting limit. 
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3.3.6 Historical Results

Historical PFAS results for quarterly MW samples collected between August 2018 and June 
2021 are presented in Table 12.  

PFAS results for MW samples are plotted in Figures D.38 through D.53 (Appendix D). 

4 DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following sections provide a detailed discussion of the results of quarterly WSW, MW, 
and POET system testing performed August 2021 through April 2022 (FY22). Observations 
and recommendations are based on available data and may be revised following future 
sampling events. We note that conclusions derived from small data sets may be prone to 
errors and inconsistencies. 

4.1 Comparison to Regulatory Levels 

Historical WSW PFAS results for samples collected in August 2018 through April 2022 are 
presented in Table 11. Historical MW PFAS results for samples collected in August 2018 
through April 2022 are presented in Table 12. 

4.1.1 Water Supply Wells 

PFOS was frequently the highest detected PFAS analyte in the quarterly WSW samples 
collected during the events covered in this report.  

Between August 2021 and April 2022, one first-time WSW sample (PW-467) reported PFOS 
and PFOA concentrations above the applicable action level (Table 1). This well was drilled 
in August 2021 as a water source for a new residential development. The property has been 
provided alternative water. 

The highest PFAS concentrations were detected in WSWs near properties where PFAS were 
detected above the action limit in a previous sample. Overall, results of samples collected 
during FY22 were similar to samples results from the previous year. Results of trends 
analysis are discussed in Section 4.2. PW-059 exhibited detection of PFOA greater than the 
reporting limit for the first time in October 2021. PW-204.1 replaced PW-204 in late 2020, due 
to “low production” according to the owner. PW-204.1 exhibits higher concentrations of 
detected PFAS than PW-204, despite being less than 100 feet from the previous location. 
PW-204 was reported to be approximately 20 feet deep, PW-204.1 was installed at 34 feet 
bgs. 
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4.1.2 Monitoring Wells 

PFOS was frequently the highest detected PFAS analyte in the quarterly MW samples 
collected during the events covered in this report.  

Between August 2021 and April 2022, ten samples collected from four groundwater MWs 
had PFOS and PFOA concentrations above the applicable action level. Two samples 
collected from MW-2-20 exceeded the DEC groundwater cleanup level of 400 ng/L. In 
August 2021, PFOS was detected at 520 ng/L in MW-11-15 (Table 5), and in October 2021 
PFOS was detected at a concentration of 820 ng/L (Table 6).  

We note that concentrations reported in MW-2-20 are likely the results of a surface spill near 
the well and is not associated with the PFAS contamination originating from the airport. 
Evidence for this finding can be seen in MW-2-30 which is approximately 10 feet deeper 
than MW-2-20 where PFAS is either not detected or is detected at low levels. Additionally, 
concentrations reported in MW-2-20 are routinely greater than concentrations reported in 
wells associated with the airport plume, with a notable higher level of PFOA in this well 
than other wells associated with the airport. We understand DEC is investigating this area 
separately to determine the source. 

Generally, results from this reporting period were similar to the previous year. Results of 
trends analysis are discussed in Section 4.2.  

4.2 Trend Analysis 

Shannon & Wilson performed a statistical analysis on the PFAS data set to provide 
information regarding the potential future risk to receptors via drinking water exposure. We 
assessed temporal data for quarterly and annual WSW and MWs using a Mann-Kendall 
nonparametric trend analysis. Mann-Kendall analyzes for increasing or decreasing trends 
with a confidence above 95 percent.  

We are unable to report a trend for locations where fewer than four sample results are 
available. Trends were analyzed for C4 PFBS, C5 PFHpA, C6 PFHxS, C6 PFHxA, C8 PFOS, 
C8 PFOA, and PFOS and PFOA combined. We note these trends were calculated using 
between four and thirteen sampling events and are subject to change as more data are 
accumulated. 

Professional judgement was used to interpret trends derived from data that included a 
mixture of non-detected results and estimated detections below the laboratory reporting 
limit. Our statistical analysis referenced the laboratory reporting limit for non-detected 
results. Trends were not derived from data sets with a mixture of detected and non-detected 
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results where 50 percent or more of the data set was not detected. Trends are reported as 
stable for analytes with consistent non-detected PFAS results for the reported location.  

4.2.1 Water Supply Wells

Table 13 summarizes the statistical trend analysis data for the quarterly and annual WSW 
locations. Locations in the quarterly WSW monitoring network did not exhibit statistically 
significant “increasing” trends for PFAS. However, we note WSWs in exceedance of 
applicable action levels were removed from the monitoring network and therefore we lack 
sufficient monitoring data to complete statistical trend analysis for those wells. Monitoring 
of the Gustavus Inn POET (an affected property) provided sufficient data to perform trends 
analysis.  

4.2.1.1 PFOS Trend Analysis 

Sample results for locations NPS Well, PW-012, PW-401, and PW-200 exhibited a 
“decreasing” trend in PFOS concentrations. Concentrations of PFOS from PW-221 exhibited 
a “possibly decreasing” trend. PFOS results for locations PW-205.1, and PW-419 exhibited a 
“stable” trend with no significant change.  

A trend was unable to be calculated or “no trend” was reported for the remaining quarterly 
and annual WSWs. 

4.2.1.2 PFOA Trend Analysis 

Sample results for PW-200 exhibited a “decreasing” trend in PFOA concentrations. 
Concentrations of PFOA from the NPS Well exhibited a “possibly decreasing” trend. 

A trend was unable to be calculated for the remaining quarterly and annual WSWs. 

4.2.1.3 PFOS and PFOA Combined Trend Analysis 

Trends for combined PFOS and PFOA concentrations were analyzed for WSW locations 
with calculable PFOS and PFOA combined values. Locations with no detections of PFOS or 
PFOA were not analyzed.  

WSW locations NPS Well and PW-200 exhibited statistically significant evidence of a 
“decreasing” trend.  

A trend was unable to be calculated for the remaining quarterly and annual WSWs. 

4.2.2 Monitoring Wells
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Table 14 summarizes the statistical analysis for the MW network. Most locations included 
data from nine sampling events, however, we note that some locations could not be 
sampled in one or more sampling events due to rain, snow, or other circumstances. We also 
note that monitoring has not been completed for enough consecutive years to perform trend 
analysis for various seasons. 

4.2.2.1 PFOS Trend Analysis 

MW-5-20 and MW-7-20 exhibited statistically significant “increasing” trends for PFOS for 
samples collected through June 2022. MW-2-20 exhibited a “probably increasing” trend. The 
PFOS trend associated with MW-10-20 is reported as “stable” with no significant changes.  
MW-3-15 and MW-12-10 exhibited a statistically significant “decreasing” trend.  

A trend was unable to be calculated or “no trend” was reported for the remaining MWs. 

4.2.2.2 PFOA Trend Analysis 

MW-11-15 exhibited a “probably increasing” trend for PFOA for samples collected through 
June 2022. The PFOA trend associated with MW-5-20, MW-7-20, MW-9-30, and MW-10-20 is 
reported as “stable” with no significant changes.  PFOA concentrations for MW-3-40 and 
MW-12-10 exhibited statistically significant “decreasing” trends.  

A trend was unable to be calculated or “no trend” was reported for the remaining MWs. 

4.2.2.3 PFOS and PFOA Combined Trend Analysis 

Trends for combined PFOS and PFOA concentrations were analyzed for MW locations with 
calculable combined values. Locations with no detections of PFOS and PFOA were not 
analyzed.  

MW-7-20 exhibited statistically significant evidence of an “increasing” trend for PFOS and 
PFOA combined, and MW-2-20 exhibited a “probably increasing” trend. MW-3-15, and 
MW-12-10 exhibited statistically significant evidence of a “decreasing” trend. MW-9-30 
exhibited a “probably decreasing” trend”. 

4.3 Conceptual Site Model 

Based on the results presented in this report, the conceptual site model for the site remains 
unchanged from when it was reported in Revision 2 – Summary Report, Gustavus Airport 2021 
PFAS Site Characterization, dated May 2022. Copies of the forms are provided in Appendix E. 
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4.4 Recommendations 

Based on the WSW search and sampling efforts and MW sampling completed between 
August 2021 and April 2022, Shannon & Wilson recommends the DOT&PF: 

continue quarterly and annual monitoring of MW and WSW locations, as approved via 
email by DEC in November 2022;  

conduct the annual WSW sampling event in July due to scheduling considerations; 

continue to work with the DEC and Alaska Department of Health and Social Services to 
educate the public regarding the potential health effects of exposure to PFAS-containing 
water;  

refrain from discharging PFAS-containing AFFF to the ground, surface water bodies, or 
groundwater during ARFF training and equipment testing; and 

continue to work closely with the DEC to determine the changes required for the WSW 
monitoring network based on the regulation changes that are anticipated; and 

conducting remedial efforts to remove groundwater contamination where results exceed 
the cleanup levels.  

The information included in this report is based on limited sampling and should be 
considered representative of the times and locations at which the sampling occurred. 
Regulatory agencies may reach different conclusions than Shannon & Wilson.  "Important 
Information about your Geotechnical/Environmental Report" has been prepared and is 
included, to assist you and others in understanding the use and limitations of this report. 
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available:  https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-
05/documents/pfoa_health_advisory_final_508.pdf 



PW-010 PW-032 PW-037 PW-038 PW-039 PW-040
Regulatory 

Level Units 8/24/2021 8/26/2021 DUP 8/26/2021 8/24/2021 8/23/2021 8/23/2021 8/23/2021 8/23/2021

- ng/L <1.9 1.9 2.3 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

2,000‡ ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

- ng/L <4.7 <4.7 <4.7 <4.7 <4.9 <4.8 <4.7 <4.7 

- ng/L <4.7 <4.7 <4.7 <4.7 <4.9 <4.8 <4.7 <4.7 

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

10‡ ng/L <3.7 <3.8 <3.8 <3.8 <3.9 <3.9 <3.7 <3.8 

ng/L <1.9 4.2 4.3 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

Sample results reported in TestAmerica Work Order320-78307-1
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion
Environmental Protection Agency

DEC drinking water action level is 70 ng/L for PFOS and PFOA combined.

Result exceed regulatory level.

Estimated concentration due to a laboratory QC failure. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

No applicable regulatory limit exists for the associated analyte.

Table 1: August 2021 Water Supply Well Analytical PFAS Results
Sample Name

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Perfluorohexanesulfonic acid (PFHxS)

70†

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL) unless otherwise flagged due to quality-

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the RL. 
Flag applied by the laboratory.

Result considered estimated, biased high, due to a QC failure. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.(*)

PW-012



Regulatory 
Level Units

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

2,000‡ ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

10‡ ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Sample results reported in TestAmerica Work Order320-78307-1
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion
Environmental Protection Agency

DEC drinking water action level is 70 ng/L for PFOS and PFOA combined.

Result exceed regulatory level.

Estimated concentration due to a laboratory QC failure. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

No applicable regulatory limit exists for the associated analyte.

Table 1: August 2021 Water Supply Well Analytical PFAS Results
Sample Name

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Perfluorohexanesulfonic acid (PFHxS)

70†

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL) unless otherwise flagged due to quality-

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the RL. 
Flag applied by the laboratory.

Result considered estimated, biased high, due to a QC failure. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.(*)

PW-203 PW-205.1 PW-207 PW-211

8/25/2021 DUP 8/25/2021 8/26/2021 8/24/2021 DUP 8/24/2021 8/24/2021 8/24/2021 8/23/2021

7.7 8.2 0.80 J 25 25 1.0 J 0.95 J 0.83 J

4.0 3.7 <1.9 7.2 8.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

2.1 2.1 <1.9 3.1 2.7 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

1.2 J 1.2 J <1.9 2.8 2.2 <1.9 0.66 J 0.45 J

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<4.6 <4.9 <4.7 <4.8 <4.8 <4.7 <4.6 <4.8 

<4.6 <4.9 <4.7 <4.8 <4.8 <4.7 <4.6 <4.8 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<3.7 <3.9 <3.8 <3.9 <3.9 <3.7 <3.7 <3.8 

7.8 8.1 <1.9 39 44 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

3.7 3.3 <1.9 2.5 2.4 <1.9 0.89 J <1.9 

PW-204.1PW-1001 (NPS Well)



Regulatory 
Level Units

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

2,000‡ ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

10‡ ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Sample results reported in TestAmerica Work Order320-78307-1
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion
Environmental Protection Agency

DEC drinking water action level is 70 ng/L for PFOS and PFOA combined.

Result exceed regulatory level.

Estimated concentration due to a laboratory QC failure. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

No applicable regulatory limit exists for the associated analyte.

Table 1: August 2021 Water Supply Well Analytical PFAS Results
Sample Name

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Perfluorohexanesulfonic acid (PFHxS)

70†

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL) unless otherwise flagged due to quality-

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the RL. 
Flag applied by the laboratory.

Result considered estimated, biased high, due to a QC failure. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.(*)

PW-221 PW-230 PW-240 PW-419 PW-438 PW-467

8/24/2021 8/26/2021 8/24/2021 8/23/2021 DUP 8/23/2021 8/25/2021 8/23/2021 8/25/2021

<1.8 1.8 J 1.7 J 4.2 J* 3.1 J* <18 2.4 27 

<1.8 <1.9 <2.0 1.5 J 1.5 J <18 <1.9 9.3 

<1.8 <1.9 <2.0 0.65 J <1.9 <18 <1.9 3.5 

<1.8 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <18 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <2.0 0.42 J <1.9 <18 1.0 J 2.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <18 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <18 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <18 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <18 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <18 <1.9 <1.9 

<4.6 <4.8 <5.0 <4.8 <4.8 <46 <4.8 <4.7 

<4.6 <4.8 <5.0 <4.8 <4.8 <46 <4.8 <4.7 

<1.8 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <18 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <18 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <18 <1.9 <1.9 

<3.7 <3.8 <4.0 <3.8 <3.8 <37 <3.9 <3.8 

1.0 J 2.0 <2.0 16 J* 22 J* <18 3.8 69 

<1.8 1.1 J <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <18 <1.9 2.5 

PW-401



PW-010 PW-037 PW-038 PW-039 PW-040

Regulatory 
Level Units 10/25/2021 10/26/2021 10/26/2021 DUP 10/26/2021 10/26/2021 10/26/2021 10/26/2021 10/27/2021 10/27/2021 DUP

—  ng/L <1.9 2.1 2.2 <2.1 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 1.5 J 1.4 J

—  ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 2.5 2.3 

—  ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 1.7 J 1.5 J

—  ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

2,000‡ ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 1.7 J 1.6 J

—  ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

—  ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

—  ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

—  ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

—  ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

—  ng/L <4.9 <4.8 <4.7 <5.2 <4.8 <4.9 <5.1 <4.9 <5.0 

—  ng/L <4.9 <4.8 <4.7 <5.2 <4.8 <4.9 <5.1 <4.9 <5.0 

—  ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

—  ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

—  ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

10‡ ng/L <3.9 <3.8 <3.8 <4.2 <3.9 <3.9 <4.1 <3.9 <4.0 

ng/L <1.9 4.8 4.9 <2.1 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 1.2 J 1.4 J*

ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 5.3 5.3 

nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion

Environmental Protection Agency

DEC drinking water action level is 70 ng/L for PFOS and PFOA combined.

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

No applicable regulatory limit exists for the associated analyte.

70†

Results reported from Test America work order 320-78307-1

Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL) unless otherwise flagged due to quality 

Estimated concentration due to a laboratory QC failure. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.(*)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and RL. Flag applied by 

Sample Name: PW-012 PW-059



Regulatory 
Level Units

—  ng/L

—  ng/L

—  ng/L

—  ng/L

2,000‡ ng/L

—  ng/L

—  ng/L

—  ng/L

—  ng/L

—  ng/L

—  ng/L

—  ng/L

—  ng/L

—  ng/L

—  ng/L

10‡ ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion

Environmental Protection Agency

DEC drinking water action level is 70 ng/L for PFOS and PFOA combined.

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

No applicable regulatory limit exists for the associated analyte.

70†

Results reported from Test America work order 320-78307-1

Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL) unless otherwise flagged due to quality 

Estimated concentration due to a laboratory QC failure. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.(*)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and RL. Flag applied by 

Sample Name: PW-211 PW-221 PW-401 PW-414

10/31/2021 10/31/2021 DUP 10/26/2021 10/26/2021 10/26/2021 10/25/2021

<1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 5.3 1.4 J

<1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 2.3 <2.0 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 1.2 J <2.0 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 

<1.8 <1.8 0.51 J <1.9 0.37 J <2.0 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 

<4.4 <4.5 2.2 J <4.9 <4.7 <4.9 

<4.4 <4.5 <5.0 <4.9 <4.7 <4.9 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 

<3.5 <3.6 <4.0 <3.9 <3.8 <3.9 

<1.8 <1.8 0.74 J <1.9 17 0.91 J

<1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 

PW-203



PW-010 PW-037 PW-038

Regulatory Limit Units
2/8/2022  DUP 2/8/2022 2/8/2022 2/9/2022  DUP 2/9/2022 2/8/2022 2/8/2022

- ng/L 6.9 6.6 <2.0 0.67 J 0.76 J <2.0 <1.9 

- ng/L 2.8 2.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 

- ng/L 1.6 J 1.6 J <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 

2,000‡ ng/L 0.64 J 0.64 J <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 

- ng/L <4.9 <4.9 <4.9 <4.7 <4.8 <5.0 <4.6 

- ng/L <4.9 <4.9 <4.9 <4.7 <4.8 <5.0 <4.6 

- ng/L <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 

10‡ ng/L <3.9 <3.9 <3.9 <3.8 <3.8 <4.0 <3.7 

ng/L 8.2 8.3 <2.0 2.2 1.9 <2.0 <1.9 

ng/L 2.3 2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 

nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the laboratory.

No applicable regulatory limit exists for the associated analyte.

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the reporting limit (RL) unless otherwise flagged due to quality control (QC) failures.

DEC drinking water action level is 70 ng/L for PFOS and PFOA combined.

Results reported from Eurofins Environmental Testing work order 320-84759-1.

United States Environmental Protection Agency

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

70†

PW-012NPS Well

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures, with high bias. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

Table 3: February 2022 Water Supply Well Analytical PFAS Results 
Sample Name:

Perfluorohexanesulfonic acid (PFHxS)



Regulatory Limit Units

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

2,000‡ ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

10‡ ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the laboratory.

No applicable regulatory limit exists for the associated analyte.

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the reporting limit (RL) unless otherwise flagged due to quality control (QC) failures.

DEC drinking water action level is 70 ng/L for PFOS and PFOA combined.

Results reported from Eurofins Environmental Testing work order 320-84759-1.

United States Environmental Protection Agency

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

70†

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures, with high bias. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

Table 3: February 2022 Water Supply Well Analytical PFAS Results 
Sample Name:

Perfluorohexanesulfonic acid (PFHxS)

PW-203 PW-205.1 PW-211 PW-221

2/7/2022 2/8/2022 2/7/2022 2/7/2022 2/7/2022 DUP 2/7/2022

<1.9 1.6 J 0.68 J <2.0 1.4 J 1.1 J

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 1.2 J <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 

<4.7 <4.7 <4.8 <5.0 <4.7 <4.7 

<4.7 4.1 J <4.8 <5.0 <4.7 <4.7 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 

<3.8 <3.8 <3.9 <4.0 <3.8 <3.8 

<1.9 1.5 J 0.78 JH* 0.61 J 17 15 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 

PW-401



PW-010 PW-037 PW-038
Regulatory 

Limit Units 4/27/2022 4/27/2022 DUP 4/27/2022 4/28/2022 4/28/2022 DUP 4/28/2022 4/28/2022

— ng/L 6.1 6.6 <1.9 0.62 J 0.81 J <1.8 <1.7 

— ng/L 5.4 5.6 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 

— ng/L 2.8 2.8 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 

— ng/L 0.33 J 0.29 J <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 

2,000‡ ng/L 1.2 J 1.3 J <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 

— ng/L 0.30 J 0.37 J <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 

— ng/L <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 

— ng/L <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 

— ng/L <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 

— ng/L <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 

— ng/L <4.7 <4.6 <4.7 <4.2 <4.4 J* <4.5 <4.2 

— ng/L <4.7 <4.6 <4.7 <4.2 <4.4 <4.5 <4.2 

— ng/L <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 

— ng/L <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 

— ng/L <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 

10‡ ng/L <3.7 <3.7 <3.8 <3.3 <3.5 <3.6 <3.3 

ng/L 9.4 9.3 <1.9 2.6 2.5 <1.8 <1.7 

ng/L 3.4 3.8 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 

Results reported from Eurofins Environmental Testing work order 320-87434-1.

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by 

No applicable regulatory limit exists for the associated analyte.

Analyte not detected, reported as less than the reporting limit (RL) unless otherwise flagged due to quality control.

United States Environmental Protection Agency

DEC drinking water action level is 70 ng/L for PFOS and PFOA combined.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

70†

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

Table 4: April 2022 Water Supply Well Analytical PFAS Results
Sample Name NPS Well PW-012



Regulatory 
Limit Units

— ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

2,000‡ ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

10‡ ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Results reported from Eurofins Environmental Testing work order 320-87434-1.

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by 

No applicable regulatory limit exists for the associated analyte.

Analyte not detected, reported as less than the reporting limit (RL) unless otherwise flagged due to quality control.

United States Environmental Protection Agency

DEC drinking water action level is 70 ng/L for PFOS and PFOA combined.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

70†

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

Table 4: April 2022 Water Supply Well Analytical PFAS Results
Sample Name PW-040 PW-059 PW-203 PW-205.1 PW-211 PW-221 PW-401

4/28/2022 4/27/2022 4/27/2022 4/27/2022 4/27/2022 4/27/2022 4/27/2022

<1.8 1.6 J 0.58 J 1.3 J <1.8 <1.9 3.7 

<1.8 0.99 J <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 2.6 

<1.8 0.45 J <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 1.4 J

<1.8 0.39 J <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 1.2 J 0.20 J 0.26 J <1.8 <1.9 0.37 J

<1.8 0.52 J <1.9 0.32 J <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<4.5 <4.7 <4.7 <4.7 <4.6 <4.7 <4.6 

<4.5 <4.7 <4.7 <4.7 <4.6 <4.7 <4.6 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<3.6 <3.7 <3.8 <3.8 <3.7 <3.8 <3.7 

<1.8 2.9 0.65 J 2.1 0.55 J <1.9 18 

<1.8 1.2 J <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 



MW-1-15 MW-1-40 MW-2-30 MW-3-15
Regulatory 

Limit
Units 8/23/2021 8/23/2021 8/23/2021 8/23/2021  DUP 8/23/2021 8/24/2021 8/24/2021 8/24/2021  DUP

- ng/L 0.69 J <1.8 41 41 <1.8 1.1 JH* 14 13 

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 67 64 <1.8 <1.8 1.4 J 1.4 J

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 39 39 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 9.8 9.0 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

2,000‡ ng/L <1.8 <1.8 2.2 2.2 1.4 J 0.23 J 1.1 J 1.1 J

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 0.79 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

- ng/L <4.5 <4.6 <4.6 <4.5 <4.6 <4.6 <4.6 <4.6 

- ng/L <4.5 <4.6 <4.6 <4.5 <4.6 <4.6 <4.6 <4.6 

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

10‡ ng/L <3.6 <3.7 <3.7 <3.6 <3.7 <3.7 <3.7 <3.7 

ng/L <1.8 <1.8 520 520 <1.8 1.8 14 14 

ng/L <1.8 <1.8 36 35 <1.8 <1.8 1.3 J 1.2 J

nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion

Environmental Protection Agency

DEC drinking water action level is 70 ng/L for PFOS and PFOA combined.

Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL) unless otherwise flagged due to quality-control (QC) failures.

Concentration exceeds regulatory limits.

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.(*)

Estimated concentration, biased high, due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.(*)

No applicable regulatory limit exists for the asssociaed anayte.

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

MW-3-40MW-2-20

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the 

Samples results reported in TestAmerica work order 320-78303-1

Perfluorohexanesulfonic acid (PFHxS)

Sample Name

70†



Regulatory 
Limit

Units

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

2,000‡ ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

10‡ ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion

Environmental Protection Agency

DEC drinking water action level is 70 ng/L for PFOS and PFOA combined.

Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL) unless otherwise flagged due to quality-control (QC) failures.

Concentration exceeds regulatory limits.

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.(*)

Estimated concentration, biased high, due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.(*)

No applicable regulatory limit exists for the asssociaed anayte.

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the 

Samples results reported in TestAmerica work order 320-78303-1

Perfluorohexanesulfonic acid (PFHxS)

Sample Name

70†

MW-5-20 MW-6-20 MW-7-20 MW-8-20 MW-10-20 MW-11-15

8/24/2021 8/24/2021 8/24/2021 8/25/2021 8/25/2021 8/25/2021  DUP 8/25/2021 8/27/2021

0.92 J 0.69 J 1.0 J <1.9 9.8 8.6 19 44 

0.68 J <1.8 2.9 <1.9 5.3 5.5 15 53 

<1.8 <1.8 0.75 J <1.9 1.8 1.9 6.3 13 

<1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 1.3 J

0.50 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 0.74 J 0.96 J 1.3 J 11 

<1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 1.7 J

<1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<4.6 <4.5 <4.5 <4.7 <4.6 <4.7 <4.5 <4.6 

<4.6 <4.5 <4.5 <4.7 <4.6 <4.7 <4.5 <4.6 

<1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<3.7 <3.6 <3.6 <3.7 <3.7 <3.7 <3.6 <3.7 

2.7 <1.8 13 <1.9 42 43 91 59 

1.3 J <1.8 3.4 <1.9 0.95 J 1.2 J 2.1 5.4 

MW-9-30



Regulatory 
Limit

Units

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

2,000‡ ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

10‡ ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion

Environmental Protection Agency

DEC drinking water action level is 70 ng/L for PFOS and PFOA combined.

Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL) unless otherwise flagged due to quality-control (QC) failures.

Concentration exceeds regulatory limits.

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.(*)

Estimated concentration, biased high, due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.(*)

No applicable regulatory limit exists for the asssociaed anayte.

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the 

Samples results reported in TestAmerica work order 320-78303-1

Perfluorohexanesulfonic acid (PFHxS)

Sample Name

70†

8/27/2021 8/27/2021  DUP

11 8.2 

2.8 2.8 

3.3 2.9 

0.55 J 0.55 J

0.50 J 0.21 J

<1.8 <1.8 

<1.8 <1.8 

<1.8 <1.8 

<1.8 <1.8 

<1.8 <1.8 

<4.5 <4.6 

<4.5 <4.6 

<1.8 <1.8 

<1.8 <1.8 

<1.8 <1.8 

<3.6 <3.7 

100 J* 36 J*

1.9 2.0 

MW-12-10



MW-1-15 MW-1-40 MW-2-30 MW-3-15 MW-3-40
Regulatory 

Limit
Units 10/26/2021 10/26/2021 10/26/2021 10/26/2021 DUP 10/26/2021 10/26/2021 10/26/2021

- ng/L 0.76 J <1.8 40 39 <1.8 5.8 12 

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 93 90 0.54 J* 0.61 J 1.8 J

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 49 44 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 7.0 6.5 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

2,000‡ ng/L <1.8 <1.8 2.6 2.7 1.1 J 0.45 J* 1.0 J

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 0.72 J* <1.8 j* <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

- ng/L <4.6 <4.5 <4.5 <4.5 <4.5 <4.6 <4.7 

- ng/L <4.6 <4.5 <4.5 <4.5 <4.5 <4.6 <4.7 

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

- ng/L <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

10‡ ng/L <3.7 <3.6 <3.6 <3.6 <3.6 <3.7 <3.7 

ng/L <1.8 <1.8 360 330 0.51 J 2.7 12 

ng/L <1.8 <1.8 24 24 <1.8 <1.9 1.1 J

nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion

Environmental Protection Agency

tion level is 70 ng/L for PFOS and PFOA combined.

Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL) unless otherwise flagged due to quality-control (QC) failures.

Concentration exceeds regulatory limit.

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the laboratory.

Sample results reported in TestAmerica work order 320-81056-1

Perfluorohexanesulfonic acid (PFHxS)

MW-2-20Sample Name

70†

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)



Regulatory 
Limit

Units

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

2,000‡ ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

10‡ ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion

Environmental Protection Agency

tion level is 70 ng/L for PFOS and PFOA combined.

Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL) unless otherwise flagged due to quality-control (QC) failures.

Concentration exceeds regulatory limit.

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the laboratory.

Sample results reported in TestAmerica work order 320-81056-1

Perfluorohexanesulfonic acid (PFHxS)

Sample Name

70†

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

MW-6-20 MW-7-20 MW-8-20 MW-10-20 MW-11-15

10/26/2021 10/25/2021 10/25/2021 10/25/2021 10/25/2021 DUP 10/25/2021 10/31/2021

1.1 J 0.67 J <1.8 10 9.9 8.4 60 

<1.8 1.8 J <1.8 7.7 7.5 6.4 16 

<1.8 0.61 J <1.8 2.9 2.9 2.9 10 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 1.3 J

<1.8 0.21 J <1.8 0.65 J 0.78 J 0.38 J 4.7 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 0.72 J

<1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<4.6 <4.6 <4.6 <4.6 <4.7 <4.5 <4.5 

<4.6 <4.6 <4.6 <4.6 <4.7 <4.5 <4.5 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<3.7 <3.7 <3.7 <3.7 <3.7 <3.6 <3.6 

<1.8 14 2.3 37 37 81 820 

<1.8 2.6 <1.8 0.78 J 0.87 J 1.1 J 9.8 

MW-9-30



MW-1-15 MW-1-40 MW-2-20 MW-3-40

Regulatory 
Limit Units

2/8/2022 2/8/2022 2/9/2022 2/9/2022  DUP 2/9/2022 2/9/2022

- ng/L 0.64 J <1.9 52 <1.9 0.61 JH* 6.8 JL*

- ng/L 1.1 J <1.9 190 <1.9 <1.9 1.3 JL*

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 88 <1.9 <1.9 0.48 JL*

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 4.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 J*

2,000‡ ng/L 0.23 J <1.9 6.2 0.78 J 0.94 J 0.74 JL*

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 0.65 J <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 J*

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 J*

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 J*

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 J*

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 J*

- ng/L <4.6 <4.8 <4.6 <4.9 <4.7 <4.8 J*

- ng/L <4.6 <4.8 <4.6 <4.9 <4.7 <4.8 J*

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 J*

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 J*

- ng/L <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 J*

10‡ ng/L <3.7 <3.9 <3.7 <3.9 <3.8 <3.8 J*

<1.9 <1.9 260 <1.9 <1.9 7.1 JL*

<1.9 <1.9 30 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 J*

DEC drinking water action level is 70 ng/L for PFOS and PFOA combined.

Sample Name: MW-2-30

ng/L

Perfluorohexanesulfonic acid (PFHxS)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Estimated concentration, biased low due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

Estimated concentration, biased high due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

70†

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.

Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

No applicable regulatory limit exists for the associated analyte.

Analyte was not detected; reported as <Reporting Limit (RL) unless otherwise flagged for quality control (QC) failures.

Detected concentration exceeds the regulatory limit.

Results reported from Eurofins Environmental Testing work order 320-84757-1.

United States Environmental Protection Agency



Regulatory 
Limit Units

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

2,000‡ ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

- ng/L

10‡ ng/L

DEC drinking water action level is 70 ng/L for PFOS and PFOA combined.

Sample Name:

ng/L

Perfluorohexanesulfonic acid (PFHxS)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Estimated concentration, biased low due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

Estimated concentration, biased high due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

70†

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.

Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

No applicable regulatory limit exists for the associated analyte.

Analyte was not detected; reported as <Reporting Limit (RL) unless otherwise flagged for quality control (QC) failures.

Detected concentration exceeds the regulatory limit.

Results reported from Eurofins Environmental Testing work order 320-84757-1.

United States Environmental Protection Agency

MW-6-20 MW-9-30 MW-10-20

2/9/2022 2/7/2022  DUP 2/7/2022 2/10/2022 2/8/2022 2/10/2022 2/10/2022 DUP

0.90 J* <1.9 <1.9 12 JL* 11 JL* 52 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 6.4 JL* 8.7 JL* 12 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 2.8 JL* 1.9 JL* 8.5 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 J* <1.9 J* 0.65 J

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 0.75 J* 0.73 JL* 1.4 J

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 J* <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 J* <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 J* <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 J* <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 J* <1.9 J* <1.9 

<4.7 <4.6 <4.8 <4.8 J* <4.6 J* <4.7 

<4.7 <4.6 <4.8 <4.8 J* <4.6 J* <4.7 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 J* <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 J* <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 J* <1.9 J* <1.9 

<3.8 <3.7 <3.9 <3.8 J* <3.7 J* <3.8 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 45 JL* 26 JL* 120 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 1.5 JL* 1.6 JL* 11 

MW-11-15MW-8-20



MW-1-15 MW-1-40 MW-2-20 MW-2-30 MW-3-15 MW-3-40 MW-4-20 MW-5-20
Regulatory 

Limt Units 4/26/2022 4/26/2022 4/26/2022 4/26/2022 4/27/2022 4/27/2022 4/26/2022 4/26/2022

— ng/L <1.9 <1.8 73 <1.9 1.8 J 12 0.91 J 1.7 J

— ng/L <1.9 <1.8 20 <1.9 0.60 J 3.2 <1.9 <1.8 

— ng/L <1.9 <1.8 21 <1.9 <1.9 0.56 J <1.9 <1.8 

— ng/L <1.9 <1.8 18 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

2,000‡ ng/L <1.9 <1.8 2.3 0.62 J 0.55 J 1.5 J 0.19 J 0.44 J

— ng/L <1.9 <1.8 0.53 J <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 0.31 J <1.8 

— ng/L <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

— ng/L <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

— ng/L <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 J*

— ng/L <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

— ng/L <4.7 <4.6 <4.8 <4.7 <4.8 <4.8 <4.8 <4.6 

— ng/L <4.7 <4.6 <4.8 <4.7 <4.8 <4.8 <4.8 <4.6 

— ng/L <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

— ng/L <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

— ng/L <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

10‡ ng/L <3.7 <3.7 <3.8 <3.8 <3.8 <3.8 <3.8 <3.7 

<1.9 <1.8 340 <1.9 2.0 15 <1.9 3.4 

<1.9 <1.8 69 <1.9 <1.9 1.2 J <1.9 <1.8 

Table 8: April 2022 Monitoring Well Analytical PFAS Results
Sample Name

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

70† ng/L

DEC drinking water action level is 70 ng/L for PFOS and PFOA combined.

isted as less than the reporting limit (RL) unless otherwise flagged for quality control (QC) 

.

 detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting limit 
he laboratory.

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.(*)

Results reported from Eurofins Test America work order 320-87432-1.

United States Environmental Protection Agency



Regulatory 
Limt Units

— ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

2,000‡ ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

— ng/L

10‡ ng/L

Concentration exceeds LHA level.

Table 8: April 2022 Monitoring Well Analytical PFAS Results
Sample Name

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

70† ng/L

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting limit 
). Flag applied by the laboratory.

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.(*)

DEC drinking water action level is 70 ng/L for PFOS and PFOA combined.

Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL) unless otherwise flagged for quality control (QC) 

Results reported from Eurofins Test America work order 320-87432-1.

United States Environmental Protection Agency

MW-7-20 MW-9-30 MW-10-20 MW-11-15

4/26/2022 4/26/2022 4/26/2022  DUP 4/26/2022 4/26/2022 4/28/2022 4/28/2022 4/28/2022 DUP

0.74 J 0.73 J 0.83 J 8.9 8.3 35 3.7 3.7 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 5.6 8.4 13 1.6 J 1.5 J

0.54 J <1.8 <1.8 2.3 3.1 5.8 1.8 1.8 J

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 0.76 J* 1.2 J 1.2 J

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 0.57 J 0.42 J 2.3 <1.8 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 0.83 J <1.9 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 

<4.7 <4.6 <4.6 <4.7 <4.6 <4.7 <4.6 <4.7 

<4.7 <4.6 <4.6 <4.7 <4.6 <4.7 <4.6 <4.7 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 

<3.8 <3.6 <3.6 <3.7 <3.7 <3.7 <3.6 <3.7 

5.7 <1.8 <1.8 67 62 170 12 12 

1.2 J <1.8 <1.8 1.3 J 1.2 J 5.9 2.2 2.1 

MW-12-10MW-8-20



8/27/2021 10/31/2021 2/10/2022 2/10/2022 DUP 4/28/2022 8/27/2021 (DUP) 8/27/2021 10/31/2021 (DUP) 10/31/2021
Gasoline Range Organics 2.2 mg/L <0.0500 <0.0500 <0.0500 <0.0500 <0.0500 <0.0500 <0.0500 <0.0500 <0.0500 
Diesel Range Organics 1.5 mg/L 0.231 J 0.421 J <0.577 B* <0.588 B* 0.730 <0.278 <0.278 <0.294 <0.288 
Residual Range Organics 1.1 mg/L 0.278 J 0.632 <0.481 B* <0.490 B* 0.885 <0.232 <0.232 <0.245 <0.240 
1-Methylnaphthalene 11 µg/L <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 J* <0.0245 J* <0.0240 <0.0227 <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 
2-Methylnaphthalene 36 µg/L <0.0227 0.0205 J <0.0245 J* <0.0245 J* <0.0240 <0.0227 <0.0227 0.0162 J <0.0245 

530 µg/L <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 J* <0.0245 J* <0.0240 <0.0227 <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 
Acenaphthylene 260 µg/L <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 J* <0.0245 J* <0.0240 <0.0227 <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 

43 µg/L <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 <0.0245 <0.0240 <0.0227 <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 
Benzo(a)anthracene 0.3 µg/L <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 0.0166 J <0.0240 <0.0227 <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.25 µg/L <0.00910 <0.00980 <0.00980 0.0130 J <0.00960 <0.00910 <0.00910 <0.00980 <0.00980 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 2.5 µg/L <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 0.0223 J <0.0240 <0.0227 <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 0.26 µg/L <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 <0.0245 <0.0240 <0.0227 <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 0.8 µg/L <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 0.0211 J <0.0240 <0.0227 <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 

2 µg/L <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 0.0153 J <0.0240 <0.0227 <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 0.25 µg/L <0.00910 <0.00980 <0.00980 0.0121 J <0.00960 <0.00910 <0.00910 <0.00980 <0.00980 

260 µg/L <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 <0.0245 <0.0240 <0.0227 <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 
290 µg/L <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 J* <0.0245 J* <0.0240 <0.0227 <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 

Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.19 µg/L <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 0.0164 J <0.0240 <0.0227 <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 
1.7 µg/L <0.0454 <0.0490 <0.0490 J* <0.0490 J* <0.0481 <0.0454 <0.0454 <0.0490 <0.0490 
170 µg/L <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0489 <0.0490 <0.0481 <0.0227 <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 

120 µg/L <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 <0.0245 <0.0240 <0.0227 <0.0227 <0.0245 <0.0245 
4.6 µg/L <0.250 0.350 J <0.249 <0.250 <0.250 <0.250 <0.250 <0.250 <0.250 
15 µg/L <0.500 <0.500 <0.500 <0.500 <0.500 <0.500 <0.500 <0.500 <0.500 

µg/L <1.00 <1.00 <0.500 <0.500 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00 
µg/L <0.500 <0.500 <1.00 <1.00 <0.500 <0.500 <0.500 <0.500 <0.500 

1,100 µg/L <0.500 <0.500 <0.500 <0.500 <0.500 <0.500 <0.500 <0.500 <0.500 
190 µg/L <1.50 <1.50 <1.50 <1.50 <1.50 <1.50 <1.50 <1.50 <1.50 

Analytical results reported from SGS North America laboratory report 1215590.
DEC Groundwater Cleanup Levels from 18 AAC 75.341 Table C - Groundwater Human Health Cleanup Level.
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons
benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes
milligrams per liter
micrograms per liter
Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the limit of detection (LOD) unless otherwise noted due to quality control failure.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the detection limit (DL) and less than the limit of quantitation (LOQ). Flag applied by the laboratory.

MW-12-10Cleanup 
Level

190 (total)

MW-11-15

Analyte Units



Applicable
Limit Units Sink

C-Port
Composite

Pre-treatment Sink
C-Port

Composite
Pre-treatment Sink

C-Port
Composite

Pre-treatment Sink

— ng/L <1.7 <1.6 15 <1.9 <1.9 10 <1.8 <1.7 8.8 <1.9 

— ng/L <1.7 <1.6 9.5 <1.9 <1.9 6.9 <1.8 <1.7 5.0 <1.9 

— ng/L <1.7 <1.6 4.3 <1.9 <1.9 2.8 <1.8 <1.7 2.3 <1.9 

— ng/L <1.7 <1.6 <1.7 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 

2,000 ng/L <1.7 <1.6 0.98 J <1.9 <1.9 0.57 J <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 

— ng/L <1.7 <1.6 <1.7 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 

— ng/L <1.7 <1.6 <1.7 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 

— ng/L <1.7 <1.6 <1.7 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 

— ng/L <1.7 <1.6 <1.7 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 

— ng/L <1.7 <1.6 <1.7 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 

— ng/L <4.3 <4.1 <4.2 <4.7 <4.8 <4.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <4.7 

— ng/L <4.3 <4.1 <4.2 <4.7 <4.8 <4.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <4.7 

— ng/L <1.7 <1.6 <1.7 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 

— ng/L <1.7 <1.6 <1.7 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 

— ng/L <1.7 <1.6 <1.7 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 

10 ng/L <3.4 <3.2 <3.4 <3.7 <3.9 <3.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <3.7 

ng/L <1.7 <1.6 58 <1.9 <1.9 54 <1.8 <1.7 62 <1.9 

ng/L <1.7 <1.6 1.8 <1.9 <1.9 1.2 J <1.8 <1.7 1.0 J <1.9 
10 µg/L <2.50 — 35.5 <2.50 <2.50 13.4 <2.50 — 20.5 <2.5

-

No applicable regulatory limit exists for the associated analyte or the associated analyte was not reported for this sample.

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the detection limit (DL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the laboratory.

Results reported from Eurofins work orders 320-78305-1, 320-81058-1, 320-84756-1, 320-87436-1; and SGS work orders 1215600, 1217255, 12205999, and 1221942.

Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL) unless otherwise flagged due to quality-control failures.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

70

Sample Date

Inn POET PFAS and Arsenic Analytical Results
PW-200

10/25/2021

Results are greater than applicable limits.

2/8/20228/24/2021

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)
9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-



City Hall Firehouse

Units
8/27/2018 3/8/2019 9/27/2018 9/27/2018 8/27/2018 9/25/2018 3/7/2019 6/8/2019

10/11/2019
DUP

10/11/2019
9/2/2020  

DUP
9/2/2020

ng/L 31 30 <2.0 2.3 12 11 13 14 10 9.3 7.3 7.4 

ng/L — — -- -- -- -- -- -- 2.2 1.8 J 4.2 4.3 

ng/L 5.7 5.9 <2.0 <2.0 1.8 J 1.7 J 1.9 J 1.8 J 1.4 J 1.3 J 1.5 J 1.5 J

ng/L <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

ng/L 4.5 4.3 <2.0 <2.0 1.3 J 1.2 J 1.4 J 1.5 J 1.0 J* 0.73 J* 0.85 J 0.84 J

ng/L -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

ng/L -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

ng/L -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

ng/L -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

ng/L -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

ng/L -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

ng/L -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

ng/L -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

ng/L -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

ng/L -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

ng/L -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 4.0 J* <1.9 J* <1.9 <1.8 

ng/L 250 270 <2.0 <2.0 23 22 13 16 19 18 9.7 10 

ng/L 4.3 <3.5 B* <2.0 <2.0 4.6 4.3 3.5 <3.4 B* 2.9 2.8 1.9 2.0 

ng/L 254 270 B*‡ N/A N/A 28 26 17 16 B*‡ 22 21 12 12 

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Airport Terminal

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

NPS Well 



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

8/25/2021  
DUP

8/25/2021
2/8/2022  

DUP
2/8/2022

4/27/2022 
DUP

4/27/2022 8/28/2018 3/7/2019 6/7/2019 8/28/2018 3/9/2019 6/8/2019

7.7 8.2 6.9 6.6 6.1 6.6 350 320 489 32 21 20 

4.0 3.7 2.8 2.8 5.4 5.6 -- -- 216 -- -- --

2.1 2.1 1.6 J 1.6 J 2.8 2.8 13 17 26 4.4 3.4 1.8 J

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 0.33 J 0.29 J 3.0 2.3 4.2 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

1.2 J 1.2 J 0.64 J 0.64 J 1.2 J 1.3 J 20 21 25 2.2 1.8 J 1.9 J

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 0.30 J 0.37 J -- -- <2.0 -- -- --

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 -- -- <2.0 J* -- -- --

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 -- -- <2.0 J* -- -- --

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 -- -- <2.0 -- -- --

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 -- -- <2.0 J* -- -- --

<4.6 <4.9 <4.9 <4.9 <4.7 <4.6 -- -- <8.0 J* -- -- --

<4.6 <4.9 <4.9 <4.9 <4.7 <4.6 -- -- <8.0 -- -- --

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 -- -- -- -- -- --

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 -- -- -- -- -- --

<1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 -- -- -- -- -- --

<3.7 <3.9 <3.9 <3.9 <3.7 <3.7 -- -- -- -- -- --

7.8 8.1 8.2 8.3 9.4 9.3 2,300 1,200 2,880 160 72 33 

3.7 3.3 2.3 2.0 3.4 3.8 19 13 24 3.0 <2.0 B* 1.8 J

12 11 11 10 13 13 2,319 1,213 2,904 163 72 B*‡ 35 J

NPS Well (cont'd) PW-001 PW-002



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

PW-005 PW-007 PW-008 PW-009

8/28/2018 8/28/2018 8/28/2018 8/28/2018 8/29/2018 6/9/2019
10/12/2019  

DUP
10/12/2019 9/2/2020 12/30/2020 3/24/2021 6/22/2021

<2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 2.5 2.9 0.60 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- -- 0.97 J 1.0 J <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

<2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

<2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

<2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <4.4 <4.8 

-- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <4.4 <4.8 

-- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <3.5 <3.8 

<2.0 5.6 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 2.0 2.2 0.88 J 0.46 J 0.79 J <1.9 

0.90 J 1.2 J 1.3 J <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

0.90 J‡ 6.8 J 1.3 J‡ N/A N/A N/A 2.0 ‡ 2.2 ‡ 0.88 J‡ 0.46 J‡ 0.79 J‡ N/A

PW-010



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

2/8/2022 4/27/2022 8/29/2018 9/25/2018 3/8/2019
6/8/2019  

DUP
6/8/2019 8/29/2018 3/8/2019 6/8/2019 10/12/2019

9/3/2020 
DUP

<2.0 <1.9 30 34 32 23 23 8.9 11 7.0 9.3 4.7 

<2.0 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 2.8 1.2 J

<2.0 <1.9 3.4 3.1 4.5 3.5 3.4 0.81 J 0.87 J <2.0 0.86 J <1.9 

<2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 

<2.0 <1.9 2.9 3.2 2.4 1.9 J 1.8 J 1.8 J 1.5 J 1.1 J 0.99 J 0.50 J

<2.0 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

<2.0 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

<2.0 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

<2.0 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

<2.0 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

<4.9 <4.7 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

<4.9 <4.7 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

<2.0 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

<2.0 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

<2.0 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

<3.9 <3.8 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

<2.0 <1.9 93 80 96 82 80 7.7 25 14 13 15 

<2.0 <1.9 3.3 3.1 <2.6 B* 2.0 <2.2 B* 0.77 J <2.0 B* 0.81 J 0.74 J <1.9 

N/A N/A 96 83 96 B*‡ 84 80 B*‡ 8.5 J 25 B*‡ 15 J 14 J 15 ‡

PW-010 (cont'd) PW-012PW-011



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

3/24/2021  
DUP

3/24/2021
6/21/2021  

DUP
6/21/2021

8/26/2021  
DUP

8/26/2021
10/26/2021  

DUP
10/26/2021

2/9/2022  
DUP

2/9/2022
4/28/2022 

DUP
4/28/2022

1.3 J 1.5 J 5.2 4.8 1.9 2.3 2.1 2.2 0.67 J 0.76 J 0.62 J 0.81 J

0.62 J <1.8 <2.1 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.1 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.1 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 

<1.8 <1.8 0.27 J 0.21 J <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.1 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.1 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.1 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.1 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.1 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 

<4.4 <4.4 <5.2 <5.0 <4.7 <4.7 <4.8 <4.7 <4.7 <4.8 <4.2 <4.4 J*

<4.4 <4.4 <5.2 <5.0 <4.7 <4.7 <4.8 <4.7 <4.7 <4.8 <4.2 <4.4 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.1 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.1 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.1 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 

<3.5 <3.5 <4.2 <4.0 <3.8 <3.8 <3.8 <3.8 <3.8 <3.8 <3.3 <3.5 

6.1 7.7 5.5 5.6 4.2 4.3 4.8 4.9 2.2 1.9 2.6 2.5 

<1.8 <1.8 <2.1 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 

6.1 ‡ 7.7 ‡ 5.5 ‡ 5.6 ‡ 4.2 ‡ 4.3 ‡ 4.8 ‡ 4.9 ‡ 2.2 ‡ 1.9 ‡ 2.6 ‡ 2.5 ‡

PW-012 (cont'd)



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

PW-014 PW-015 PW-017 PW-018 PW-019 PW-020 PW-021

8/29/2018 8/29/2018 8/30/2018 12/29/2020 8/30/2018 8/30/2018 8/30/2018 8/30/2018 8/30/2018 8/30/2018 3/7/2019
6/7/2019  

DUP

<2.0 <2.0 1.7 J 1.3 J <2.0 1.2 J <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 58 230 19 

-- -- -- 7.3 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

<2.0 <2.0 <2.0 3.4 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 4.8 20 1.8 J

<2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 1.7 J I <2.0 

<2.0 <2.0 <2.0 1.2 J <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 6.4 28 1.4 J

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

<2.0 <2.0 <2.0 0.69 J <2.0 2.5 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 520 1,500 120 

<2.0 <2.0 1.3 J 8.6 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 6.9 25 1.3 J

N/A N/A 1.3 J‡ 9.3 J N/A 2.5 ‡ N/A N/A N/A 527 1,525 121 J

PW-016 PW-022



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

PW-033 PW-034 PW-036

8/28/2018 9/1/2020 8/28/2018 8/28/2018 8/28/2018 8/31/2018 3/8/2019 6/7/2019 10/11/2019 9/1/2020 12/31/2020 3/25/2021

<2.0 <1.9 <2.0 1.1 J <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 

-- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 

<2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 

<2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 

<2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 

-- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 

-- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 

-- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 

-- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 

-- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 

-- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <4.4 

-- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <4.4 

-- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 

-- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 

-- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 

-- <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.89 J <1.9 <1.8 <3.5 

<2.0 <1.9 <2.0 1.5 J <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 

<2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 

N/A N/A N/A 1.5 J‡ N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

PW-032 PW-037



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

10/26/2021 2/8/2022 4/28/2022
8/28/2018 

DUP
8/28/2018 3/8/2019 6/7/2019 10/11/2019 9/1/2020

12/31/2020 
DUP

12/31/2020 3/25/2021

<2.1 <2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.6 

<2.1 <2.0 <1.8 -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.6 

<2.1 <2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.6 

<2.1 <2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.6 

<2.1 <2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.6 

<2.1 <2.0 <1.8 -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.6 

<2.1 <2.0 <1.8 -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.6 

<2.1 <2.0 <1.8 -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.6 

<2.1 <2.0 <1.8 -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.6 

<2.1 <2.0 <1.8 -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.6 

<5.2 <5.0 <4.5 -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <4.1 

<5.2 <5.0 <4.5 -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <4.1 

<2.1 <2.0 <1.8 -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.6 

<2.1 <2.0 <1.8 -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.6 

<2.1 <2.0 <1.8 -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.6 

<4.2 <4.0 <3.6 -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <3.3 

<2.1 <2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.6 

<2.1 <2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.6 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

PW-038PW-037 (cont'd)



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

10/26/2021 2/8/2022 4/28/2022
8/29/2018 

DUP
8/29/2018

3/8/2019 
DUP

3/8/2019 6/8/2019 10/11/2019 9/1/2020 12/31/2020 3/25/2021

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 0.54 J <1.8 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<4.8 <4.6 <4.2 -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <4.5 

<4.8 <4.6 <4.2 -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <4.5 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<3.9 <3.7 <3.3 -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <3.6 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 0.79 J <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.79J‡ N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

PW-038 (cont'd) PW-039 



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

10/26/2021 2/9/2022 4/27/2022 8/28/2018 3/8/2019 6/8/2019 10/11/2019 9/1/2020 12/31/2020
3/25/2021  

DUP
3/25/2021 6/23/2021

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <2.1 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <2.1 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <2.1 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <2.1 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <2.1 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <2.1 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <2.1 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <2.1 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <2.1 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <2.1 

<4.9 <4.6 <4.5 -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <4.3 <4.5 <5.3 

<4.9 <4.6 <4.5 -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <4.3 <4.5 <5.3 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <2.1 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <2.1 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <2.1 

<3.9 <3.7 <3.6 -- -- -- 0.66 J <1.9 <1.8 <3.5 <3.6 <4.2 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <2.1 

<1.9 <1.8 <1.8 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <2.1 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

PW-039 (cont'd) PW-040



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

PW-041 PW-042 PW-043 PW-044

2/9/2022 4/28/2022 8/28/2018 8/29/2018 8/29/2018 8/29/2018 8/29/2018 10/11/2019 6/22/2021
8/30/2018  

DUP
8/30/2018 3/8/2019

<1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 0.48 J 0.94 J 1,900 1,700 320 

<1.9 <1.8 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 -- -- --

<1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <2.0 0.94 J <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 29 27 6.2 

<1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

<1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 120 110 20 

<1.9 <1.8 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 -- -- --

<1.9 <1.8 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 -- -- --

<1.9 <1.8 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 -- -- --

<1.9 <1.8 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 -- -- --

<1.9 <1.8 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 -- -- --

<4.7 <4.5 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <4.8 -- -- --

<4.7 <4.5 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <4.8 -- -- --

<1.9 <1.8 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 -- -- --

<1.9 <1.8 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 -- -- --

<1.9 <1.8 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 -- -- --

<3.8 <3.6 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <3.9 -- -- --

<1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <2.0 6.6 2.0 <2.0 0.79 J 0.99 J 83 79 63 

<1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <2.0 7.6 1.3 J <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 82 77 20 B

N/A N/A N/A N/A 14 3.3 J N/A 0.79 J‡ 0.99 J‡ 165 156 83 B

PW-040 (cont'd) PW-045 PW-046



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

8/31/2018 6/9/2019 8/29/2018 3/7/2019 6/9/2019 10/12/2019 9/1/2020 12/30/2020 3/24/2021 6/21/2021 8/23/2021 10/27/2021

<2.0 <2.0 1.2 J 0.98 J <2.0 1.1 J 0.78 J 1.6 J 1.7 2.1 1.5 J 1.5 J

-- <2.0 -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 0.55 J 1.1 J 1.3 J <2.0 2.5 

<2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 0.26 J 0.33 J <2.0 1.7 J

<2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

<2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 0.75 J 0.72 J 1.3 J 0.81 J <2.0 1.7 J

-- <2.0 -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

-- <2.0 J* -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

-- <2.0 J* -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

-- <2.0 -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

-- <2.0 -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

-- <8.0 -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <4.3 <5.0 <5.0 <4.9 

-- <8.0 -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <4.3 <5.0 <5.0 <4.9 

-- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

-- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

-- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

-- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <3.4 <4.0 <4.0 <3.9 

<2.0 <2.0 J* <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 1.0 J 1.6 J 1.4 J <2.0 1.2 J

<2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 0.70 J 0.96 J <2.0 0.85 JH* 5.3 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.7 J 2.6 J 1.4 J‡ 0.85 JH*‡ 6.5 J

PW-059PW-048



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

PW-062 PW-066 PW-070 PW-071 PW-075

8/27/2018 9/1/2020 8/26/2021 6/22/2021 12/8/2018 8/31/2018 6/8/2019
9/25/2018 

DUP
9/25/2018 8/31/2018 9/25/2018 12/30/2020

1.3 J 0.85 J 0.93 J <2.0 <2.0 1.4 J <2.0 1.1 J 1.1 J <2.0 1.7 J 1.3 J

1.5 J 0.84 J 0.63 J -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 2.1 

1.3 J 0.82 J <1.9 0.39 J <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 1.3 J

<2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 

<2.0 0.49 J 0.38 J 0.23 J <2.0 1.8 J <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 

-- <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 

-- <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 

-- <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 

-- <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 

-- <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 

-- <1.9 <4.8 <4.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 

-- <1.9 <4.8 <4.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 

-- <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 

-- <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 

-- <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 

-- <1.9 <3.8 <3.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 

1.4 J 0.49 J <1.9 1.2 J <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 1.4 J 2.1 

3.8 1.9 1.8 J <2.0 <2.0 1.0 J 0.82 J <2.0 <2.0 1.4 J <2.0 0.97 J

5.2 J 2.4 J 1.8 J‡ 1.2 J‡ N/A 1.0 J‡ 0.82 J‡ N/A N/A 1.4 J‡ 1.4 J‡ 3.1 J

PW-074 PW-201PW-061



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

3/7/2019 6/7/2019 9/25/2018 3/8/2019 6/8/2019 10/14/2019
9/1/2020  

DUP
9/1/2020 12/31/2020 3/23/2021 6/21/2021 8/26/2021

17 17 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 0.81 J 0.95 J <1.9 0.90 J <2.0 0.80 J

-- -- -- <2.0 0.48 J 0.67 J <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <1.9 

2.0 3.2 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <1.9 

<2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 0.50 J <2.0 <1.9 

2.4 2.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <4.3 <5.1 <4.7 

-- -- -- -- -- <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <4.3 <5.1 <4.7 

-- -- -- -- -- <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <3.4 <4.1 <3.8 

32 38 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 0.70 J <1.9 1.8 <2.0 <1.9 

3.0 4.2 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 0.50 J <1.9 <1.7 <2.0 <1.9 

35 42 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.2 J N/A 1.8 ‡ N/A N/A

PW-202 (cont'd) PW-203



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

2/7/2022 4/27/2022 9/25/2018 6/7/2019 9/2/2020 6/21/2021
8/24/2021  

DUP
8/24/2021 6/9/2019 10/12/2019 6/21/2021 8/24/2021

<1.9 0.58 J 3.3 2.4 3.2 30 25 25 11 10 1.5 J 1.0 J

<1.9 <1.9 -- -- 0.97 J 11 7.2 8.0 -- 3.0 0.78 J <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 0.93 J <2.0 0.47 J 3.8 3.1 2.7 <2.0 0.63 J <2.1 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 

<1.9 0.20 J <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 2.4 2.8 2.2 2.0 1.4 J 0.27 J <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 -- <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 -- <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 -- <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 -- <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 -- <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 

<4.7 <4.7 -- -- <1.9 <5.0 <4.8 <4.8 -- <1.9 <5.2 <4.7 

<4.7 <4.7 -- -- <1.9 <5.0 <4.8 <4.8 -- <1.9 <5.2 <4.7 

<1.9 <1.9 -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 -- <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 -- <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 -- <1.9 <2.1 <1.9 

<3.8 <3.8 -- -- <1.9 <4.0 <3.9 <3.9 -- <1.9 <4.2 <3.7 

<1.9 0.65 J 5.4 4.7 6.1 49 39 44 9.0 10 2.2 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 0.75 J 2.8 2.5 2.4 0.93 J 0.76 J <2.1 <1.9 

N/A 0.65 J‡ 5.4 ‡ 4.7 ‡ 6.9 J 52 42 46 9.9 J 11 J 2.2 ‡ N/A

PW-203 cont'd PW-204 PW-205PW-204.1 PW-205.1



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

PW-206 PW-207 PW-208.1

2/8/2022 4/27/2022 9/28/2018 6/7/2019 6/7/2019 3/23/2021 6/21/2021 9/26/2018 3/7/2019 6/7/2019 9/26/2018 9/26/2018

1.6 J 1.3 J <2.0 <2.0 2.5 0.52 J 11 26 35 24 30 32 

<1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- 2.3 4.0 -- -- -- -- --

<1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.8 1.7 J 3.0 5.0 3.8 3.1 3.0 

<1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

<1.9 0.26 J <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 0.33 JH* 0.74 J 2.2 2.7 1.6 J 2.5 2.7 

<1.9 0.32 J -- -- -- <1.8 <2.0 -- -- -- -- --

<1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- <1.8 <2.0 -- -- -- -- --

<1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- <1.8 <2.0 -- -- -- -- --

<1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- <1.8 <2.0 -- -- -- -- --

<1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- <1.8 <2.0 -- -- -- -- --

<4.7 <4.7 -- -- -- <4.6 <5.0 -- -- -- -- --

4.1 J <4.7 -- -- -- <4.6 <5.0 -- -- -- -- --

<1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- <1.8 <2.0 -- -- -- -- --

<1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- <1.8 <2.0 -- -- -- -- --

<1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- <1.8 <2.0 -- -- -- -- --

<3.8 <3.8 -- -- -- <3.7 <4.0 -- -- -- -- --

1.5 J 2.1 <2.0 <2.0 8.4 1.6 J 67 100 120 120 92 95 

<1.9 <1.9 <2.0 1.0 J 0.80 J I <1.8 2.6 3.3 2.7 2.5 2.6 2.8 

1.5 J‡ 2.1 ‡ N/A 1.0 J‡ 9.2 J I 1.6 J‡ 70 103 123 123 95 98 

PW-209 PW-210PW-208PW-205.1 (cont'd)



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

9/26/2018 10/13/2019 8/31/2020 12/30/2020 3/24/2021 6/21/2021 8/23/2021 10/26/2021 2/7/2022 4/27/2022 9/26/2018 10/14/2019

1.1 J <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 0.76 J 0.83 J <2.0 0.68 J <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 

-- 0.83 J <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 -- <1.9 

3.3 0.51 J <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 

<2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 

<2.0 1.4 J <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 0.45 J 0.51 J 1.2 J <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 

-- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 -- <1.9 

-- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 -- <1.9 

-- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 -- <1.9 

-- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 -- <1.9 

-- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 -- <1.9 

-- 3.7 <1.9 1.9 <4.5 <5.0 <4.8 2.2 J <4.8 <4.6 -- <1.9 

-- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <4.5 <5.0 <4.8 <5.0 <4.8 <4.6 -- <1.9 

-- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 -- <1.9 

-- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 -- <1.9 

-- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 -- <1.9 

-- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <3.6 <4.0 <3.8 <4.0 <3.9 <3.7 -- <1.9 

9.1 1.0 J 0.65 J 0.60 J <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 0.74 J 0.78 JH* 0.55 J <2.0 <1.9 

15 1.0 J <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 

24 2.0 J 0.65 J‡ 0.60 J‡ N/A N/A N/A 0.74 J‡ 0.78 JH*‡ 0.55 J‡ N/A N/A

PW-212PW-211



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

PW-214 PW-216

11/1/2018 3/7/2019 6/9/2019 9/2/2020 9/27/2018 9/27/2018 11/1/2018 12/30/2020 9/27/2018 9/27/2018 10/14/2019 8/31/2020

24 24 20 17 0.88 J <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 

-- -- -- 6.7 -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- 0.74 J <1.9 

2.2 2.5 2.1 2.5 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 0.49 J <1.9 

<2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 

3.2 3.1 2.2 1.6 J <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 1.2 J <1.9 

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

-- -- -- <1.9 -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- <1.9 <1.9 

51 53 44 61 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 

2.3 2.2 <2.2 B* 1.4 J <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 0.84 J <1.9 

53 55 44 B*‡ 62 J N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.84 J‡ N/A

PW-218 PW-219PW-213



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

11/1/2018 6/9/2019 10/12/2019 9/2/2020
12/30/2020 

DUP
12/30/2020 3/24/2021

6/22/2021  
DUP

6/22/2021 8/24/2021 10/26/2021 2/7/2022

<2.0 <2.0 2.1 0.86 J 1.3 J 1.2 J 0.90 J 0.60 J 0.59 J <1.8 <1.9 <2.0 

-- -- 0.87 J <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 0.52 J <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <2.0 

<2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <2.0 

<2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <2.0 

<2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <2.0 

-- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <2.0 

-- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <2.0 

-- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <2.0 

-- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <2.0 

-- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <2.0 

-- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <4.5 <5.0 <4.8 <4.6 <4.9 <5.0 

-- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <4.5 <5.0 <4.8 <4.6 <4.9 <5.0 

-- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <2.0 

-- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <2.0 

-- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <2.0 

-- -- <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <3.6 <4.0 <3.9 <3.7 <3.9 <4.0 

<2.0 <2.0 2.4 1.5 J 1.7 J 1.6 J 2.1 0.97 J 0.98 J 1.0 J <1.9 0.61 J

<2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <2.0 

N/A N/A 2.4 ‡ 1.5 J‡ 1.7 J‡ 1.6 J‡ 2.1 ‡ 0.97 J‡ 0.98 J‡ 1.0 J‡ N/A 0.61 J‡

PW-221



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

PW-231 PW-232 PW-233 PW-234 PW-237

10/31/2018 9/1/2020 8/26/2021 10/31/2018 10/31/2018 10/31/2018 10/31/2018 11/1/2018 12/29/2020
10/31/2018  

DUP
10/31/2018 11/1/2018

1.2 J 0.71 J 1.8 J 2.6 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 0.96 J 1.0 J <2.0 

-- <1.8 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- --

<2.0 <1.8 <1.9 0.96 J <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

<2.0 <1.8 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

<2.0 <1.8 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

-- <1.8 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- --

-- <1.8 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- --

-- <1.8 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- --

-- <1.8 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- --

-- <1.8 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- --

-- <1.8 <4.8 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- --

-- <1.8 <4.8 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- --

-- <1.8 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- --

-- <1.8 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- --

-- <1.8 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- --

-- <1.8 <3.8 -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 -- -- --

<2.0 0.68 J 2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

1.1 J 1.0 J 1.1 J 1.1 J <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

1.1 J‡ 1.7 J 3.1 J 1.1 J‡ N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

PW-236PW-235PW-230



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

PW-247 PW-248 PW-255

11/1/2018 9/1/2020 8/24/2021
11/1/2018  

DUP
11/1/2018 11/2/2018 11/2/2018

11/2/2018 
DUP

11/2/2018 10/31/2018
12/9/2018 

DUP
12/9/2018

3.3 2.0 1.7 J 5.8 6.1 2.7 6.3 1.5 J 1.4 J <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

-- <1.9 <2.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

<2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

<2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

<2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

-- <1.9 <2.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

-- <1.9 <2.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

-- <1.9 <2.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

-- <1.9 <2.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

-- <1.9 <2.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

-- <1.9 <5.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

-- <1.9 <5.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

-- <1.9 <2.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

-- <1.9 <2.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

-- <1.9 <2.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

-- <1.9 <4.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

<2.0 1.8 J <2.0 2.9 2.7 <2.0 1.8 J 1.4 J 1.3 J <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

<2.0 <1.9 <2.0 0.98 J 0.89 J 1.1 J 0.97 J <2.0 0.84 J <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

N/A 1.8 J‡ N/A 3.9 J 3.6 J 1.1 J‡ 2.8 J 1.4 J‡ 2.1 J N/A N/A N/A

PW-241 PW-249 PW-275PW-240



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

9/25/2018 10/31/2018 3/8/2019 6/9/2019 10/11/2019
9/1/2020  

DUP
9/1/2020

12/29/2020  
DUP

12/29/2020
3/23/2021  

DUP
3/23/2021

6/23/2021  
DUP

18 20 20 15 16 9.9 9.6 6.9 6.6 6.5 7.7 1.8 J

-- -- -- -- 5.4 4.1 4.4 2.8 2.6 3.5 4.4 1.1 J

1.6 J 1.7 J 2.0 1.7 J 1.8 J 1.2 J 1.3 J 1.1 J 1.0 J 1.4 J 1.5 J 0.32 J

<2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 

2.4 2.3 1.8 J 1.2 J 1.3 J 0.90 J 0.89 J <2.0 <2.0 0.45 J 0.74 J <2.0 

-- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 

-- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 

-- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 

-- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 

-- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 

-- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <4.7 <4.5 <4.9 

-- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <4.7 <4.5 <4.9 

-- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 

-- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 

-- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <1.8 <2.0 

-- -- -- -- <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <3.7 <3.6 <3.9 

40 36 31 43 45 38 38 30 28 29 30 13 

1.4 J 1.6 J <2.0 B* <2.0 B* 1.4 J 0.68 J 0.71 J 0.51 J <2.0 <1.9 1.0 J <2.0 

41 J 38 J 31 B*‡ 43 B*‡ 46 J 39 J 39 J 31 J 28 ‡ 29 ‡ 31 J 13 ‡

PW-401



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

8/23/2021 10/26/2021 2/7/2022 4/27/2022 9/25/2018 3/7/2019 6/8/2019 9/25/2018
6/8/2019  

DUP
6/8/2019 9/25/2018 12/8/2018

3.1 J* 5.3 1.1 J 3.7 36 30 22 41 30 30 44 27 

1.5 J 2.3 <1.9 2.6 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <9.3 B*

<1.9 1.2 J <1.9 1.4 J 3.3 4.4 2.9 3.4 2.8 3.1 4.1 4.2 J

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <3.8 

<1.9 0.37 J <1.9 0.37 J 3.7 2.2 1.7 J 5.7 3.1 3.2 3.8 2.0 J

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <3.8 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <3.8 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <3.8 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <3.8 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <3.8 

<4.8 <4.7 <4.7 <4.6 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <15 

<4.8 <4.7 <4.7 <4.6 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <15 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

<3.8 <3.8 <3.8 <3.7 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

22 J* 17 15 18 72 100 92 83 67 65 86 106 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 3.4 <2.2 B* 1.5 J 3.3 <2.9 B* 2.6 3.9 <17 B*

22 J*‡ 17 ‡ 15 ‡ 18 ‡ 75 100 B*‡ 94 J 86 67 B*‡ 68 90 106 B*‡

PW-402 PW-403PW-401 (cont'd)



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

PW-413

9/25/2018 12/7/2018
3/7/2019  

DUP
3/7/2019 6/8/2019 9/26/2018 12/8/2018 3/7/2019 6/7/2019 9/27/2018 6/8/2019 9/1/2020

36 24 28 30 24 30 21 22 28 <2.0 2.1 0.74 J

-- 12 JH* -- -- -- -- 8.7 -- -- -- -- <1.9 

5.2 5.4 J 4.3 4.8 3.1 4.8 3.2 J 3.9 3.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 

<2.0 <3.8 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <3.8 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 

2.6 2.0 J 2.2 2.3 2.7 2.1 <3.8 2.0 2.4 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 

-- <3.8 -- -- -- -- <3.8 -- -- -- -- <1.9 

-- <3.8 -- -- -- -- <3.8 -- -- -- -- <1.9 

-- <3.8 -- -- -- -- <3.8 -- -- -- -- <1.9 

-- <3.8 -- -- -- -- <3.8 -- -- -- -- <1.9 

-- <3.8 -- -- -- -- <3.8 -- -- -- -- <1.9 

-- <15 -- -- -- -- <15 -- -- -- -- <1.9 

-- <15 -- -- -- -- <15 -- -- -- -- <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.9 

150 113 94 92 74 130 115 97 88 <2.0 2.3 1.2 J

3.3 <13 B* 5.6 J* 8.9 J* <2.1 B* 2.5 2.6 J 2.5 2.7 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 

153 113 B*‡ 100 J* 101 J* 74 B*‡ 133 118 J 100 91 N/A 2.3 ‡ 1.2 J‡

PW-406 PW-408 PW-414



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

PW-431 PW-432

9/27/2018 3/8/2019 6/9/2019 6/9/2019 6/8/2019 9/2/2020 6/22/2021 8/25/2021
10/31/2018 

DUP
10/31/2018 11/2/2018 10/31/2018

40 30 22 22 7.7 1.9 0.93 J <18 <2.0 <2.0 5.4 2.5 

-- -- -- -- -- 0.54 J <2.0 <18 -- -- -- --

4.1 3.0 2.0 2.0 0.81 J <1.9 <2.0 <18 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

<2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <18 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

3.9 2.6 2.2 2.1 <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <18 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

-- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <18 -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <18 -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <18 -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <18 -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <18 -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <5.0 <46 -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <5.0 <46 -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <18 -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <18 -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <2.0 <18 -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- <1.9 <4.0 <37 -- -- -- --

74 89 63 66 14 3.4 1.5 J <18 <2.0 <2.0 6.1 2.0 

3.4 <3.1 B* <2.0 B* <2.0 B* <2.0 <1.9 <2.0 <18 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 

77 89 B*‡ 63 B*‡ 66 B*‡ 14 ‡ 3.4 ‡ 1.5 J‡ N/A N/A N/A 6.1 ‡ 2.0 ‡

PW-419 PW-430PW-418



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Analyte was not detected; reported as less than the Reporting Limit (RL).
Detected concentration exceeds the DEC groundwater cleanup level reported in 18 AAC 75, Table C.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection limit (MDL) and less than the reporting 
limit (RL). Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for the associated analyte. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Not applicable. The combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not 
detected in the project sample.

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

Sample Name

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater 

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion (ppt)

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

PW-436 PW-440 PW-441 PW-442 PW-460 PW-461 PW-463 PW-464

10/31/2018 8/31/2020 8/23/2021 11/1/2018 6/7/2019 12/7/2018 11/2/2018 11/2/2018 6/7/2019 9/2/2020 6/8/2019 10/13/2019
3/25/2021  

DUP

<2.0 1.9 2.4 <2.0 3.9 1.1 J 1.7 J 1.4 J 18 13 29 2.1 18 J*

-- 0.52 J <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- 4.9 -- 0.51 J 9.7 J*

<2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 1.6 J 2.1 2.0 3.0 <2.0 5.1 J*

<2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <1.8 <2.0 <2.0 <1.8 

<2.0 <1.9 1.0 J <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 1.4 J <2.0 1.6 J 0.74 J 2.6 <2.0 0.93 J*

-- <1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 -- <2.0 <1.8 

-- <1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 -- <2.0 <1.8 

-- <1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 -- <2.0 <1.8 

-- <1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 -- <2.0 <1.8 

-- <1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 -- <2.0 <1.8 

-- <1.9 <4.8 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 -- <2.0 <4.6 

-- <1.9 <4.8 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 -- <2.0 <4.6 

-- <1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 -- <2.0 <1.8 

-- <1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 -- <2.0 <1.8 

-- <1.9 <1.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 -- <2.0 <1.8 

-- <1.9 <3.9 -- -- -- -- -- -- <1.8 -- <2.0 <3.7 

<2.0 3.7 3.8 <2.0 1.4 J <2.0 <2.0 1.3 J 48 68 74 1.6 J 100 J*

<2.0 <1.9 <1.9 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 1.2 J 1.8 J 0.99 J 2.8 <2.0 3.4 J*

N/A 3.7 ‡ 3.8 ‡ N/A 1.4 J‡ N/A N/A 2.5 J 50 J 69 J 77 1.6 J‡ 103 J*

PW-462 PW-465PW-438



Units 10/10/2019 8/31/2020 12/30/2020 3/24/2021 6/21/2021 8/23/2021 10/26/2021 2/8/2022 4/26/2022

ng/L 1.1 J <1.7 B* <1.8 <1.8 0.61 J 0.69 J 0.76 J 0.64 J <1.9 

ng/L <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 1.1 J <1.9 

ng/L <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

ng/L <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

ng/L <1.8 0.33 J 0.20 J <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 0.23 J <1.9 

ng/L <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

ng/L <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

ng/L <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

ng/L <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

ng/L <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

ng/L <18 <17 <4.5 <4.4 <4.3 <4.5 <4.6 <4.6 <4.7 

ng/L <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

ng/L <1.8 <1.7 <1.8  <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

ng/L <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

ng/L <18 <17 <4.5 <4.4 <4.3 <4.5 <4.6 <4.6 <4.7 

ng/L <3.7 <3.4 <3.6 <3.5 <3.4 <3.6 <3.7 <3.7 <3.7 

ng/L <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 1.4 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

ng/L <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

ng/L N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Not applicable. The LHA Combined concentration could not be calculated 
because PFOS and PFOA were not detected in the project sample.

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or 
more result that is not detected greater than the MDL.

Estimated concentration, biased high due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, biased low due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection 
limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for 
the associated analyte. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)    q y   g pp  y
Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL)  unless 
otherwise flagged due to quality-control failures.

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Results reported from Eurofins TestAmerica

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

MW-1-15

Table 12: Summary of Historical Monitoring Well PFAS Results

Sample Name 



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Not applicable. The LHA Combined concentration could not be calculated 
because PFOS and PFOA were not detected in the project sample.

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or 
more result that is not detected greater than the MDL.

Estimated concentration, biased high due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, biased low due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection 
limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for 
the associated analyte. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)    q y   g pp  y
Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL)  unless 
otherwise flagged due to quality-control failures.

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Results reported from Eurofins TestAmerica

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

Table 12: Summary of Historical Monitoring Well PFAS Results

Sample Name 

10/10/2019 8/31/2020 DUP 8/31/2020 12/30/2020 3/24/2021 6/21/2021 8/23/2021 10/26/2021 2/8/2022 4/26/2022

<1.9 <1.7 B* <1.7 B* 1.1 J 0.68 J 0.68 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

<1.9 0.43 J <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

<19 <17 <17 <4.6 <4.3 <4.5 <4.6 <4.5 <4.8 <4.6 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8  <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

<19 <17 <17 <4.6 <4.3 <4.5 <4.6 <4.5 <4.8 <4.6 

<3.8 <3.4 <3.4 <3.7 <3.4 <3.6 <3.7 <3.6 <3.9 <3.7 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 0.56 J* <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.8 

N/A N/A N/A 0.56 J* ‡ N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

MW-1-40



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Not applicable. The LHA Combined concentration could not be calculated 
because PFOS and PFOA were not detected in the project sample.

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or 
more result that is not detected greater than the MDL.

Estimated concentration, biased high due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, biased low due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection 
limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for 
the associated analyte. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)    q y   g pp  y
Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL)  unless 
otherwise flagged due to quality-control failures.

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Results reported from Eurofins TestAmerica

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

Table 12: Summary of Historical Monitoring Well PFAS Results

Sample Name 

10/11/2019 9/1/2020 12/31/2020
3/24/2021  

DUP
3/24/2021

6/21/2021 
DUP

6/21/2021
8/23/2021  

DUP
8/23/2021

10/26/2021  
DUP

10/26/2021 2/9/2022 4/26/2022

3.9 32 64 98 100 120 110 41 41 39 40 52 73

4.6 84 63 30 31 45 48 67 64 90 93 190 20

0.95 J 37 54 24 26 26 27 39 39 44 49 88 21

<1.9 4 4 4 3.8 15 15 9.8 9 6.5 7 4.9 18

<1.9 3 9.5 2.3 2.4 2 2 2.2 2.2 2.7 2.6 6.2 2.3

<1.9 <1.7 0.34 J <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 0.46 J 0.79 J <1.8 <1.8 0.72 J 0.65 J 0.53 J

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<19 <17 <4.4 <4.3 <4.2 <4.4 <4.5 <4.6 <4.5 <4.5 <4.5 <4.6 <4.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8  <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<19 <17 <4.4 <4.3 <4.2 <4.4 <4.5 <4.6 <4.5 <4.5 <4.5 <4.6 <4.8 

<3.8 <3.4 <3.5 <3.5 <3.4 <3.6 <3.6 <3.7 <3.6 <3.6 <3.6 <3.7 <3.8 

3.8 260 250 240 250 450 430 520 520 330 360 260 340

1.5 J 36 67 72 78 32 32 36 35 24 24 30 69

5.3 J‡ 296 317 312 328 482 462 556 555 354 384 290 409

MW-2-20



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Not applicable. The LHA Combined concentration could not be calculated 
because PFOS and PFOA were not detected in the project sample.

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or 
more result that is not detected greater than the MDL.

Estimated concentration, biased high due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, biased low due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection 
limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for 
the associated analyte. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)    q y   g pp  y
Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL)  unless 
otherwise flagged due to quality-control failures.

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Results reported from Eurofins TestAmerica

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

Table 12: Summary of Historical Monitoring Well PFAS Results

Sample Name 

10/11/2019 9/1/2020 12/31/2020 3/24/2021 6/21/2021 8/23/2021 10/26/2021 2/9/2022 DUP 2/9/2022 4/26/2022

1.4 J <1.7 B* <1.8 0.54 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 0.61 JH* <1.9 

<1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 0.60 J <1.8 0.54  J* <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.7 0.70 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.7 0.48 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

1.5 J 1.3 J 1.4 J 0.91 J 1.2 J 1.4 J 1.1 J 0.78 J 0.94 J 0.62 J

<1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 0.39 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<18 <17 <4.5 <4.4 <4.4 <4.6 <4.5 <4.9 <4.7 <4.7 

<1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.7 <1.8  <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<18 <17 <4.5 <4.4 <4.4 <4.6 <4.5 <4.9 <4.7 <4.7 

<3.7 <3.4 <3.6 <3.5 <3.5 <3.7 <3.6 <3.9 <3.8 <3.8 

<1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 0.51 J <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.7 1.4 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

N/A N/A 1.4 J‡ N/A N/A N/A 0.51 J‡ N/A N/A N/A

MW-2-30



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Not applicable. The LHA Combined concentration could not be calculated 
because PFOS and PFOA were not detected in the project sample.

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or 
more result that is not detected greater than the MDL.

Estimated concentration, biased high due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, biased low due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection 
limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for 
the associated analyte. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)    q y   g pp  y
Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL)  unless 
otherwise flagged due to quality-control failures.

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Results reported from Eurofins TestAmerica

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

Table 12: Summary of Historical Monitoring Well PFAS Results

Sample Name 

10/12/2019 9/1/2020 12/30/2020 3/24/2021 6/21/2021 8/24/2021 10/26/2021 4/27/2022

3.7 4.5 3.6 1.9 J* 1.2 J 1.1 JH* 5.8 1.8 J

<1.8 1.0 J 5.1 0.87 J* 0.62 J <1.8 0.61 J 0.60 J

<1.8 0.44 J 2.7 <1.7 J* <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 J* <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 0.57 J 1.2 J 0.24 J* <1.7 0.23 J 0.45  J* 0.55 J

<1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 J* <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 J* <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 J* <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 J* <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 J* <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<18 <17 <4.5 <4.3 J* <4.3 <4.6 <4.6 <4.8 

<1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 J* <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.7 <1.8  <1.7 J* <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 J* <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<18 <17 <4.5 <4.3 J* <4.3 <4.6 <4.6 <4.8 

<3.7 <3.5 <3.6 <3.5 J* <3.5 <3.7 <3.7 <3.8 

9.5 6.7 5.1 3.1 J* 2.0 1.8 2.7 2.0

<1.8 <1.7 0.94 J <1.7 J* <1.7 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

9.5 6.7 6.0 J‡ 3.1 J* 2.0 1.8 2.7 2.0

MW-3-15



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Not applicable. The LHA Combined concentration could not be calculated 
because PFOS and PFOA were not detected in the project sample.

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or 
more result that is not detected greater than the MDL.

Estimated concentration, biased high due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, biased low due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection 
limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for 
the associated analyte. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)    q y   g pp  y
Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL)  unless 
otherwise flagged due to quality-control failures.

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Results reported from Eurofins TestAmerica

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

Table 12: Summary of Historical Monitoring Well PFAS Results

Sample Name 

10/12/2019 
DUP

10/12/2019 9/1/2020 12/30/2020 3/24/2021 6/21/2021
8/24/2021  

DUP
8/24/2021 10/26/2021 2/9/2022 4/27/2022

32 31 19 14 17 15 14 13 12 6.8 JL* 12

5.2 J* 5.3 2.9 1.6 J 2.4 2.1 1.4 J 1.4 J 1.8 J 1.3 JL* 3.2

<1.9 1.1 J 0.63 J 0.43 J <1.7 0.43 J <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 0.48 JL* 0.56 J

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 J* <1.9 

2.9 3.2 1.9 1.2 J 0.93 J 1.1 J 1.1 J 1.1 J 1.0 J 0.74 JL* 1.5 J

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<19 <19 <17 <4.5 <4.4 <4.4 <4.6 <4.6 <4.7 <4.8 J* <4.8 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.8  <1.7 <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<19 <19 <17 <4.5 <4.4 <4.4 <4.6 <4.6 <4.7 <4.8 J* <4.8 

<3.8 <3.7 <3.4 <3.6 <3.5 <3.5 <3.7 <3.7 <3.7 <3.8 J* <3.8 

8.5 J* 9.0 J* 12 13 J* 13 15 14 14 12 7.1 JL* 15

2.8 2.1 2.2 1.3 J 1.7 1.5 J 1.3 J 1.2 J 1.1 J <1.9 J* 1.2 J

11 J* 11 J* 14 14 J*‡ 15 17 J 15 J‡ 15 J ‡ 13 J‡ 7.1 JL* 16 J‡

MW-3-40



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Not applicable. The LHA Combined concentration could not be calculated 
because PFOS and PFOA were not detected in the project sample.

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or 
more result that is not detected greater than the MDL.

Estimated concentration, biased high due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, biased low due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection 
limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for 
the associated analyte. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)    q y   g pp  y
Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL)  unless 
otherwise flagged due to quality-control failures.

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Results reported from Eurofins TestAmerica

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

Table 12: Summary of Historical Monitoring Well PFAS Results

Sample Name 

10/10/2019 9/2/2020 12/31/2020 3/25/2021 6/21/2021 8/24/2021 10/25/2021 4/26/2022

<1.9 <1.7 B* 0.65 J 0.50 J 0.63 J 0.64 JH* 0.55 J 0.91 J

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

<1.9 0.28 J <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

<1.9 0.32 J 0.46 J* <1.7 0.19 J <1.8 <1.8 0.19 J

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 0.31 J

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

<1.9 0.40 J <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

<19 <17 <4.5 <4.3 <4.4 <4.6 <4.5 <4.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8  <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

<19 <17 <4.5 <4.3 <4.4 <4.6 <4.5 <4.8 

<3.8 <3.5 <3.6 <3.5 <3.5 <3.6 <3.6 <3.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

MW-4-20



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Not applicable. The LHA Combined concentration could not be calculated 
because PFOS and PFOA were not detected in the project sample.

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or 
more result that is not detected greater than the MDL.

Estimated concentration, biased high due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, biased low due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection 
limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for 
the associated analyte. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)    q y   g pp  y
Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL)  unless 
otherwise flagged due to quality-control failures.

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Results reported from Eurofins TestAmerica

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

Table 12: Summary of Historical Monitoring Well PFAS Results

Sample Name 

10/11/2019 9/2/2020 1/1/2021 3/25/2021 6/22/2021 8/24/2021 10/25/2021 2/8/2022  DUP 2/8/2022 4/26/2022

3.1 <1.7 B* 1.3 J 1.4 J 2.8 0.92 J 0.88 J 0.91 J 1.1 J 1.7 J

<1.9 0.76 J <1.8 0.89 J 2.1 0.68 J <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

<1.9 0.22 J <1.8 <1.7 0.96 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 0.65 J 0.51 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

0.31 J 0.29 J 0.44 J 0.45 J 0.45 J 0.50 J 0.41 J 0.23 J 0.22 J 0.44 J

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 J*

<1.9 0.41 J <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

<19 <17 <4.5 <4.3 <4.6 <4.6 <4.6 <4.8 <4.8 <4.6 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8  <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

<19 <17 <4.5 <4.3 <4.6 <4.6 <4.6 <4.8 <4.8 <4.6 

<3.8 <3.4 <3.6 <3.4 <3.7 <3.7 <3.7 <3.8 <3.8 <3.7 

<1.9 2.0 1.7 J 2.7 3.5 2.7 3.6 2.9 2.9 3.4

<1.9 <1.7 1.0 J 0.87 J 2.1 1.3 J 0.81 J <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 

N/A 2.0 3.0 J‡ 4.0 J‡ 5.6 4.0 J‡ 4.4 J‡ 2.9 2.9 3.4
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Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Not applicable. The LHA Combined concentration could not be calculated 
because PFOS and PFOA were not detected in the project sample.

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or 
more result that is not detected greater than the MDL.

Estimated concentration, biased high due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, biased low due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection 
limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for 
the associated analyte. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)    q y   g pp  y
Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL)  unless 
otherwise flagged due to quality-control failures.

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Results reported from Eurofins TestAmerica

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

Table 12: Summary of Historical Monitoring Well PFAS Results

Sample Name 

10/12/2019
9/2/2020

DUP
9/2/2020

1/1/2021  
DUP

1/1/2021 3/25/2021 6/22/2021 8/24/2021 10/26/2021 2/9/2022
4/27/2022  

DUP
4/27/2022

2.9 <1.8 B* <1.8 B* 2.6 2.8 1.0 J* 1.1 J 0.69 J 1.1 J 0.90 J* 1.6 J 1.6 J

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 J* <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 0.29 J* <1.8 <1.8 J* <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* 0.26 J 0.34 J

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 0.28 J 0.30 J 0.37 J 0.32 J 0.30 J* <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* 0.19 J <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 J* <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 J* <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 J* <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 0.34 J <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 J* <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 <1.9 

<19 <17 <17 <4.3 <4.5 <4.5 J* <4.3 <4.5 <4.6 <4.7 J* <4.8 <4.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7  <1.8  <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 <1.9 

<19 <17 <17 <4.3 <4.5 <4.5 J* <4.3 <4.5 <4.6 <4.7 J* <4.8 <4.8 

<3.8 <3.4 <3.4 <3.5 <3.6 <3.6 J* <3.4 <3.6 <3.7 <3.8 J* <3.8 <3.8 

<1.9 0.91 J <1.7 1.3 J* 1.2 J* 1.5 J* <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* 1.4 J 0.99 J

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 <1.9 

N/A 0.91 J‡ N/A 1.3 J*‡ 1.2 J*‡ 1.5 J* ‡ N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.4 J‡ 0.99 J‡
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Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Not applicable. The LHA Combined concentration could not be calculated 
because PFOS and PFOA were not detected in the project sample.

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or 
more result that is not detected greater than the MDL.

Estimated concentration, biased high due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, biased low due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection 
limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for 
the associated analyte. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)    q y   g pp  y
Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL)  unless 
otherwise flagged due to quality-control failures.

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Results reported from Eurofins TestAmerica

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

Table 12: Summary of Historical Monitoring Well PFAS Results

Sample Name 

10/13/2019 9/2/2020
12/30/2020  

DUP
12/30/2020 3/25/2021 6/22/2021 8/24/2021 10/25/2021 4/26/2022

1.5 JH* <1.7 B* 1.1 J 1.0 J 0.98 J 1.0 J 1.0 J 0.67 J 0.74 J

1.1 J 1.2 J 1.2 J 1.2 J 1.3 J 1.2 J 2.9 1.8 J <1.9 

0.56 J 0.84 J 0.89 J 0.91 J 1.0 J 0.96 J 0.75 J 0.61 J 0.54 J

<1.9 <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

0.35 J 0.45 J <1.9 0.43 J <1.7 0.46 J <1.8 0.21 J <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<19 <17 <4.8 <4.5 <4.4 <4.5 <4.5 <4.6 <4.7 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.9  <1.8  <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 

<19 <17 <4.8 <4.5 <4.4 <4.5 <4.5 <4.6 <4.7 

<3.8 <3.5 <3.8 <3.6 <3.5 <3.6 <3.6 <3.7 <3.8 

1.3 J 3.9 4.5 4.8 5.0 6.2 13 14 5.7

1.4 J 2.7 1.3 J 1.1 J 2.3 6.7 3.4 2.6 1.2 J

2.7 J‡ 6.6 5.8 J‡ 5.9 J‡ 7.3 13 16 17 6.9 J‡
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Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Not applicable. The LHA Combined concentration could not be calculated 
because PFOS and PFOA were not detected in the project sample.

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or 
more result that is not detected greater than the MDL.

Estimated concentration, biased high due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, biased low due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection 
limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for 
the associated analyte. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)    q y   g pp  y
Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL)  unless 
otherwise flagged due to quality-control failures.

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Results reported from Eurofins TestAmerica

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

Table 12: Summary of Historical Monitoring Well PFAS Results

Sample Name 

10/13/2019 9/1/2020 9/1/2020 1/1/2021 3/24/2021 6/22/2021 8/25/2021 10/25/2021 2/7/2022 2/7/2022 4/26/2022 4/26/2022

<1.9 B* <1.7 B* <1.7 B* 0.62 J 0.57 J* 0.49 J <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 0.73 J 0.83 J

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 J* <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 J* 0.23 J <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 J* <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 J* <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 J* <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 J* <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 J* <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 J* <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 0.50 J <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 J* <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<19 <17 <17 <4.4 <4.6 J* <4.2 <4.7 <4.6 <4.6 <4.8 <4.6 <4.6 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 J* <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7  <1.8 J* <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 J* <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<19 <17 <17 <4.4 <4.6 J* <4.2 <4.7 <4.6 <4.6 <4.8 <4.6 <4.6 

<3.9 <3.4 <3.4 <3.5 <3.7 J* <3.4 <3.7 <3.7 <3.7 <3.9 <3.6 <3.6 

0.81 J <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 J* <1.7 <1.9 2.3 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 J* <1.7 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.8 

0.81 J‡ N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Not applicable. The LHA Combined concentration could not be calculated 
because PFOS and PFOA were not detected in the project sample.

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or 
more result that is not detected greater than the MDL.

Estimated concentration, biased high due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, biased low due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection 
limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for 
the associated analyte. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)    q y   g pp  y
Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL)  unless 
otherwise flagged due to quality-control failures.

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Results reported from Eurofins TestAmerica

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

Table 12: Summary of Historical Monitoring Well PFAS Results

Sample Name 

10/13/2019 9/1/2020 12/30/2020 3/24/2021 6/22/2021 6/22/2021 8/25/2021 8/25/2021 10/25/2021 10/25/2021 2/10/2022 4/26/2022

15 B 23 11 15 15 15 9.8 8.6 9.9 10 12 JL* 8.9

5.5 16 4.6 8.9 7 6.7 5.3 5.5 7.5 7.7 6.4 JL* 5.6

2.2 6 2 3 3.2 3.2 1.8 1.9 2.9 2.9 2.8 JL* 2.3

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 

1.2 J 1.6 J 0.66 J 1.2 J 0.78 J 0.79 J 0.74 J 0.96 J 0.78 J 0.65 J 0.75 J* 0.57 J

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<19 <17 <4.5 <4.5 <4.4 <4.4 <4.6 <4.7 <4.7 <4.6 <4.8 J* <4.7 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8  <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<19 <17 <4.5 <4.5 <4.4 <4.4 <4.6 <4.7 <4.7 <4.6 <4.8 J* <4.7 

<3.8 <3.4 <3.6 <3.6 <3.5 <3.5 <3.7 <3.7 <3.7 <3.7 <3.8 J* <3.7 

97 88 92 97 84 95 42 43 37 37 45 JL* 67

1.5 J 2.3 1.0 J 1.0 J 0.97 J 1.1 J 0.95 J 1.2 J 0.87 J 0.78 J 1.5 JL* 1.3 J

99 J‡ 90 93 J‡ 98 J‡ 85 J‡ 96 J‡ 43 J‡ 44 J‡ 38 J‡ 38 J‡ 47 JL*‡ 68 J‡
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Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Not applicable. The LHA Combined concentration could not be calculated 
because PFOS and PFOA were not detected in the project sample.

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or 
more result that is not detected greater than the MDL.

Estimated concentration, biased high due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, biased low due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection 
limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for 
the associated analyte. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)    q y   g pp  y
Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL)  unless 
otherwise flagged due to quality-control failures.

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Results reported from Eurofins TestAmerica

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

Table 12: Summary of Historical Monitoring Well PFAS Results

Sample Name 

10/13/2019 9/1/2020 1/1/2021 3/24/2021 6/22/2021 8/25/2021 10/25/2021 2/8/2022 4/26/2022

12 13 5.4 17 J* 21 19 8.4 11 JL* 8.3

5.6 11 5.3 16 J* 15 15 6.4 8.7 JL* 8.4

2.3 4.5 1.8 4.8 5.6 6.3 2.9 1.9 JL* 3.1

<1.9 0.42 J <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 

0.75 J 0.64 J 0.42 J 1.3 J* 0.87 J 1.3 J 0.38 J 0.73 JL* 0.42 J

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 J* <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 J* <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 J* <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 J* <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<19 <17 <4.6 <4.3 J* <4.4 <4.5 <4.5 <4.6 J* <4.6 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8  <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 J* <1.9 

<19 <17 <4.6 <4.3 J* <4.4 <4.5 <4.5 <4.6 J* <4.6 

<3.8 <3.4 <3.7 <3.5 J* <3.5 <3.6 <3.6 <3.7 J* <3.7 

49 140 39 37 J* 95 91 81 26 JL* 62

1.2 J 2.6 <1.8 1.9 2 2.1 1.1 J 1.6 JL* 1.2 J

50 J‡ 143 39 39 J* 97 93 82 J‡ 28 JL*J‡ 63 J‡

MW-10-20



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Not applicable. The LHA Combined concentration could not be calculated 
because PFOS and PFOA were not detected in the project sample.

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or 
more result that is not detected greater than the MDL.

Estimated concentration, biased high due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, biased low due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection 
limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for 
the associated analyte. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)    q y   g pp  y
Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL)  unless 
otherwise flagged due to quality-control failures.

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Results reported from Eurofins TestAmerica

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

Table 12: Summary of Historical Monitoring Well PFAS Results

Sample Name 

10/14/2019 10/14/2019 9/2/2020 12/31/2020 3/25/2021 3/25/2021 6/23/2021 6/23/2021 8/27/2021 10/31/2021 2/10/2022 2/10/2022 4/28/2022

12 B 12 B 15 830 20 17 13 13 44 60 52 51 35

18 18 27 180 13 15 18 15 53 16 12 14 13

4.8 4.8 7 19 2.7 3 2.7 3 13 10 8.5 8.7 5.8

0.88 J 1.0 J 1.4 J 2.2 0.60 J 0.62 J 0.88 J 0.85 J 1.3 J 1.3 J 0.65 J 0.81 J 0.76 J*

1.3 J 1.2 J 2.2 35 1.4 J 1.2 J 1.0 J 0.97 J 11 4.7 1.4 J 1.5 J 2.3

1.8 J 1.7 J 1.1 J 1.3 J <1.7 <1.7 0.86 J 0.85 J 1.7 J <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

1.2 J 1.4 J <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

0.68 J 0.68 J <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 0.72 J <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<19 <19 <17 <4.3 <4.3 <4.2 <4.3 <4.4 <4.6 <4.5 <4.7 <4.7 <4.7 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7  <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<1.9 <1.9 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 

<19 <19 <17 <4.3 <4.3 <4.2 <4.3 <4.4 <4.6 <4.5 <4.7 <4.7 <4.7 

<3.7 <3.7 <3.4 <3.5 <3.4 <3.4 <3.5 <3.5 <3.7 <3.6 <3.8 <3.8 <3.7 

38 39 76 6,100 200 210 140 130 59 820 120 130 170

1.8 J 1.9 2.4 92 2.2 2.2 2.0 2.1 5.4 9.8 11 12 5.9

40 J‡ 41 78 6,192 202 212 142 132 64 830 131 142 176

MW-11-15



Units

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

ng/L

Not applicable. The LHA Combined concentration could not be calculated 
because PFOS and PFOA were not detected in the project sample.

Minimum concentration, the combined concentration includes one or 
more result that is not detected greater than the MDL.

Estimated concentration, biased high due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, biased low due to quality control failures. Flag 
applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

Estimated concentration, detected greater than the method detection 
limit (MDL) and less than the RL. Flag applied by the laboratory.
Result is included in the same preparatory batch as a blank detection for 
the associated analyte. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)    q y   g pp  y
Shannon & Wilson, Inc. (*)

per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances
Analyte not detected; listed as less than the reporting limit (RL)  unless 
otherwise flagged due to quality-control failures.

N-Methyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-MeFOSAA)

Results reported from Eurofins TestAmerica

Hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid (HFPO-DA)

9-Chlorohexadecafluoro-3-oxanonane-1-sulfonic acid (9Cl-PF3ONS)

11-Chloroeicosafluoro-3-oxaundecane-1-sulfonic acid (11Cl-PF3OUdS)

4,8-Dioxa-3H-perfluorononanoic acid (DONA)

N-Ethyl perfluorooctane sulfonamidoacetic acid (N-EtFOSAA)

Table 12: Summary of Historical Monitoring Well PFAS Results

Sample Name 

10/14/2019 9/2/2020 12/31/2020 12/31/2020 3/25/2021 6/23/2021 8/27/2021 8/27/2021 10/31/2021 10/31/2021

52 B 52 29 31 9.4 14 11 8.2 11 10

17 17 13 13 4.8 5.6 2.8 2.8 2.9 2.4

10 15 15 15 3.8 5.5 3.3 2.9 4.3 4.4

0.83 J 0.97 J 2.5 2.6 0.64 J 0.66 J 0.55 J 0.55 J 0.91  J* 0.58  J*

3.1 1.8 0.71 J 0.68 J 0.52 J 0.61 J 0.50 J 0.21 J 0.23 J 0.35  J*

<1.9 <1.7 0.65 J 0.51 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 

<19 <17 <4.6 <4.4 <4.5 <4.5 <4.5 <4.6 <4.4 <4.3 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8  <1.8  <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 

<1.9 <1.7 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.7 <1.7 

<19 <17 <4.6 <4.4 <4.5 <4.5 <4.5 <4.6 <4.4 <4.3 

<3.7 <3.5 <3.7 <3.5 <3.6 <3.6 <3.6 <3.7 <3.5 <3.4 

180 210 100 100 36 50 100 J* 36 J* 30 27

8.4 9.8 8.8 9.5 2.9 2.6 1.9 2.0 2.5 2.6

188 220 109 110 39 53 102 J* 2.0 32 30

MW-12-10



Mar-21 1.0 J 5.1 10 9.8 

Jun-21 - - - - - - -

Aug-21 1.2 J 2.1 3.7 8.2 3.3 8.1 11 

Oct-21 - - - - - - -

Feb-22 0.64 J 1.6 J 2.8 6.6 2.0 8.3 10 

Apr-22 1.3 J 2.8 5.6 6.6 3.8 9.3 13 

Trend: Stable No Trend No Trend Decreasing
Probably 

Decreasing
Decreasing Decreasing

Aug-18 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Jun-19 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Oct-19 <1.9 <1.9 1.0 J 2.9 <1.9 2.2 2.2 ‡

Sep-20 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 0.60 J <1.9 0.88 J 0.88 J‡

Dec-20 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 0.46 J 0.46 J‡

Mar-21 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 0.79 J 0.79 J‡

Jun-21 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Aug-21 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Oct-21 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Feb-22 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Apr-22 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Trend: N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Aug-18 1.8 J 0.81 J — 8.9 0.77 J 7.7 8.5 J

Mar-19 1.5 J 0.87 J — 11 <2.0 B* 25 25 B*‡

Jun-19 1.1 J <2.0 — 7.0 0.81 J 14 15 J

Oct-19 0.99 J 0.86 J 2.8 9.3 0.74 J 13 14 J

Sep-20 0.50 J <1.9 1.2 J 4.7 <1.9 15 15 ‡

Jan-21 0.59 J 1.1 J 3.3 8.5 0.47 J 12 12 J

Mar-21 <1.8 <1.8 0.62 J 1.5 J <1.8 7.7 7.7 ‡

Jun-21 0.27 J <2.0 <2.0 5.2 <2.0 5.6 5.6 ‡

Aug-21 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 2.3 <1.9 4.3 4.3 ‡

Oct-21 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 2.2 <1.9 4.9 4.9 ‡

Feb-22 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 0.76 J <1.9 1.9 1.9 ‡

Apr-22 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 0.81 J <1.7 2.5 2.5 ‡

Trend: No Trend N/A N/A Decreasing N/A Decreasing N/A

Aug-18 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Sep-20 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Aug-18 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Mar-19 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Jun-19 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Oct-19 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Sep-20 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Dec-20 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Mar-21 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 N/A

Jun-21 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Aug-21 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Oct-21 <2.1 <2.1 <2.1 <2.1 <2.1 <2.1 N/A

Feb-22 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Apr-22 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Trend: N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Aug-18 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Mar-19 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Jun-19 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Oct-19 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Sep-20 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Dec-20 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Mar-21 <1.6 <1.6 <1.6 <1.6 <1.6 <1.6 N/A

Jun-21 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Aug-21 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Oct-21 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Feb-22 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Apr-22 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 N/A

Trend: N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

PW-037 Quarterly

PW-038 Quarterly

PW-012 Quarterly

PW-032 Annual

Insuficient Data for Trend Analysis

PW-010 Quarterly

NPS Well Quarterly



Mar-21 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Jun-21 <1.9 <1.9 0.92 J <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Aug-21 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Oct-21 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Feb-22 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Apr-22 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Trend: N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Aug-18 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Mar-19 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Jun-19 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Oct-19 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Sep-20 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Dec-20 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Mar-21 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 N/A

Jun-21 <2.1 <2.1 <2.1 <2.1 <2.1 <2.1 N/A

Aug-21 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Oct-21 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Feb-22 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Apr-22 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Trend: N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Aug-18 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Aug-18 <2.0 <2.0 — 1.2 J <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Mar-19 <2.0 <2.0 — 0.98 J <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Jun-19 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Oct-19 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 1.1 J <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Sep-20 0.75 J <1.9 <1.9 0.78 J <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Dec-20 0.72 J <1.9 0.55 J 1.6 J 0.70 J 1.0 J 1.7 J

Mar-21 1.3 J 0.26 J 1.1 J 1.7 0.96 J 1.6 J 2.6 J

Jun-21 0.81 J 0.33 J 1.3 J 2.1 <2.0 1.4 J 1.4 J‡

Aug-21 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 1.5 J 0.85 JH* <2.0 0.85 JH*‡

Oct-21 1.7 J 1.7 J 2.5 1.5 J 5.3 1.4 J* 6.7 J*

Feb-22 - - - - - - -

Apr-22 1.2 J 0.45 J 0.99 J 1.6 J 1.2 J 2.9 4.1 J

Trend:
Probably 

Decreasing
N/A No Trend No Trend N/A N/A N/A

Aug-18 <2.0 1.3 J 1.3 J 3.8 1.4 J 5.2 J

Sep-20 0.49 J 0.82 J 1.5 J 0.85 J 1.9 0.49 J 2.4 J

Aug-21 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 1.5 J 0.85 JH* <2.0 0.85 JH*‡

Sep-18 <2.0 <2.0 — 1.1 J <2.0 <2.0 n/a

Sep-18 3.4 3.7 - 37 3.1 92 95 

Dec-18 2.2 J 2.8 J* <7.7 B* 23 <7.7 B* 98 98 B*‡

Mar-19 2.7 2.5 - 26 2.8 76 79 

Jun-19 2.3 JL* 3.0 JL* - 28 JL* 2.1 JL* 74 JL* 76 JL*

Oct-19 2.0 3.4 9.9 30 2.5 130 133 

Aug-20 1.6 J 5.2 12 25 2.0 98 100 

Dec-20 0.84 J 1.7 J 3.3 7.6 1.1 J 50 51 J

Mar-21 1.2 J* 3.8 7.4 12 1.3 J 60 61 J

Jun-21 0.68 J 2.8 8.1 12 1.4 J 45 46 J

Aug-21 0.98 J 4.3 9.5 15 1.8 58 60

Oct-21 0.57 J 2.8 6.9 10 1.2 J 54 55 J‡

Feb-22 <1.8 2.3 5.0 8.8 1.0 J 62 63 J‡

Apr-22 1.2 J 1.6 J 3.7 5.3 0.79 J 39 40 J‡

Trend: Decreasing Stable No Trend Decreasing Decreasing Decreasing Decreasing

Sep-18 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Mar-19 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Jun-19 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Oct-19 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Sep-20 <1.9 <1.9 0.67 J 0.95 J 0.50 J 0.70 J 1.2 J

Dec-20 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Quarterly

PW-040 Quarterly

PW-047 Annual
Insuficient Data for Trend Analysis

PW-074 Annual
Insuficient Data for Trend Analysis

PW-061 Annual

Insuficient Data for Trend Analysis

QuarterlyPW-059

PW-200
POE , 

Quarterly



Feb-22 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 1.6 J <1.9 1.5 J 1.5 J‡

Apr-22 0.26 J <1.9 <1.9 1.3 J <1.9 2.1 2.1 ‡

Stable N/A N/A Stable N/A Stable N/A

Jun-19 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 1.0 J <2.0 1.0 J‡

Sep-18 <2.0 3.3 — 1.1 J 15 9.1 24 

Oct-19 1.4 J 0.51 J 0.83 J <1.9 1.0 J 1.0 J 2.0 J

Aug-20 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 0.65 J 0.65 J‡

Dec-20 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 0.60 J 0.60 J‡

Mar-21 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Jun-21 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 0.76 J <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Aug-21 0.45 J <1.9 <1.9 0.83 J <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Oct-21 0.51 J <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 0.74 J 0.74 J‡

Feb-22 1.2 J <1.9 <1.9 0.68 J <1.9 0.78 JH* 0.78 JH*‡

Apr-22 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 0.55 J 0.55 J‡

Trend: N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No Trend N/A

Sep-18 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Oct-19 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Aug-21 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Nov-18 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Dec-20 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Sep-18 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Oct-19 1.2 J 0.49 J 0.74 J <1.9 0.84 J <1.9 0.84 J‡

Aug-20 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Aug-21 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Trend: N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Nov-18 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Jun-19 <2.0 <2.0 — <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Oct-19 <1.9 <1.9 0.87 J 2.1 <1.9 2.4 2.4 ‡

Sep-20 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 0.86 J <2.0 1.5 J 1.5 J‡

Dec-20 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 1.3 J <2.1 1.7 J 1.7 J‡

Mar-21 <1.8 <1.8 0.52 J 0.90 J <1.8 2.1 2.1 ‡

Jun-21 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 0.60 J <2.0 0.97 J 0.97 J‡

Aug-21 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 1.0 J 1.0 J‡

Oct-21 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Feb-22 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 0.61 J 0.61 J‡

Apr-22 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Trend: N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Probably 

Decreasing
N/A

Oct-18 <2.0 <2.0 — 1.2 J 1.1 J <2.0 1.1 J‡

Sep-20 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 0.71 J 1.0 J 0.68 J 1.7 J

Aug-21 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 1.8 J 1.1 J 2.0 3.1 J

Nov-18 <2.0 <2.0 — 3.3 <2.0 <2.0 n/a

Sep-20 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 2.0 <1.9 1.8 J 1.8 J‡

Aug-21 <2.0 <2.0 <2.0 1.7 J <2.0 <2.0 N/A

Nov-18 <2.0 <2.0 — 6.1 0.98 J 2.9 3.9 J

Sep-18 2.4 1.6 J — 18 1.4 J 40 41 J

Oct-18 2.3 1.7 J — 20 1.6 J 36 38 J

Mar-19 1.8 J 2.0 — 20 <2.0 B* 31 31 B*‡

Jun-19 1.2 J 1.7 J — 15 <2.0 B* 43 43 B*‡

Oct-19 1.3 J 1.8 J 5.4 16 1.4 J 45 46 J

Sep-20 0.90 J 1.3 J 4.4 9.9 0.71 J 38 39 J

Dec-20 <2.0 1.1 J 2.8 6.9 0.51 J 30 31 J

Mar-21 0.74 J 1.5 J 4.4 7.7 1.0 J 30 31 J

Jun-21 0.28 J 0.32 JH* 1.2 J 2.2 <2.0 14 14 ‡

Aug-21 <1.9 <1.9 1.5 J 3.1 J* <1.9 22 J* 22 J*‡

Oct-21 0.37 J 1.2 J 2.3 5.3 <1.9 17 17 ‡

PW-401 Quarterly

PW-212 Annual

Insuficient Data for Trend Analysis

Insuficient Data for Trend Analysis
PW-207 Annual

PW-218 Annual

Insuficient Data for Trend Analysis

PW-211 Quarterly

Insuficient Data for Trend Analysis

PW-240 Annual

Insuficient Data for Trend Analysis

Insuficient Data for Trend Analysis

PW-219 Annual

PW-241 Annual

PW-221 Quarterly

PW-230 Annual



Aug-21 1.0 J <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 3.8 3.8 ‡

Notes:

 Sample locations with greater than or equal to 50 percent non-detect results are omitted form statistical analysis.

- Sample not collected

ng/L

†

<

—

J

J*

JL*

JH*

B*

N/A

‡

Result is considered not detected due to quality control failures; see checklist for details. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.

Not applicable. The LHA Combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not detected in the project sample or there is 
insufficient data or a lack of quantifiable results (less than 50 percent) from which to conduct a Mann-Kendall analysis.

Minimum concentration, the LHA Combined concentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater than the MDL.

Analyte not requested
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the detection limit (DL) and less than the limit of quantitation (LOQ). Flag applied by the laboratory.

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.

Estimated concentration, biased low due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.

Estimated concentration, biased high due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Lifetime Health Advisory (LHA) level is 70 ng/L for PFOS and PFOA combined. 

Analyte was not detected; reported as < the laboratory reporting limit (RL)

nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion

Trend analyses requires at least four samples for the data set in order to provide a meaningful statistical assessment. Sample locations with less than four data 
points are omitted from statistical analysis. 

Insuficient Data for Trend Analysis

Table includes the results of Mann-Kendall nonparametric trend analysis with Monitoring and Remediation Optimization System (MAROS) classification.



Oct-21 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 0.76 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Feb-22 0.23 J <1.9 1.1 J 0.64 J <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Apr-22 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Trend: N/A N/A N/A Stable N/A N/A N/A N/A

Oct-19 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Aug-20 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 B* <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 N/A

Dec-20 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 1.1 J <1.8 <1.8 0.56 J* 0.56 J*‡

Mar-21 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 0.68 J <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 N/A

Jun-21 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 0.68 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Aug-21 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Oct-21 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Feb-22 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Apr-22 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Trend: N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Oct-19 <1.9 0.95 J 4.6 3.9 <1.9 1.5 J 3.8 5.3 J

Sep-20 3.0 37 84 32 4.0 36 260 296 

Dec-20 9.5 54 63 64 4.0 67 250 317 

Mar-21 2.4 26 31 100 4.0 78 250 328 

Jun-21 2 27 48 120 15 32 450 482 

Aug-21 2.2 39 64 41 9.0 35 520 555

Oct-21 2.6 49 93 40 7.0 24 360 384

Feb-22 6.2 88 190 52 4.9 30 260 290

Apr-22 2.3 21 20 73 18 69 340 409

Trend: No Trend No Trend No Trend No Trend Increasing No Trend
Probably 

Increasing
Probably 

Increasing

Oct-19 1.5 J <1.8 <1.8 1.4 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Sep-20 1.3 J <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 B* <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 N/A

Dec-20 1.4 J 0.70 J <1.8 <1.8 0.48 J 1.4 J <1.8 1.4 J‡

Mar-21 0.91 J <1.8 <1.8 0.54 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Jun-21 1.2 J <1.8 0.60 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Aug-21 1.4 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Oct-21 1.1 J <1.8 0.54  J* <1.8 0.54  J* <1.8 0.51 J 0.51 J‡

Feb-22 0.94 J <1.9 <1.9 0.61 JH* <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Apr-22 0.62 J <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Trend: Decreasing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Oct-19 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 3.7 <1.8 <1.8 9.5 9.5 ‡

Sep-20 0.57 J 0.44 J 1.0 J 4.5 <1.7 <1.7 6.7 6.7 ‡

Dec-20 1.2 J 2.7 5.1 3.6 <1.8 0.94 J 5.1 6.0 J

Mar-21 0.24 J* <1.7 J* 0.87 J* 1.9 J* <1.7 J* <1.7 J* 3.1 J* 3.1 J‡

Jun-21 <1.7 <1.7 0.62 J 1.2 J <1.7 <1.7 2.0 2.0 ‡

Aug-21 0.23 J <1.8 <1.8 1.1 JH* <1.8 <1.8 1.8 1.8

Oct-21 0.45  J* <1.9 0.61 J 5.8 <1.9 <1.9 2.7 2.7

Feb-22 - - - - - - - -

Apr-22 0.55 J <1.10 0.60 J 1.8 J <1.9 <1.9 2 2

Trend: Stable N/A Decreasing Stable N/A N/A Decreasing Decreasing

Oct-19 3.2 1.1 J 5.3 32 <1.9 2.8 9.0 J* 11 J*

Sep-20 1.9 0.63 J 2.9 19 <1.7 2.2 12 14 

Dec-20 1.2 J 0.43 J 1.6 J 14 <1.8 1.3 J 13 J* 14 J*

Mar-21 0.93 J <1.7 2.4 17 <1.6 1.7 13 15 

Jun-21 1.1 J 0.43 J 2.1 15 <1.7 1.5 J 15 17 J

Aug-21 1.1 J <1.8 1.4 J 13 <1.8 1.2 J 14 15 J ‡

Oct-21 1.0 J <1.9 1.8 J 12 <1.9 1.1 J 12 13 J‡

Feb-22 0.74 JL* 0.48 JL* 1.3 JL* 6.8 JL* <1.9 J* <1.9 J* 7.1 JL* 7.1 JL*

Apr-22 1.5 J 0.56 J 3.2 12 <1.9 1.2 J 15 16 J‡

Trend: Decreasing No Trend
Probably 

Decreasing
Decreasing N/A Decreasing No Trend No Trend

Oct-19 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Sep-20 0.32 J 0.28 J <1.7 <1.7 B* <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 N/A

Dec-20 0.46 J* <1.8 <1.8 0.65 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Mar-21 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 0.50 J <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 N/A

Jun-21 0.19 J <1.7 <1.7 0.63 J <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 N/A

Aug-21 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 0.64 JH* <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

MW-1-40

MW-2-20

MW-3-15

MW-2-30

MW-3-40

MW-4-20



Oct-21 0.41 J <1.8 <1.8 0.88 J <1.8 0.81 J 3.6 4.4 J‡

Feb-22 0.22 J <1.9 <1.9 1.1 J <1.9 <1.9 2.9 2.9

Apr-22 0.44 J <1.8 <1.8 1.7 J <1.8 <1.8 3.4 3.4

Trend: No Trend N/A N/A
Probably 

Decreasing
N/A Stable Increasing No Trend

Oct-19 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 2.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Sep-20 0.30 J <1.7 <1.7 <1.8 B* <1.7 <1.7 0.91 J 0.91 J‡

Jan-21 0.37 J 0.29 J* <1.7 2.7 <1.8 <1.8 1.3 J* 1.3 J*‡

Mar-21 0.30 J* <1.8 J* <1.8 J* 1.0 J* <1.8 <1.8 1.5 J* 1.5 J*‡

Jun-21 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 1.1 J <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 N/A

Aug-21 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 0.69 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Oct-21 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 1.1 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Feb-22 <1.9 J* <1.9 J* <1.9 J* 0.90 J* <1.9 J* <1.9 J* <1.9 J* N/A

Apr-22 <1.9 0.34 J <1.9 1.6 J <1.9 <1.9 1.4 J 1.4 J

Trend: N/A N/A N/A
Probably 

Decreasing
N/A N/A N/A N/A

Oct-19 0.35 J 0.56 J 1.1 J 1.5 JH* <1.9 1.4 J 1.3 J 2.7 J

Sep-20 0.45 J 0.84 J 1.2 J <1.7 B* <1.7 2.7 3.9 6.6 

Dec-20 0.43 J 0.91 J 1.2 J 1.1 J <1.9 1.3 J 4.8 5.9 J

Mar-21 <1.7 1.0 J 1.3 J 0.98 J <1.7 2.3 5.0 7.3 

Jun-21 0.46 J 0.96 J 1.2 J 1.0 J <1.8 6.7 6.2 13 

Aug-21 <1.8 0.75 J 2.9 1.0 J <1.8 3.4 13 16

Oct-21 0.21 J 0.61 J 1.8 J 0.67 J <1.9 2.6 14 17

Feb-22 - - - - - - - -

Apr-22 <1.9 0.54 J <1.9 0.74 J <1.9 1.2 J 5.7 6.9 J‡

Trend:
Probably 

Increasing
Stable Increasing Decreasing N/A Stable Increasing Increasing

Oct-19 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 B* <1.9 <1.9 0.81 J 0.81 J‡

Sep-20 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 B* <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 N/A

Jan-21 <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 0.62 J <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 N/A

Mar-21 <1.8 J* <1.8 J* <1.8 J* 0.57 J* <1.8 J* <1.8 J* <1.8 J* N/A

Jun-21 <1.7 0.23 J <1.7 0.49 J <1.7 <1.7 <1.7 N/A

Aug-21 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Oct-21 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 2.3 2.3

Feb-22 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 <1.9 N/A

Apr-22 <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 0.83 J <1.8 <1.8 <1.8 N/A

Trend: N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Oct-19 1.2 J 2.2 5.5 15 B <1.9 1.5 J 97 99 J

Sep-20 1.6 J 6.0 16 23 <1.7 2.3 88 90 

Dec-20 0.66 J 2.0 4.6 11 <1.8 1.0 J 92 93 J

Mar-21 1.2 J 3.0 8.9 15 <1.8 1.0 J 97 98 J

Jun-21 0.79 J 3.2 7.0 15 <1.8 1.1 J 95 96 J

Aug-21 0.96 J 1.9 5.5 9.8 <1.8 1.2 J 43 44 J‡

Oct-21 0.78 J 2.9 7.7 10 <1.8 0.87 J 37 38 J‡

Feb-22 0.75 J* 2.8 JL* 6.4 JL* 12 JL* <1.9 J* 1.5 JL* 45 JL* 47 JL*‡

Apr-22 0.57 J 2.3 5.6 8.9 <1.9 1.3 J 67 68 J‡

Trend: Decreasing Stable Stable Decreasing N/A Stable
Probably 

Decreasing
Probably 

Decreasing

Oct-19 0.75 J 2.3 5.6 12 <1.9 1.2 J 49 50 J

Sep-20 0.64 J 4.5 11 13 0.42 J 2.6 140 143 

Jan-21 0.42 J 1.8 5.3 5.4 <1.8 <1.8 39 39 ‡

Mar-21 1.3 J* 4.8 16 J* 17 J* <1.7 1.9 37 J* 39 J*

Jun-21 0.87 J 5.6 15 21 <1.8 2.0 95 97 

Aug-21 1.3 J 6.3 15 19 <1.8 2.1 91 93

Oct-21 0.38 J 2.9 6.4 8.4 <1.8 1.1 J 81 82 J‡

Feb-22 0.73 JL* 1.9 JL* 8.7 JL* 11 JL* <1.9 J* 1.6 JL* 26 JL* 28 JL*J‡

Apr-22 0.42 J 3.1 8.4 8.3 <1.9 1.2 J 62 63 J‡

Trend: Stable No Trend No Trend Stable N/A Stable Stable Stable

Oct-19 1.3 J 4.8 18 12 B 1.0 J 1.9 39 41

Sep-20 2.2 7.0 27 15 1.4 J 2.4 76 78 

Dec-20 35 19 180 830 2.2 92 6,100 6,192

Mar-21 1.4 J 3.0 15 20 0.62 J 2.2 210 212 

Jun-21 1.0 J 3.0 18 13 0.88 J 2.1 140 142 

MW-6-20

MW-7-20

MW-8-20

MW-9-30

MW-10-20



Oct-21 0.35  J* 4.4 2.9 11 0.91  J* 2.6 30 32

Feb-22 - - - - - - - -

Apr-22 <1.8 1.8 1.6 J 3.7 1.2 J 2.2 12 14

Trend:
Probably 

Decreasing
Decreasing Decreasing Decreasing Stable Decreasing Decreasing Decreasing

Notes:

 Sample locations with greater than or equal to 50 percent non-detect results are omitted form statistical analysis.

The highest result of field duplicate pairs are used for statistical analysis. 

ng/L

†

<

—

J

J*

JL*

JH*

B*

N/A

‡

Trend analyses requires at least four samples for the data set in order to provide a meaningful statistical assessment. Sample locations with less than four data 
points are omitted from statistical analysis. 

Not applicable. The LHA Combined concentration could not be calculated because PFOS and PFOA were not detected in the project sample or there is insufficient 
data or a lack of quantifiable results (less than 50 percent) from which to conduct a Mann-Kendall analysis.

Minimum concentration, the LHA Combined oconcentration includes one or more result that is not detected greater than the MDL.

Table includes the results of Mann-Kendall nonparametric trend analysis with Monitoring and Remediation Optimization System (MAROS) classification.

nanograms per liter, equivalent to parts per trillion

Estimated concentration, biased low due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.

Estimated concentration, biased high due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.

Result is considered not detected due to quality control failures; see checklist for details. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Lifetime Health Advisory (LHA) level is 70 ng/L for PFOS and PFOA combined. 

Analyte was not detected; reported as < the laboratory reporting limit (RL)

Sample not collected.
Estimated concentration, detected greater than the detection limit (DL) and less than the limit of quantitation (LOQ). Flag applied by the laboratory.

Estimated concentration due to quality control failures. Flag applied by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.
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Appendix A: Field Notes

Appendix A

Field Notes 
CONTENTS

Residential Well Sampling Logs

Monitoring Well Sampling Logs

Redacted for Privacy
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2355 HILL ROAD 102599
FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99709-5326 
907-479-0600 FAX 907-479-5691

DATE

Full Name/s 
Mailing Address 
Gustavus, AK 99826 

RE: RESULTS OF APRIL 2022 PFAS WATER SUPPLY WELL SAMPLING, 
GUSTAVUS AIRPORT 

Thank you for participating in our water supply well sampling program to evaluate the presence 

of per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) in groundwater near the Gustavus Airport. 

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. collected a water sample from your water supply well at PHYSICAL 

ADDRESS on April X, 2022. We have prepared an identical letter for your tenant/s NAME. 

The water sample was analyzed for perfluorooctanesulfonic acid (PFOS), perfluorooctanoic acid 

(PFOA), and several other PFAS compounds. We compare these concentrations to the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) health advisory level for drinking water. The lifetime 

health advisory level is 70 parts per trillion (ppt) for the sum of PFOS and PFOA. Please note 

that these units are equivalent to nanograms per liter (ng/L). 

Results of the analysis conducted by Eurofins TestAmerica indicate that PFOS was not/was 

detected at X ppt, and PFOA was not/was detected at X ppt in the water sample from your well. 

The sum of these concentrations is less than the lifetime health advisory level. The portions of 

the original laboratory report that apply to your well (sample number XXXXXX and field-

duplicate sample XXXXXX) are enclosed for your records.

Shannon & Wilson has conducted this sampling event on behalf of the Alaska Department of 

Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT&PF). Please see the enclosed PFAS fact sheet for a

link to the DOT&PF project website.   



Name/s
Business Name 
DATE
Page 2 

2355 HILL ROAD 102599
FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99709-5326 
907-479-0600 FAX 907-479-5691

If you have any questions regarding your results, please feel free to contact us. 

Sincerely,

SHANNON & WILSON, INC. 

Enc: Select Pages of Test America Laboratory Report No.#### 
PFAS Fact Sheet - Gustavus Airport 



“Keep Alaska Moving through service and infrastructure.” 

Department of Transportation and 
Public Facilities

STATEWIDE AVIATION

P.O. Box 196900, 99519-6900
4111 Aviation Avenue, 99502 

Anchorage, AK
Main: 907.269.0730 

Fax: 907.269.0489 
dot.state.ak.us

Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) are a group of manmade chemicals used for a wide variety of 
residential, commercial, and industrial uses. PFAS are considered emerging environmental contaminants 
and the health effects are not well known. 

The presumed source of PFAS in groundwater in 
your community is the use of a fire-fighting foam 
called aqueous film forming foam (AFFF). Airport 
firefighters used the foam to extinguish petroleum 
fires during training exercises and emergency events. 

The Alaska Department of Transportation & Public 
Facilities (DOT&PF) has tested approximately 120 
private water-supply wells starting in August 2018. 
Private wells on airport property and wells along 
and off the southern portion of Wilson Road were 
found to be impacted. 

The DOT&PF has hired Shannon & Wilson to test 
private wells for perfluorooctane sulfonate (PFOS) 
and perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA). The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) lifetime 
health advisory (LHA) level for drinking water is 70 
parts per trillion for the sum of PFOS and PFOA. 

We advise residents with test results above this 
level not to use their water for drinking or cooking. 
If your well is considered affected, you can 
continue to shower, clean, and do laundry. 

Test results are typically available within three to 
four weeks of sample collection. If your well is 
found to have PFAS above the EPA LHA, DOT&PF 
will assist with access to an alternate source of 
drinking water.  

For results and sampling area map: 
www.dot.alaska.gov/airportwater/gustavus 

For questions about well testing: 
Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 
Kristen Freiburger, Project Manager
Phone: 907-458-3146 
Email: kristen.freiburger@shanwil.com 

For regulatory questions: 
Dept. of Environmental Conservation 
Sarah Mutter, Contaminated Sites Program 
Phone: 907-465-5237  
Email: sarah.mutter@alaska.gov 

For questions about PFAS and health: 
Dept. of Health & Social Services
Sarah Yoder, Public Health Scientist  
Phone: 907-269-8054 
Email: sarah.yoder@alaska.gov     

To arrange your next water delivery: 
Jarred Mitrea 
Phone: 559-515-3680 

To file an insurance claim:  
Dept. of Admin., Risk Management 
Scott Jordan, Risk Assessor
Phone: 907-465-2183 
Email: scott.jordan@alaska.gov

For questions about fire training and 
other inquiries: 
DOT&PF - Statewide Aviation 
Sammy Cummings, Project Manager 
Phone: 907-888-5671 
Email: airportwater@alaska.gov

PFAS Fact Sheet – Gustavus Airport 
February 2022 
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Appendix C: Analytical Results

Appendix C

Analytical Results
CONTENTS

Quality Control / Quality Assurance Summary

SGS Laboratory Reports and LDRCs

Eurofins Laboratory Reports and LDRCs
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ACROYNMS 
°C degrees Celsius 
COC chain-of-custody 
DEC Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation  
DRO diesel range organics 
DQO data quality objective 
HFPO-DA hexafluoropropylene oxide dimer acid 
IDA isotope dilution analysis 
LCS laboratory control samples 
LCSD LCS duplicate 
LDRC Laboratory Data Review Checklist 
LOD limit of detection 
LOQ limit of quantitation 
MB method blank 
MS matrix spike 
MSD MS duplicate 
PAH polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 
PFAS per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances 
PFBS perfluorobutanesulfonic acid 
PFDA  perluorodecanoic acid 
PFDoA perluorododecanoic acid 
PFHpA perfluoroheptanoic acid 
PFHxA perfluorohexanoic acid 
PFHxS perfluorohexanesulfonic acid 
PFOA  perfluorooctanoic acid 
PFOS perfluorooctane sulfonic acid 
PFTrDA or PFTriA perfluorotridecanoic acid 
PFUnA perfluoroundecanoic acid 
QA quality assurance 
QC quality control 
RL reporting limit 
RPD relative percent difference 
RRO residual range organics 
SGS SGS North America, Inc. 
TB trip blank 
WO work order 
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QA/QC SUMMARY 

Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) procedures assist in producing data of 
acceptable quality and reliability. Shannon & Wilson reviewed the analytical results for 
laboratory QC samples and conducted a QA assessment for this project. Staff reviewed the 
chain-of-custody records and laboratory-receipt forms to verify custody was not breached, 
sample holding-times were met, and the samples were properly handled from the point of 
collection through analysis by the laboratory. QA review procedures document the accuracy 
and precision of the analytical data, as well as check the analyses were sufficiently sensitive 
to detect analytes at levels below regulatory standards. 

Please note, the laboratory applies the flag ‘J’ to a detection reported less than the reporting 
limit but greater than the detection limit; this “flagged” datum is considered an estimated 
concentration. Qualified environmental staff reviewed the data using the current DEC 
laboratory data review checklist (LDRC) and applied standardized qualifiers to any result 
found to have been affected by a QC issue. Unless rejected, a qualified result is considered 
usable data. During the QC review, flags were applied to indicate estimated data or 
analytical bias, as applicable. 

Our summary below provides details regarding QA/QC failures that resulted in flags being 
applied to the data set. For further details of failures not resulting in flags, please refer to the 
LDRCs. 

SAMPLE HANDLING 

Our WSW sampling protocols describe sampling directly from the homes plumbing system 
to prevent PFAS contamination not associated with the drinking-water system and before 
water treatment systems such as water softeners.   

Deviations from sampling protocols from August 2021 through June 2022 include: 

In August 2021, sample PW-467 (WO 320-78307-1) was collected with a pump from the
newly driven well. The home was in development, plumbing had not been connected to
the well at the time the sample was collected.

In August 2021, October 2021, and February 2022, sample PW-012 was collected from
after a water softener in August 2021. In subsequent sampling events, the owner of this
property indicated the softener was no longer functioning.

In August 2021, sample PW-205.1 was collected through a PVC pipe attached to the well
pump. Plumbing was not connected to the home on this property.
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Detected results for the above samples have been flagged ‘J’ as estimated for a deviation 
from the sampling method.  

Coolers containing water samples were shipped via Alaska Goldstreak to the laboratories to 
perform the analyses noted on the chain-of-custody (COC). The coolers with water samples 
contained a temperature blank to measure whether samples were kept appropriately cold. 
Lab personnel measured the temperature blank at the time the samples arrived at each of 
their facilities; the temperature blank was recorded within the proper temperature range 
upon arrival at the laboratories.  

Monitoring well samples are collected following stabilization of parameters, as noted in 
Section 2.1 or once three well volumes have been purged. The following samples were 
collected prior to full stabilization:  

In August 2021, monitoring well samples MW-8-20 and MW-7-20 were collected before
stabilization of parameters.

Due to heavy rainfall and snowmelt during the February 2022 sampling event, samplers 
noted situations where potentially significant amounts of surface water entered the well 
casing during sampling the PFAS results for the following wells are considered potentially 
biased low and were flagged ‘UJ’ for non-detect values and “JL” for detected values: 

MW-3-40

MW-6-20

MW-9-30

MW-10-20

Our review of COC records and laboratory sample-receipt documents did not reveal 
sample-handling anomalies that would affect the quality or usability of the data, and the 
samples were processed within the appropriate method holding times. Data is considered 
usable with the flags noted above. 

ANALYTICAL SENSITIVITY 

Shannon & Wilson compared groundwater-sample limits of detection (LODs) for SGS data 
and reporting limits (RLs) for Eurofins data to the DEC regulatory levels. For groundwater 
data, LODs and RLs were less than DEC-established cleanup or action levels, where 
applicable. 

PFAS analysis uses isotope dilution method for analysis. This analytical technique requires 
the observation of the transition mass ratios. The ratios associated with PFAS analysis were 
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within limit for the project data set. The following exceptions are flagged in the associated 
data tables due to transition mass ratios outside of laboratory limits: 

Eurofins 320-78307-1: PFOA results for sample PW-059 are considered estimated and
flagged ‘J’ in the associated data tables.

Eurofins 320-81057-1:  PFOS results for sample PW-059 are considered estimated and
flagged ‘J’ in the associated data tables.

Eurofins 320-84759-1:  PFOS results for sample PW-211 are considered estimated, biased
high and flagged ‘JH’ in the associated data tables.

Eurofins 320-78303-1: PFHxS results for MW-3-15 and MW-4-20 are considered
estimated, with high bias, and flagged ‘JH’ in the associated data tables.

Eurofins 320-80156-1: PFBS results for sample MW-3-15 and PFHxA results for sample
MW-2-30 are considered estimated, biased high, and flagged “JH” in the associated data
tables.

Eurofins 320-81259-1: PFBS results for sample MW-12-10 are considered estimated,
biased high, and flagged “JH” in the associated data tables.

Eurofins 320-84757-1: PFHxS results of samples MW-2-30 and MW-6-20 and PFBS results
of sample MW-9-30 are considered estimated, biased high, and flagged “JH” in the
associated data tables.

Eurofins 320-87432-1: perfluorononanoic acid (PFNA) results for sample MW-11-15 are
considered estimated, and flagged “J” in the associated data tables.

The laboratory analyzes a method blank (MB) with each sample batch to provide 
information regarding potential for analyte carryover during analysis. Project analytes were 
not detected in the MBs associated with the project WOs with the following exceptions. 

SGS 1220600: DRO was detected below the limit of quantitation (LOQ) in the MB. DRO
results for field duplicate pair MW-11-15/MW-111-15, and EB-11-15 are considered not-
detected, and are flagged with a ‘UB’ at the LOQ in the associated data tables.

Shannon & Wilson submits a laboratory-provided trip blank (TB) with each of the volatile 
analyses for this project. A TB is used to determine if cross-contamination associated with 
sample handling and transport is contributing to the project sample results. Project analytes 
were not detected in the TBs associated with the project WOs.  

Shannon & Wilson also collected equipment blanks for each sampling event where 
sampling was conducted with reusable equipment. These samples are collected to detect 
residual contamination on equipment that may contribute to cross contamination in the 
project samples. Project analytes were not detected in the project samples with the following 
exceptions.   



July 2021 to June 2022 
Quarterly Water Monitoring 

REV. 1 Summary report 

102599 May 2023
-4

A
PP

EN
D

IX
 C

: A
N

A
LY

TI
C

A
L 

R
ES

U
LT

S 

SGS 1220600: 2-methylnapthalene, naphthalene, DRO, RRO, and toluene were detected
in the equipment blank affecting field duplicate pair MW-11-15/ MW-111-15. The DRO
and RRO results are considered not detected, flagged with a ‘UB’ at the LOQ, unless
previously flagged. Other analytes detected in the equipment blank were not detected in
the project samples and did not require qualification.

ACCURACY 

The laboratory assessed the accuracy of its analytical procedures by analyzing laboratory 
control samples (LCS), LCS duplicate samples (LCSD) matrix spike samples (MS), MS 
duplicate samples (MSD) and laboratory duplicate samples. LCS/LCSD analysis allows the 
laboratory to evaluate their ability to recover analytes added to clean aqueous matrices, and 
MS/MSD analysis allows the laboratory to evaluate their ability to recovery analytes added 
to project sample matrices. 

LCS/LCSD and MS/MSD recoveries were within laboratory limits for the project samples, 
where reported with the following exceptions: 

The LCS/LCSD RPD results were outside of DQOs for 1-methylnapthalene, 2-
methylnapthalene, acenaphthene, acenaphthylene, fluorene, and naphthalene for field
duplicate pair MW-11-15/MW-111-15. The non-detect reporting values are considered
estimated and flagged “UJ” in the analytical tables.

The laboratory also assessed the accuracy of isotope dilution analysis (IDA) analytes and 
surrogates added to individual project samples. IDAs and surrogates allow the laboratory to 
assess the accuracy of their analytical method using chemically similar compounds as those 
requested for the project sample set. Surrogate and IDA recoveries were within QC limits 
for the project samples with the following exceptions. 

Eurofins 320-87434-1: the IDA recovery associated with d3-NMeFOSAA for project
sample PW-012 was outside QC limits. The non-detect reporting value is considered
estimated and flagged “UJ” in the associated data tables.

Eurofins 320-87432-1: the IDA recovery associated with 13C2-PFTDA for sample MW-5-
20 was outside laboratory QC limits. The non-detect reporting value is considered
estimated and flagged “UJ” in the associated data tables.

PRECISION 

Shannon & Wilson submitted field duplicate samples in our WOs. To evaluate data 
precision and reproducibility of our sampling techniques, the relative percent difference 
(RPD) was calculated between the sample and its duplicate. Shannon & Wilson can only 
evaluate RPDs if the results of the analysis for both the sample and its duplicate are greater 
than the LOQ or RL for a given analyte. The field-duplicate RPDs for detected analytes were 
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within the project-specified data quality objective (DQO) of 30 percent for groundwater, 
with the following exceptions: 

Eurofins 320-78307-1: RPDs for PFHxS and PFOS exceeds the DQO for field duplicate
pair PW-401 / PW-501. These results are considered estimated with no direction of bias
and are flagged “J” in the associated data tables.

Eurofins 320-78303-1: RPDs for PFBS and PFOS exceed the DQO for field duplicate pair
MW-12-10/MW-112-10. Results are considered estimated with no direction of bias and
are flagged “J” in the associated data tables, unless previously flagged.

Eurofins 320-81259-1: The RPD for PFNA exceeds the DQO for field duplicate pair MW-
12-10/MW-112-10. Results are considered estimated with no direction of bias and are
flagged “J” in the associated data tables.

Eurofins 320-87432-1: the RPD for PFOS exceeds the DQO for field duplicate pair MW-6-
20/MW-106-20. Results are considered estimated with no direction of bias and are
flagged “J” in the associated data tables, unless previously flagged.

DATA QUALITY SUMMARY 

By working in general accordance with our proposed scope of services, Shannon & Wilson 
consider the samples collected for this project to be representative of site conditions at the 
locations and times they were obtained. Based on our QA review, no samples were rejected 
as unusable due to QC failures. In general, the quality of the analytical data for this project 
does not appear to have been compromised by analytical irregularities and is adequate for 
the purposes of our assessment. 
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By: 

Dana Fjare 

Title: 

Environmental Scientist 

Date: 

September 15, 2021 

Consultant Firm: 

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name: 

Eurofins / TestAmerica Laboratories, Inc. (TestAmerica)

Laboratory Report Number: 

320-78307-1

Laboratory Report Date: 

September 15, 2021 

CS Site Name: 

DOT&PF Gustavus Airport Statewide PFAS

ADEC File Number: 

1507.38.017 

Hazard Identification Number: 

26904 
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Laboratory Report Date: 

May 2020 Page 2 

Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box. 

1. Laboratory 

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

Yes    No N/A           Comments: 
The DEC certified TestAmerica of West Sacramento, CA for the analysis of per- and polyfluorinated 
alkyl substances (PFAS) on February 11, 2021 by LCMSMS compliant with QSM Version 5.3 Table 
B-15. These reported analytes were included in the DEC’s Contaminated Sites Laboratory Approval 
17-020.

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    N/A           Comments: 

The requested analyses were conducted by TestAmerica of West Sacramento, CA.

2. Chain of Custody (CoC) 

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

Yes    No N/A           Comments: 

TestAmerica personnel did not sign the CoC upon receipt at the laboratory. 

b. Correct analyses requested?  

Yes    No N/A           Comments: 

 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation 

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

Yes    No N/A           Comments: 

 
 
 

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

Yes    No N/A           Comments: 

Samples were preserved with Trizma. 
 
 
 

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

Yes    No N/A           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 N/A           Comments: 
The laboratory reported that the container label for one of the samples did not match the CoC record. 
The container was labeled as PW-205.1 but the sample was recorded on the CoC as PW-205. The 
sample was logged in according to the CoC. We note that the correct name for this sample should be 
PW-205.1 and the sample has been renamed PW-205.1 in the analytical data tables.
 
 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

                                                          Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
 
 

4. Case Narrative 

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

 
 
 

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

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 
The case narrative form notes the following: 
The samples were received in good condition, properly preserved, and at a temperature of 5.6° C and 
5.8° C. 
 
The laboratory applied an “I” qualifier to the PFOA results of sample PW-059 to indicate the 
transition mass ratio was outside of established limits.  This applies to analyte PFOA. 
 
The sample PW-419 was diluted due to matrix interference. The dilution factor was applied to the 
labeled internal standard area counts and these area counts were within acceptance limits. 
 
The following samples were light orange prior to extraction: PW-2001, PW-419, PW-467, NPSWell, 
PW-010, PW-221, PW-032, PW-207, and PW-205.  
 
The following samples were orange with sediment in the sample bottle prior to extraction: PW-240, 
PW-039, PW-438, PW-059, PW-037, PW-501, PW-219, PW-401, PW-012, PW-061, PW-230, and 
PW-112.  
 
There was insufficient sample volume available to perform a matrix spike (MS) and MS duplicate 
(MSD) in conjunction with preparation batch 320-521964 and 320-522307. 
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c. Were all corrective actions documented?  

Yes No N/A Comments:
Analyst judgment was used to positively identify PFOA in sample PW-059.

The dilution factor for sample PW-419 was applied to the labeled internal standard area counts and 
these area counts were within acceptance limits. 
 
 

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

                                                          Comments: 

Due to the uncertainty associated with PW-059 “I” flagged analyte (PFOA), the PFOA result is 
considered an estimate. The laboratory notes there may be a high bias; therefore, the analyte has been 
flagged ‘JH*’ in the analytical table. 
 
 

5. Samples Results 

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

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

 
 
 

b. All applicable holding times met?  

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

 
 
 

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

Soil samples were not submitted with this work order. 
 
 

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

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

The reporting limits (RL) are less than the applicable DEC regulatory limit for the project.  
 
 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
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6. QC Samples 

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

 
 
 

ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?  

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

No analytes were detected in method blank samples above the LOQ.  
 

iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected?  
                                             Comments: 

N/A; project analytes were not detected in the method blanks. 
 
 

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

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

Qualification of the data was not required. See above.  
 
 

v. Data quality or usability affected?  
                                             Comments: 

Results are not affected. See above. 
 
 

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 N/A Comments:

 
 
 

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

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 
 
 

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

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 
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iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from LCS/LCSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate. (AK Petroleum methods 20%; all other analyses see the laboratory 
QC pages)  

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

 
 
 

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

N/A; LCS/LCSD accuracy and precision were within laboratory control limits.
 
 

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

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

Qualification of the data was not required; see above. 
 
 

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

                                                    Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
 
 

 

c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD)  

Note: Leave blank if not required for project 

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?   

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 
Insufficient sample volume was available to perform a MS/MSD with the associated preparatory 
batches. However, the laboratory analyzed an LCS and LCSD to assess laboratory accuracy and 
precision.
 
 

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?  

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 
 
 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable?  

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 
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iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate.  

Yes    No N/A           Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 
 
 

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

N/A; MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 
 
 

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

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 
 
 

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

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only 

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

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

 
 
 

ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field 
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

 
 
 

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

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

There were no IDA recovery failures associated with this work order. 
 
 

iv.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
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e. Trip Blanks 

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

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

PFAS are not volatile compounds. A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.  
 
 

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    N/A Comments: 

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 
 
 

iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 
 
 

iv.  If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected?  
                                             Comments: 

N/A; a trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 
 
 

v.  Data quality or usability affected?  
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
 
 

f. Field Duplicate 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

 
 

ii. Submitted blind to lab?  

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 
Field duplicate pairs PW-204.1/PW-304.1, PW-401/PW-501, NPSWell/PW-2001, and PW-012/PW-
112 were submitted with this work order.
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iii. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) less than specified project objectives?  
(Recommended: 30% water, 50% soil) 

RPD (%) = Absolute value of:      (R1-R2)  
((R1+R2)/2) 

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 
 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration

 

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 
RPDs were within project specified range, where calculable, for duplicate pairs NPSWell/PW-2001, 
PW-204.1/PW-304.1 and PW-012/PW-112. The RPD exceeded the data quality objective of 30% in 
duplicate pair PW-401/PW-501 for the analytes PFHxS and PFOS.

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

The results for those analytes with RPD failures are considered estimated with no direction of bias and 
are flagged “J” in the analytical data tables.
 
 

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

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 
Decontamination or equipment blank were not required for this project. Samples are not collected 
using reusable equipment. 
 

 
 

i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

Decontamination or equipment blank were not required for this project. 
 
 

ii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

Decontamination or equipment blank were not required for this project.
 

iii.  Data quality or usability affected?  
                                            Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
 
 

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

a. Defined and appropriate?  

Yes    No    N/A Comments: 

No additional data flags are required.  
 
 

x 100 
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By: 

Justin Risley 

Title: 

Engineering Staff 

Date:

November 12, 2021 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name:

Eurofins / TestAmerica Laboratories, Inc. (TestAmerica) 

Laboratory Report Number:

320-81057-1

Laboratory Report Date:

11/10/2021 

CS Site Name:

DOT&PF Gustavus Airport Statewide PFAS

ADEC File Number:

1507.38.017 

Hazard Identification Number: 

26904 
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Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box.

1. Laboratory

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Analyses were performed by the Eurofins Laboratory in West Sacramento, CA. The laboratory is 
approved by the DEC CS program and certified under the Department of Defense Environmental 
Laboratory Accreditation Program (DoD ELAP) for the requested analyses. 

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 N/A           Comments: 

The requested analyses were conducted by TestAmerica of West Sacramento, CA. 

2. Chain of Custody (CoC)

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

b. Correct analyses requested?

Yes No N/A Comments: 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Samples do not require preservation other than temperature. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The sample receipt form notes that the samples were received in good condition. 
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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    N/A           Comments: 
The sample receipt form notes a discrepancy between the Sample ID on the COC and bottle. See below 
in the case narrative for additional details. 

e. Data quality or usability affected?

Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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b. Discrepancies, errors, or QC failures identified by the lab?  

Yes No N/A Comments:
The case narrative indicates the following:

The container label for the following sample(s) did not match the information listed on the Chain-of-
Custody (COC): sample 13. The container labels list the sample time as 16:12 while the COC lists it 
as 16:15. Logged and labeled according to COC. PW-211. The results are unaffected by this 
discrepancy. 
 
Method EPA 537(Mod): The "I" qualifier means the transition mass ratio for the indicated analyte was 
above the established ratio limits. The qualitative identification of the analyte has some degree of 
uncertainty, and the reported value may have some high bias. However, analyst judgment was used to 
positively identify the analyte. 
Results flagged with the “I” qualifier are considered estimated with no direction of bias and have been 
flagged ‘J’ in the table and analytical database to denote the uncertainty. This applies to PFOS in 
sample PW-059. 

Method 3535: Insufficient sample volume was available to perform a matrix spike/matrix spike 
duplicate (MS/MSD) associated with preparation batch 320-539424. 
 
Method 3535: The following sample contained floating particulates in the sample bottle prior to 
extraction: PW-205.1 

Method 3535: The following samples were yellow prior to extraction: PW-010 (320-81057-3), PW-
221, PW-401, PW-039, PW-037, PW-012, PW-112, PW-211, PW-059 and PW-159. 
 
Method 3535: The following samples contained a thin layer of sediment at the bottom of the bottle 
prior to extraction: PW-010, PW-221, PW-401, PW-037, PW-012, PW-112, PW-059 and PW-159. 
 
Method 3535: The following samples were preserved with trizma: PW-205.1, PW-305.1, PW-010, 
PW-414, PW-221, PW-401, PW-039, PW-040, PW-037, PW-038, PW-012, PW-112, PW-211, PW-
059 and PW-159. Thus, the MB, LCS and LCSD also contain trizma.
 
Method 3535: The following sample was light yellow after extraction/final volume: PW-037 (320-
81057-9).
 
Method 3535: Elevated reporting limits are provided for the following samples due to insufficient 
sample provided for preparation: PW-040 and PW-037.

c. Were all corrective actions documented?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Comments:

The case narrative does not note an effect on data quality or usability. See the following sections for 
our assessment.

5. Samples Results

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

b. All applicable holding times met?

Yes No N/A Comments: 

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Soil samples were not submitted with this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The reporting limit (RL) is less than the applicable DEC regulatory limit for the project. 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

There were no detections in the method blank sample associated with these project samples. 



320-81057-1 

Laboratory Report Date:

May 2020 Page 6 

iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
Comments:

N/A; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

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 N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

N/A; see above.
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vi. Do the affected sample(s) have data flags? If so, are the data flags clearly defined?

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above.

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

                                     Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD)  

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?   

Yes No N/A Comments: 
A MS/MSD was not analyzed with this work order; however, the laboratory analyzed LCS and LCSD 
samples to assess laboratory accuracy and precision. 

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate.  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

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

N/A; MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 
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vii.  Data quality or usability affected? (Use comment box to explain.)  
Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field 
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

iv.  Data quality or usability affected?
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was affected; see above. 

e. Trip Blanks 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

PFAS are not volatile compounds. A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.  

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 N/A Comments: 

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.

iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 
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iv. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
Comments:

N/A; a trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

f. Field Duplicate

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

ii. Submitted blind to lab?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Field duplicate pairs PW-205.1/PW-305.1, PW-059/PW-159, and PW-012/PW-112 were submitted 
with this work order.

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

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

 
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 
 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration 

 

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Reusable equipment was not used in the sampling procedure; therefore, an equipment blank is 
unnecessary.

i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above. 

x 100 
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ii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
Comments:

N/A; see above. 

iii. Data quality or usability affected? 
Comments:

No; see above. 

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

a. Defined and appropriate?  

Yes No N/A Comments:
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By: 

Justin Risley 

Title: 

Engineering Staff 

Date:

November 15, 2021 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name:

Eurofins / TestAmerica Laboratories, Inc. (TestAmerica) 

Laboratory Report Number: 

320-81261-1

Laboratory Report Date:

11/12/2021 

CS Site Name:

DOT&PF Gustavus Airport Statewide PFAS

ADEC File Number:

1507.38.017 

Hazard Identification Number: 

26904 
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Laboratory Report Date:

May 2020 Page 2 

Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box.

1. Laboratory

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Analyses were performed by the Eurofins TestAmerica Laboratory in West Sacramento, CA. The 
laboratory is approved by the DEC CS program and certified under the Department of Defense 
Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program (DoD ELAP) for the requested analyses.

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 N/A  Comments: 

The requested analyses were conducted by Eurofins TestAmerica of West Sacramento, CA. 

2. Chain of Custody (CoC)

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
According to the case narrative, the “COC was not relinquished by sender.” The released by 
information is not present. 

b. Correct analyses requested?

Yes No N/A Comments: 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Samples do not require preservation other than temperature. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The sample receipt form notes that the samples were received in good condition. 
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May 2020 Page 3 

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 N/A Comments: 
The sample receipt form notes a missing COC signature. See below in the case narrative for additional 
details. 

e. Data quality or usability affected?

                                                          Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
 

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The case narrative indicates the following:

COC was not relinquished by sender. PW-203 and PW-303 

Method 3535: Insufficient sample volume was available to perform a matrix spike/matrix spike 
duplicate (MS/MSD) associated with preparation batch 320-541444. 
 
Method 3535: The following samples are yellow and contain a thin layer of sediment at the bottom of 
the bottle prior to extraction: PW-203 and PW-303. 
 
Method 3535: The following samples contain trizma: PW-203 and PW-303. Therefore, the MB, LCS, 
and LCSD also contain trizma. PW-203 and PW-303. 

c. Were all corrective actions documented?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

N/A; see above.  
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d. What is the effect on data quality/usability according to the case narrative? 

Comments:

The case narrative does not note an effect on data quality or usability. Please note we do not consider 
the results to be affected by the absence of the signature to relinquish the samples. We spoke with the 
sender and the samples remained in custody within a cooler noted with proper COC procedures in 
place. 

See the following sections for our assessment.

5. Samples Results

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

b. All applicable holding times met?

Yes No N/A Comments: 

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Soil samples were not submitted with this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

The reporting limit (RL) is less than the applicable DEC regulatory limit for the project. 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above.

6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?

Yes No N/A Comments:

There were no detections in the method blank sample associated with these project samples. 

iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/A; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

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 N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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v. If %R or RPD is outside of acceptable limits, what samples are affected? 
Comments:

N/A; see above.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

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

Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD)  

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?   

Yes No N/A Comments: 
A MS/MSD was not analyzed with this work order; however, the laboratory analyzed LCS and LCSD 
samples to assess laboratory accuracy and precision. 

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate.  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

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

N/A; MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order.
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vi. Do the affected sample(s) have data flags? If so, are the data flags clearly defined?

Yes No N/A Comments:

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

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

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field 
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

iv. Data quality or usability affected?
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was affected; see above. 

e. Trip Blanks 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

PFAS are not volatile compounds. A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.  

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 N/A Comments: 

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.
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iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 

iv. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/A; a trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 

v.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

f. Field Duplicate 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. Submitted blind to lab?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Field duplicate pair PW-203/PW-303 were submitted with this work order.  

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

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

 
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 
 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration

Yes No N/A Comments: 
N/A; we were unable to calculate an RPD since no PFAS analytes were detected in the field duplicate 
pair.

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

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Reusable equipment was not used in the sampling procedure; therefore, an equipment blank is 
unnecessary.

x 100 
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i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above. 

ii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/A; see above. 

iii.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                                            Comments: 

No; see above. 

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

a. Defined and appropriate?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By: 

Amber Masters

Title: 

Environmental Scientist 

Date:

March 7, 2022 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name:

Eurofins / TestAmerica Laboratories, Inc. (TestAmerica) 

Laboratory Report Number: 

320-84759-1

Laboratory Report Date:

March 4, 2022 

CS Site Name:

DOT&PF Gustavus Airport Statewide PFAS

ADEC File Number:

1507.38.017 

Hazard Identification Number: 

26904 
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Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box.

1. Laboratory 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Analyses were performed by the Eurofins Testing America Laboratory in West Sacramento, CA. The 
laboratory is approved by the DEC CS program and certified under the Department of Defense 
Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program (DoD ELAP) for the requested analyses.

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 N/A           Comments: 

 

2. Chain of Custody (CoC) 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

b. Correct analyses requested?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Samples were preserved with Trizma®.
 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The sample receipt form notes that the samples were received in good condition. 
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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 N/A Comments: 

e. Data quality or usability affected?

                                                          Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
 

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The case narrative indicates the following:

The laboratory applied an “I” qualifier to the PFOS results of sample PW-211 to indicate the transition 
mass ratio was outside of established limits. 
 
Insufficient sample volume was available to perform a matrix spike/matrix spike duplicate (MS/MSD) 
associated with preparation batch 320-566059. 
 
The project samples were preserved with Trizma ®. The method blank and LCS/LCSD also contain 
Trizma ®.

c. Were all corrective actions documented?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

N/A; see above.  

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

                                                          Comments:

The case narrative does not note an effect on data quality or usability.  
See the following sections for our assessment. 
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5. Samples Results

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

b. All applicable holding times met?

Yes No N/A Comments: 

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Soil samples were not submitted with this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The reporting limit (RL) is less than the applicable DEC regulatory limit for the project. 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

There were no detections in the method blank sample associated with these project samples. 

iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/A; see above.  
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iv. Do the affected sample(s) have data flags? If so, are the data flags clearly defined?

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above.

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

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 N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

N/A; see above.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD) 

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?   

Yes No N/A Comments: 
A MS/MSD was not analyzed with this work order; however, the laboratory analyzed LCS and LCSD 
samples to assess laboratory accuracy and precision. 

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate.  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

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

N/A; MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 
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vii.  Data quality or usability affected? (Use comment box to explain.)  
Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field 
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

iv.  Data quality or usability affected?
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above.

e. Trip Blanks 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

PFAS are not volatile compounds. A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.  

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 N/A Comments: 

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 

iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.
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iv. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
Comments:

N/A; a trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

f. Field Duplicate

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

ii. Submitted blind to lab?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Field duplicate pairs NPS Well/PW-2001, PW-401/PW-501, and PW-012/PW-112 were submitted 
with this work order.

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

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

 
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 
 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration 

 

Yes No N/A Comments: 

RPD are within project objectives, where calculable.

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

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Reusable equipment was not used in the sampling procedure; therefore, an equipment blank is 
unnecessary.

i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above. 

x 100 
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ii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
Comments:

N/A; see above. 

iii. Data quality or usability affected? 
Comments:

No; see above. 

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

a. Defined and appropriate?  

Yes No N/A Comments:
The PFOS result for sample PW-211 was affected by a transition mass ratio failure and quantitated 
manually. We consider these results estimated, biased high, and have applied the ‘JH’ qualifier.
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By: 

Veselina Yakimova 

Title: 

Geologist 

Date:

May 19, 2022 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name:

Eurofins TestAmerica Laboratories, Inc.

Laboratory Report Number: 

320-87434-1

Laboratory Report Date:

May 18, 2022 

CS Site Name:

DOT&PF Gustavus Airport Statewide PFAS

ADEC File Number:

1507.38.017 

Hazard Identification Number: 

26904 
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Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box.

1. Laboratory 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Analyses were performed by the Eurofins TestAmerica in West Sacramento, CA. The laboratory is 
approved by the DEC CS program and certified under the Department of Defense Environmental 
Laboratory Accreditation Program (DoD ELAP) for the requested analyses. 

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 N/A           Comments: 

 

2. Chain of Custody (CoC) 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

b. Correct analyses requested?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Samples did not require preservation.  
 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The sample receipt form notes that the samples were received in good condition. 
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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 N/A Comments: 

e. Data quality or usability affected?

                                                          Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
 

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The case narrative indicates the following:

The Isotope Dilution Analyte (IDA) recovery associated with the sample PW-012 is below the method 
recommended limit for d3-NMeFOSAA. Generally, data quality is not considered affected if the IDA 
signal-to-noise ratio is greater than 10:1, which is achieved for all IDA in the sample. 
 
Insufficient sample volume was available to perform a matrix spike/matrix spike duplicate (MS/MSD) 
associated with preparation batches 320-566059 and 320-586925. 

c. Were all corrective actions documented?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

N/A; see above.

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

                                                          Comments:

The case narrative does not note an effect on data quality or usability.  
See the following sections for our assessment. 

5. Samples Results 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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b. All applicable holding times met?

Yes No N/A Comments:

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

Soil samples were not submitted with this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The reporting limit (RL) is less than the applicable DEC regulatory limit for the project.

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

There were no detections in the method blank samples associated with these project samples. 

iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/A; see above.  

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
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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 N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

N/A; see above.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

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

Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
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c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD) 

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?   

Yes No N/A Comments: 
A MS/MSD was not analyzed with this work order; however, the laboratory analyzed LCS and LCSD 
samples to assess laboratory accuracy and precision. 

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate.  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

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

N/A; MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

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

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field 
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The IDA for d3-NMEFOSAA associated with sample PW-012 is below the method recommended 
limit.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
d3-NMeFOSAA was not detected in sample PW-012. The non-detect reporting value is considered 
estimated and a “UJ” qualifier is applied.

iv.  Data quality or usability affected?
                                             Comments: 

The data quality was affected; see above. The data are considered usable with the applied qualifier, as
noted above.

e. Trip Blanks 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

PFAS are not volatile compounds. A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.  

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 N/A Comments: 

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.

iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 

iv.  If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/A; a trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 

v.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
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f. Field Duplicate

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

ii. Submitted blind to lab?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

Field duplicate pairs NPS Well/PW-9001 and PW-012/PW-112 were submitted with this work order.  

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

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

 
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 
 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration 

 

Yes No N/A Comments: 

RPD are within project objectives, where calculable. 

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

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Reusable equipment was not used in the sampling procedure; therefore, an equipment blank is 
unnecessary.

i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above. 

ii.  If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/A; see above. 

iii.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                                            Comments: 

No; see above. 

x 100 
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7. Other Data Flags/Qualifiers (ACOE, AFCEE, Lab Specific, etc.)

a. Defined and appropriate?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

No additional flags/qualifiers were applied. 
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By: 

Michael Jaramillo

Title: 

Senior Chemist

Date: 

September 16, 2021 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name: 

Eurofins / TestAmerica Laboratories (TestAmerica) 

Laboratory Report Number: 

320-78305-1

Laboratory Report Date:

September 10, 2021 

CS Site Name:

DRM Gustavus PFAS 

ADEC File Number: 

1507.38.017 

Hazard Identification Number: 

26904 



320-78305-1 

Laboratory Report Date:

September 10, 2021 

CS Site Name: 

DRM Gustavus PFAS 

May 2020 Page 2 

Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box. 

1. Laboratory 

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

Yes    No    N/A           Comments: 
The DEC certified TestAmerica of West Sacramento, CA for the analysis of per- and polyfluorinated 
alkyl substances (PFAS) on February 11, 2021 by PFAS LCMSMS compliant with QSM Version 5.3 
Table B-15. These reported analytes were included in the DEC’s Contaminated Sites Laboratory 
Approval 17-020. 

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    N/A           Comments: 

The samples were analyzed by TestAmerica Laboratories of West Sacramento, CA.

2. Chain of Custody (CoC) 

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

Yes    No    N/A           Comments: 

 

b. Correct analyses requested?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation 

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

Yes    No    N/A           Comments: 

 
 
 

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

Yes    No    N/A           Comments: 
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c. Sample condition documented – broken, leaking (Methanol), zero headspace (VOC vials)?

Yes No N/A Comments:

The sample receipt form notes that the samples were received in good condition. 
 

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    N/A           Comments: 

 
 
 

e. Data quality or usability affected?

                                                          Comments:

Data quality and/or usability are not affected.
 
 

4. Case Narrative 

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Insufficient volume was available to perform a matrix spike (MS)/ MS duplicate (MSD) associated 
with preparation batch 320-523092. 

Sample PW-200 was observed to be yellow in color prior to extraction.  

c. Were all corrective actions documented?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The laboratory does not discuss any corrective actions in the case narrative. However, a laboratory 
control sample (LCS) and LCS duplicate (LCSD) were reported for preparation batch 320-523092 to 
assess laboratory accuracy and precision.  
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d. What is the effect on data quality/usability according to the case narrative?  

                                                          Comments: 

The case narrative does not note an effect on the data quality or usability. 

5. Samples Results

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

b. All applicable holding times met?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Soil samples were not included with this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

 

Data quality or usability are not affected. 

6. QC Samples 

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?

Yes No N/A Comments:

iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected?
Comments: 

N/A; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above.

v. Data quality or usability affected?
Comments: 

The results are unaffected; see above. 

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 N/A Comments:

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

Metals/inorganics were not included in this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:
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iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from LCS/LCSD, and or
sample/sample duplicate. (AK Petroleum methods 20%; all other analyses see the laboratory
QC pages)

Yes No N/A Comments:

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

None; precent recoveries and RPDs within laboratory acceptance criteria. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

No qualification of the data is required; samples not affected.

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

Comments: 

Data quality or usability is not affected. 

c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD)

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?

Yes No N/A Comments:
There was insufficient sample volume to perform a MS/MSD. Refer to Section 6.b for assessment of 
laboratory accuracy and precision using the LCS/LCSD sample pair.  

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?

Yes No N/A Comments:

Metals/inorganics were not included with this work order. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and
project specified objectives, if applicable?

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above. 
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iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or
sample/sample duplicate.

Yes    No    N/A           Comments:

See above.

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

None; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above.

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

Data quality or usability is not affected. 

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)

Yes No N/A Comments:

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

No qualification of the data is required; samples not affected.
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iv.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

Data quality or usability are not affected. 

e. Trip Blanks 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Volatile compounds were not requested for this project. A trip blank is not required for the requested 
analyses.

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 N/A Comments: 

See above.

iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

iv.  If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected?  
Comments:

See above.

v.  Data quality or usability affected?  
                                             Comments: 

Data quality or usability are not affected. 

f. Field Duplicate 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Field-duplicate samples were not submitted with this work order. 
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ii. Submitted blind to lab?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above.

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

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

 
((R1+R2)/2) 

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 
 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration

 

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

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

Data quality or usability are not affected. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The sample was not collected with reusable equipment; therefore, an equipment blank is not 
necessary. 

i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

ii.  If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected?  
                                             Comments: 

None; see above. 

iii.  Data quality or usability affected?  
                                            Comments: 

Data quality or usability are not affected. 

x 100 
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7. Other Data Flags/Qualifiers (ACOE, AFCEE, Lab Specific, etc.) 

a. Defined and appropriate?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

N/A
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By: 

Justin Risley 

Title: 

Engineering Staff 

Date:

November 15, 2021 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name:

Eurofins / TestAmerica Laboratories, Inc. (TestAmerica) 

Laboratory Report Number: 

320-81058-1

Laboratory Report Date:

11/12/2021 

CS Site Name:

DRM Gustavus Airport Statewide PFAS 

ADEC File Number:

1507.38.017 

Hazard Identification Number: 

26904 
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Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box.

1. Laboratory 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Analyses were performed by the Eurofins Laboratory in West Sacramento, CA. The laboratory is 
approved by the DEC CS program and certified under the Department of Defense Environmental 
Laboratory Accreditation Program (DoD ELAP) for the requested analyses. 

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 N/A           Comments: 

The requested analyses were conducted by TestAmerica of West Sacramento, CA.  

2. Chain of Custody (CoC) 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The sample receipt form notes the sampler’s name is not listed on the COC; however, it is listed in the 
“sampler” section. The COC was complete for this project and the results are unaffected.

b. Correct analyses requested?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Samples do not require preservation other than temperature. 
 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The sample receipt form notes that the samples were received in good condition. 
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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 N/A Comments: 

See above.

e. Data quality or usability affected?

                                                          Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
 

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The case narrative indicates the following:

Method 3535: Insufficient sample volume was available to perform a matrix spike/matrix spike 
duplicate (MS/MSD) associated with preparation batch 320-540170. 
 
Method 3535: The following sample was yellow and contained floating particulates in the sample 
bottle prior to extraction: PW-200. 
 
Method 3535: The following samples were preserved with trizma: PW-200-sink, PW-200-C Port 
Composite and PW-200. Thus, the MB, LCS and LCSD also contain trizma.

c. Were all corrective actions documented?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above. 

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

                                                          Comments:

The case narrative does not note an effect on data quality or usability. See the following sections for 
our assessment. 
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5. Samples Results

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

b. All applicable holding times met?

Yes No N/A Comments: 

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Soil samples were not submitted with this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The reporting limit (RL) is less than the applicable DEC regulatory limit for the project. 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above.

6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

There were no detections in the method blank sample associated with these project samples. 

iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/A; see above.  



320-81058-1 

Laboratory Report Date:

May 2020 Page 5 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above.

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

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 N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

N/A; see above.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD) 

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?   

Yes No N/A Comments: 
A MS/MSD was not analyzed with this work order; however, the laboratory analyzed LCS and LCSD 
samples to assess laboratory accuracy and precision. 

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate.  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

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

N/A; MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 
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vii.  Data quality or usability affected? (Use comment box to explain.)  
Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field 
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

iv.  Data quality or usability affected?
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was affected; see above. 

e. Trip Blanks 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

PFAS are not volatile compounds. A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.  

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 N/A Comments: 

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.

iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 
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iv. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
Comments:

N/A; a trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

f. Field Duplicate

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

Field duplicate pairs are not required for this project. 

ii. Submitted blind to lab?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

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

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

 
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 
 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration 

 

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

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

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Reusable equipment was not used in the sampling procedure; therefore, an equipment blank is 
unnecessary.

i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above. 

x 100 
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ii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
Comments:

N/A; see above. 

iii. Data quality or usability affected? 
Comments:

No; see above. 

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

a. Defined and appropriate?  

Yes No N/A Comments:
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By: 

Amber Masters

Title: 

Environmental Scientist 

Date:

March 7, 2022 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name:

Eurofins / TestAmerica Laboratories, Inc. (TestAmerica) 

Laboratory Report Number: 

320-84756-1 Rev(1)

Laboratory Report Date:

March 7, 2022 

CS Site Name:

DRM Gustavus Airport Statewide PFAS 

ADEC File Number:

1507.38.017 

Hazard Identification Number: 

26904 
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Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box.

1. Laboratory 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Analyses were performed by the Eurofins Laboratory in West Sacramento, CA. The laboratory is 
approved by the DEC CS program and certified under the Department of Defense Environmental 
Laboratory Accreditation Program (DoD ELAP) for the requested analyses. 

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 N/A           Comments: 
The requested analyses were conducted by Eurofins Environment Testing America of West 
Sacramento, CA. 

2. Chain of Custody (CoC) 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

b. Correct analyses requested?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Samples do not require preservation other than temperature. 
 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The sample receipt form notes that the samples were received in good condition. 
 
 



320-84756-1 Rev(1) 

Laboratory Report Date:

May 2020 Page 3 

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 N/A Comments: 

See above.

e. Data quality or usability affected?

                                                          Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
 

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The case narrative indicates the following:

Insufficient sample volume was available to perform a matrix spike/matrix spike duplicate (MS/MSD) 
associated with preparation batch 320-566488. 

The following sample was yellow and contained a thin layer of sediment in the sample bottle prior to 
extraction: PW-200. 

Sample PW-200 was yellow after final voluming.   

c. Were all corrective actions documented?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above. 

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

                                                          Comments:

The case narrative does not note an effect on data quality or usability. See the following sections for 
our assessment. 
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5. Samples Results

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

b. All applicable holding times met?

Yes No N/A Comments: 

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Soil samples were not submitted with this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The reporting limit (RL) is less than the applicable DEC regulatory limit for the project. 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above.

6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

There were no detections in the method blank sample associated with these project samples. 

iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/A; see above.  
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iv. Do the affected sample(s) have data flags? If so, are the data flags clearly defined?

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above.

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

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 N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

N/A; see above.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD) 

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?   

Yes No N/A Comments: 
A MS/MSD was not analyzed with this work order; however, the laboratory analyzed LCS and LCSD 
samples to assess laboratory accuracy and precision. 

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate.  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

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

N/A; MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 
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vii.  Data quality or usability affected? (Use comment box to explain.)  
Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field 
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

iv.  Data quality or usability affected?
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above.

e. Trip Blanks 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

PFAS are not volatile compounds. A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.  

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 N/A Comments: 

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 

iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.
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iv. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
Comments:

N/A; a trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

f. Field Duplicate

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

Field duplicates are not required for this project. 

ii. Submitted blind to lab?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

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

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

 
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 
 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration 

 

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

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

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Reusable equipment was not used in the sampling procedure; therefore, an equipment blank is 
unnecessary.

i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above. 

x 100 
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ii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
Comments:

N/A; see above. 

iii. Data quality or usability affected? 
Comments:

No; see above. 

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

a. Defined and appropriate?  

Yes No N/A Comments:
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This report has been electronically signed and authorized by the signatory. Electronic
signature is intended to be the legally binding equivalent of a traditionally handwritten
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By: 

Mason Craker

Title: 

Geologist 

Date:

May 18, 2022 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name:

Eurofins / TestAmerica Laboratories, Inc. (TestAmerica) 

Laboratory Report Number: 

320-87436-1

Laboratory Report Date:

May 17, 2022 

CS Site Name:

DRM Gustavus Airport Statewide PFAS 

ADEC File Number:

Hazard Identification Number: 



320-87436-1 

Laboratory Report Date:

May 2020 Page 2 

Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box.

1. Laboratory 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Analyses were performed by the Eurofins TestAmerica Laboratory in West Sacramento, CA. The 
laboratory is approved by the DEC CS program and certified under the Department of Defense 
Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program (DoD ELAP) for the requested analyses.

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 N/A           Comments: 

The requested analyses were conducted by Eurofins TestAmerica of West Sacramento, CA.  

2. Chain of Custody (CoC) 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

b. Correct analyses requested?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Samples do not require preservation other than temperature. 
 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The sample receipt form notes that the samples were received in good condition. 
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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 N/A Comments: 

See above.

e. Data quality or usability affected?

                                                          Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
 

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The case narrative indicates the following:

Insufficient sample volume was available to perform a matrix spike/matrix spike duplicate (MS/MSD) 
associated with preparation batch 320-586386 and preparation batch 320-586797.  

c. Were all corrective actions documented?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

We reference the LCS/LCSD samples.

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

                                                          Comments:

The case narrative does not note an effect on data quality or usability. See the following sections for 
our assessment. 

5. Samples Results 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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b. All applicable holding times met?

Yes No N/A Comments:

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

Soil samples were not submitted with this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The reporting limit (RL) is less than the applicable DEC regulatory limit for the project.

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above.

6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

There were no detections in the method blank samples associated with these project samples. 

iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/A; see above.  

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
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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 N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

N/A; see above.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

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

Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
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c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD) 

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?   

Yes No N/A Comments: 
A MS/MSD was not analyzed with this work order; however, the laboratory analyzed LCS and LCSD 
samples to assess laboratory accuracy and precision. 

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate.  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

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

N/A; MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

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

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field 
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

iv.  Data quality or usability affected?
Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above.

e. Trip Blanks 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

PFAS are not volatile compounds. A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.  

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 N/A Comments: 

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.

iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 

iv.  If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/A; a trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 

v.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
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f. Field Duplicate

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

Field duplicates are not collected for this project. 

ii. Submitted blind to lab?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above.

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

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

 
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 
 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration 

 

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

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

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Reusable equipment was not used in the sampling procedure; therefore, an equipment blank is 
unnecessary.

i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above. 

ii.  If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/A; see above. 

iii.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                                            Comments: 

No; see above. 

x 100 
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7. Other Data Flags/Qualifiers (ACOE, AFCEE, Lab Specific, etc.)

a. Defined and appropriate?  

Yes No N/A Comments:
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e-Sample Receipt Form

°C

N/A

Were Custody Seals intact?  Note # & location

D60

1F, 1B

Therm. ID:

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

1

Exceptions Noted below

Yes

Chain of Custody / Temperature Requirements

Yes

Condition (Yes, No, N/A)Review Criteria

COC accompanied samples?

°C Therm. ID:

SGS Workorder #: 1215600 1215600

Exemption permitted if sampler hand carries/delivers.N/A

@

N/A

Cooler ID: 4.7

DOD: Were samples received in COC corresponding coolers?

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

@Cooler ID:

@

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

@

N/A

Therm. ID:

°C

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

N/A

If samples received without a temperature blank, the "cooler temperature" will be 
documented instead & "COOLER TEMP" will be noted to the right. "ambient" or "chilled" 

will be noted if neither is available. 

°C

Therm. ID:

Cooler ID:

Therm. ID:

Cooler ID:

°C

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

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

***Note:  If sample information on containers differs from COC, SGS will default to COC information.

Total Arsenic method not listed. 200.8 per PM direction. No

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

Were samples received within holding time?
Note: Refer to form F-083 "Sample Guide" for specific holding times.

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

Holding Time / Documentation / Sample Condition Requirements

Yes

Yes

Were analytical requests clear? (i.e., method is specified for analyses 
with multiple option for analysis (Ex: BTEX, Metals)

N/A

N/A

@

Yes

Cooler ID:

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)?

Volatile / LL-Hg Requirements

Were all soil VOAs field extracted with MeOH+BFB? N/A

F102b_SRFpm_20210526 Page 15 of 16
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By: 

Kristen Freiburger 

Title: 

Associate – Chemist 

Date:

September 20, 2021 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name:

SGS North America, Inc. (SGS)

Laboratory Report Number: 

1215600 

Laboratory Report Date:

September 20, 2021 

CS Site Name:

DRM Gustavus PFAS 

ADEC File Number:

1507.38.017 

Hazard Identification Number: 

26904 
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CS Site Name:

DRM Gustavus PFAS 
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Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box. 

1. Laboratory

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

Yes No N/A       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 N/A        Comments: 

The samples were analyzed by SGS. 

2. Chain of Custody (CoC)

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

Yes No N/A       Comments: 
The laboratory notes the analytical method is not listed on the COC. The samples were analyzed by 
EPA Method 200.8, per the Shannon & Wilson PM direction. Results are not affected. 

b. Correct analyses requested?

Yes No N/A       Comments: 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation

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

Yes No N/A       Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A       Comments: 
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c. Sample condition documented – broken, leaking (Methanol), zero headspace (VOC vials)?

Yes No N/A Comments:

The sample receipt forms note that the samples were received in good condition. 

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 N/A       Comments: 

The sample receipt forms note that the samples were received in good condition. 

e. Data quality or usability affected?

Comments: 

Data quality and usability are not affected.

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?

Yes No N/A      Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A       Comments: 

The case narrative refers to the sample receipt to discuss sample condition. 

c. Were all corrective actions documented?

Yes No N/A       Comments: 

The laboratory does not discuss any corrective actions. 

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

Comments: 

The results are unaffected. See the following sections for our assessment. 
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5. Samples Results 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

b. All applicable holding times met?

Yes No N/A Comments: 

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Soil samples were not included with this work order.  

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

Data quality or usability are not affected. 

6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected?  
                                             Comments: 

N/A; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

v. Data quality or usability affected?  
                       Comments: 

The results are unaffected. 

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 N/A Comments: 

Organics were not reported with this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

An LCS was reported with this analysis. We do not have a measure of precision for this analysis.  

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The laboratory did not run a duplicate for the LCS sample. We do not have a measure of precision  
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v. If %R or RPD is outside of acceptable limits, what samples are affected?
      Comments: 

None. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

No flags are required. 

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

Comments: 

Data quality or usability is not affected. 

c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD)

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?

Yes No N/A Comments:

Organics were not included with this work order. 

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?

Yes No N/A Comments:
Two separate MS samples (not duplicates) were reported with this analysis. We do not have a measure 
of precision for this analysis. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and
project specified objectives, if applicable?

Yes No N/A Comments:

iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or
sample/sample duplicate.

Yes No N/A Comments:

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

None; see above.

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above.

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

Data quality and usability are not affected.

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Organic analyses were not included with this work order. 

ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field 
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

N/A; see above.

iv.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

Data quality and usability are not affected. 
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e. Trip Blanks 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Volatile compounds were not requested for this project. A trip blank is not required. 

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 N/A Comments: 

See above.

iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

iv.  If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

See above.

v.  Data quality or usability affected? 
Comments:

Data quality and usability are not affected. 

f. Field Duplicate 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Field duplicates are not submitted for this project task. 

ii. Submitted blind to lab?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

RPD (%) = Absolute value of:      (R1-R2) 
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration
R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration 

Yes No N/A       Comments: 

See above.

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

Data quality and usability are not affected. 

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

Yes No N/A       Comments: 
The sample was not collected with reusable equipment; therefore, an equipment blank is not 
necessary.

i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above.

ii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected?
Comments: 

None; see above.

iii. Data quality or usability affected?
Comments: 

Data quality and usability are not affected. 

x 100
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7. Other Data Flags/Qualifiers (ACOE, AFCEE, Lab Specific, etc.)

a. Defined and appropriate?

Yes No N/A       Comments: 

N/A
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e-Sample Receipt Form

If samples received without a temperature blank, the "cooler temperature" will be 
documented instead & "COOLER TEMP" will be noted to the right. "ambient" or "chilled" will 

be noted if neither is available. 

Holding Time / Documentation / Sample Condition Requirements

°C

Yes

@

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

N/A

***Note:  If sample information on containers differs from COC, SGS will default to COC information.

Yes

Were samples received within holding time?

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.

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

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

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

N/A

N/A

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

Volatile / LL-Hg Requirements

Were all soil VOAs field extracted with MeOH+BFB? N/A

Yes

Were analytical requests clear? (i.e., method is specified for analyses 
with multiple option for analysis (Ex: BTEX, Metals)

N/A

Therm. ID:

Yes

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

Cooler ID:

Cooler ID:

D63Therm. ID:

°C

Therm. ID:

Cooler ID:

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

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

1 @

N/A

1F, 1B

Exceptions Noted below

2.9

Were Custody Seals intact?  Note # & location

Cooler ID:

Yes

Chain of Custody / Temperature Requirements

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

@

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

Therm. ID:

°C

@ Therm. ID:

Cooler ID:

DOD: Were samples received in COC corresponding coolers?

@

Yes °C

N/A

°C

SGS Workorder #: 1217255 1217255

Exemption permitted if sampler hand carries/delivers.N/A

Yes

Condition (Yes, No, N/A)Review Criteria

COC accompanied samples?

F102b_SRFpm_20190325Page 20 of 21
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By: 

Justin Risley 

Title: 

Engineering Staff 

Date:

November 22, 2021 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name:

SGS North America, Inc. (SGS)

Laboratory Report Number: 

1217255 

Laboratory Report Date:

November 22, 2021 

CS Site Name:

DRM Gustavus Inn POET - PFAS

ADEC File Number:

Hazard Identification Number: 
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Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box. 

1. Laboratory 

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

Yes No N/A 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 N/A           Comments: 

The samples were analyzed by SGS. 

2. Chain of Custody (CoC) 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

b. Correct analyses requested?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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c. Sample condition documented – broken, leaking (Methanol), zero headspace (VOC vials)?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

The sample receipt forms note that the samples were received in good condition. 

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 N/A Comments: 

The sample receipt forms note that the samples were received in good condition. 
 
 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

                                                          Comments:

Data quality and usability are not affected. 
 
 

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The case narrative refers to the sample receipt to discuss sample condition.

c. Were all corrective actions documented?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The laboratory does not discuss any corrective actions. 

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

                                                          Comments: 

The results are unaffected. See the following sections for our assessment. 
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5. Samples Results 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

b. All applicable holding times met?

Yes No N/A Comments: 

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Soil samples were not included with this work order.  

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

Data quality or usability are not affected. 

6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected?  
                                             Comments: 

N/A; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

v. Data quality or usability affected?  
                       Comments: 

The results are unaffected. 

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 N/A Comments: 

Organics were not reported with this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

An LCS was reported with this analysis. We do not have a measure of precision for this analysis.  

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The laboratory did not run a duplicate for the LCS sample. We do not have a measure of precision  
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v. If %R or RPD is outside of acceptable limits, what samples are affected?  
                       Comments: 

None. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

No flags are required. 

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

                     Comments: 

Data quality or usability is not affected. 

c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD)

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?   

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Organics were not included with this work order. 

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?  

Yes No N/A Comments:
Two separate MS samples (not duplicates) were reported with this analysis. We do not have a measure 
of precision for this analysis. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable?

Yes No N/A Comments: 

iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate.  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.



1217255 

Laboratory Report Date:

November 22, 2021 

CS Site Name:

DRM Gustavus Inn POET - PFAS

May 2020 Page 7 

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

None; see above.

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above.

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

Data quality and usability are not affected. 

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Organic analyses were not included with this work order. 

ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field 
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

N/A; see above.

iv.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

Data quality and usability are not affected. 
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e. Trip Blanks 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Volatile compounds were not requested for this project. A trip blank is not required. 

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 N/A Comments: 

See above.

iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

iv.  If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

See above.

v.  Data quality or usability affected? 
Comments:

Data quality and usability are not affected. 

f. Field Duplicate 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Field duplicates are not submitted for this project task. 

ii. Submitted blind to lab?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

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

 
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration
 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration 

 

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

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

Data quality and usability are not affected. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The sample was not collected with reusable equipment; therefore, an equipment blank is not 
necessary.

i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

ii.  If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

None; see above.

iii.  Data quality or usability affected?  
                                            Comments: 

Data quality and usability are not affected. 

x 100
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7. Other Data Flags/Qualifiers (ACOE, AFCEE, Lab Specific, etc.) 

a. Defined and appropriate?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

N/A
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e-Sample Receipt Form

1220532

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)?

Volatile / LL-Hg Requirements

Were all soil VOAs field extracted with MeOH+BFB? N/A

N/A

N/A

@

Yes

Cooler ID:

Were samples received within holding time?
Note: Refer to form F-083 "Sample Guide" for specific holding times.

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

Holding Time / Documentation / Sample Condition Requirements

Yes

Yes

Were analytical requests clear? (i.e., method is specified for analyses with 
multiple option for analysis (Ex: BTEX, Metals)

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

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

***Note:  If sample information on containers differs from COC, SGS will default to COC information.

Yes

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

If samples received without a temperature blank, the "cooler temperature" will be documented 
instead & "COOLER TEMP" will be noted to the right. "ambient" or "chilled" will be noted if neither is 

available. 

°C

Therm. ID:

Cooler ID:

Therm. ID:

Cooler ID:

°C

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

@

N/A

Therm. ID:

°C

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

N/A

@Cooler ID:

@

@

N/A

Cooler ID: 3.3

DOD: Were samples received in COC corresponding coolers?

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

°C Therm. ID:

SGS Workorder #: 1220599 1220599

Exemption permitted if sampler hand carries/delivers.N/A

Exceptions Noted below

Yes

Chain of Custody / Temperature Requirements

Yes

Condition (Yes, No, N/A)Review Criteria

COC accompanied samples?

Yes °C

N/A

Were Custody Seals intact?  Note # & location

D50

1F 1LS

Therm. ID:

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

1

F102b_SRFpm_20210526 Page 15 of 17
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By: 

Amber Masters

Title: 

Environmental Scientist 

Date:

March 2, 2022 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name:

SGS North America, Inc. (SGS)

Laboratory Report Number: 

1220599 

Laboratory Report Date:

March 2, 2022 

CS Site Name:

DRM Gustavus Inn POET - PFAS

ADEC File Number:

Hazard Identification Number: 
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Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box. 

1. Laboratory 

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

Yes No N/A 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 N/A           Comments: 

The samples were analyzed by SGS. 

2. Chain of Custody (CoC) 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

b. Correct analyses requested?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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c. Sample condition documented – broken, leaking (Methanol), zero headspace (VOC vials)?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

The sample receipt forms note that the samples were received in good condition. 

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 N/A Comments: 

The sample receipt forms note that the samples were received in good condition. 
 
 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

                                                          Comments:

Data quality and usability are not affected. 
 
 

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The case narrative refers to the sample receipt to discuss sample condition.

c. Were all corrective actions documented?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The laboratory does not discuss any corrective actions. 

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

                                                          Comments: 

The results are unaffected. See the following sections for our assessment. 
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5. Samples Results 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

b. All applicable holding times met?

Yes No N/A Comments: 

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Soil samples were not included with this work order.  

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

Data quality or usability are not affected. 

6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected?  
                                             Comments: 

N/A; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

v. Data quality or usability affected?  
                       Comments: 

The results are unaffected. 

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 N/A Comments: 

Organics were not reported with this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

An LCS was not reported with this analysis. We do not have a measure of precision for this analysis.  

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The laboratory did not run a duplicate for the LCS sample. We do not have a measure of precision.  
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v. If %R or RPD is outside of acceptable limits, what samples are affected?  
                       Comments: 

None. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

No flags are required. 

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

                     Comments: 

Data quality or usability is not affected. 

c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD)

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?   

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Organics were not included with this work order. 

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

An MSD was not reported. We do not have a measure of precision for this analysis. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable?

Yes No N/A Comments: 

iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate.  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

None; see above.

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above.

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

Data quality and usability are not affected. 

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Organic analyses were not included with this work order. 

ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field 
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

N/A; see above.

iv.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

Data quality and usability are not affected. 
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e. Trip Blanks 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Volatile compounds were not requested for this project. A trip blank is not required. 

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 N/A Comments: 

See above.

iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

iv.  If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

See above.

v.  Data quality or usability affected? 
Comments:

Data quality and usability are not affected. 

f. Field Duplicate 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Field duplicates are not submitted for this project task. 

ii. Submitted blind to lab?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

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

 
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration
 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration 

 

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

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

Data quality and usability are not affected. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The sample was not collected with reusable equipment; therefore, an equipment blank is not 
necessary.

i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

ii.  If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

None; see above.

iii.  Data quality or usability affected?  
                                            Comments: 

Data quality and usability are not affected. 

x 100
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7. Other Data Flags/Qualifiers (ACOE, AFCEE, Lab Specific, etc.) 

a. Defined and appropriate?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

N/A
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e-Sample Receipt Form

Condition (Yes, No, N/A)Review Criteria
Temperature and COC seal information is found on the chain of custody form

N/A

Yes

Yes

DOD only: Did all sample coolers have a corresponding COC? N/A

Yes

SGS Workorder #: 1221942 1221942
Exceptions Noted below

Chain of Custody / Temperature Requirements

Note containers received with ice:

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

N/A

Yes

Were samples received within analytical holding time?

N/AWere Trip Blanks (e.g., VOAs, LL-Hg) in cooler with samples?

N/A

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 (e.g., bubbles  6mm)?

Volatile Analysis Requirements (VOC, GRO, LL-Hg, etc.)

Were all soil VOAs field extracted with Methanol+BFB? N/A

Were all soil VOAs received with a corresponding % solids container?

Were proper containers (type/mass/volume/preservative)used? 
Note: Exemption for metals analysis by 200.8/6020 in water. 

Were analytical requests clear? 

Note:

Holding Time / Documentation / Sample Condition Requirements

Identify any containers received at non-compliant temperature: 

 Refer to form F-083 "Sample Guide" for specific holding times and sample containers.

Do sample labels match COC? Record discrepancies.

F102b_SRFpm_20210526 Page 16 of 18







  


 




  

  

  






















Page 17 of 18







 

   


 

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

      


     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

      

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     


     






   


 

  
 

  
     
     
     











 Page 18 of 18



May 2020 Page 1 

Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By: 

Mason Craker

Title: 

Geologist 

Date:

May 18, 2022 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name:

SGS North America, Inc. (SGS)

Laboratory Report Number: 

1221942 

Laboratory Report Date:

May 16, 2022 

CS Site Name:

DRM Gustavus Inn POET - PFAS

ADEC File Number:

Hazard Identification Number: 
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Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box. 

1. Laboratory 

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

Yes No N/A 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 N/A           Comments: 

The samples were analyzed by SGS. 

2. Chain of Custody (CoC) 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

b. Correct analyses requested?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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c. Sample condition documented – broken, leaking (Methanol), zero headspace (VOC vials)?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

The sample receipt forms note that the samples were received in good condition. 

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 N/A Comments: 

The sample receipt forms note that the samples were received in good condition. 
 
 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

                                                          Comments:

Data quality and usability are not affected. 
 
 

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The case narrative refers to the sample receipt to discuss sample condition.

c. Were all corrective actions documented?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The laboratory does not discuss any corrective actions. 

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

                                                          Comments: 

The results are unaffected. See the following sections for our assessment. 
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5. Samples Results 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

b. All applicable holding times met?

Yes No N/A Comments: 

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Soil samples were not included with this work order.  

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

Data quality or usability are not affected. 

6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected?  
                                             Comments: 

N/A; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

v. Data quality or usability affected?  
                       Comments: 

The results are unaffected. 

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 N/A Comments: 

Organics were not reported with this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:
An LCSD or sample duplicate were not reported with this analysis. We do not have a measure of 
precision for this analysis.  

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from LCS/LCSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate. (AK Petroleum methods 20%; all other analyses see the laboratory 
QC pages)  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The laboratory did not run a duplicate for the LCS sample. We do not have a measure of precision.  

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

None. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

No flags are required. 

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

                     Comments: 

Data quality or usability is not affected. 

c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD)

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?   

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Organics were not included with this work order. 

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

An MSD was not reported. We do not have a measure of precision for this analysis. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable?

Yes No N/A Comments: 



1221942 

Laboratory Report Date:

May 16, 2022 

CS Site Name:

DRM Gustavus Inn POET - PFAS

May 2020 Page 7 

iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate.  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

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

None; see above.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

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

Data quality and usability are not affected. 

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

Organic analyses were not included with this work order. 

ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field 
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

N/A; see above.
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iv.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

Data quality and usability are not affected. 

e. Trip Blanks 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Volatile compounds were not requested for this project. A trip blank is not required. 

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 N/A Comments: 

See above.

iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

iv.  If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
Comments:

See above.

v.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

Data quality and usability are not affected. 

f. Field Duplicate 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Field duplicates are not submitted for this project task. 
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ii. Submitted blind to lab?

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above.

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

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

 
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 
 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration 

 

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

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

Data quality and usability are not affected. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The sample was not collected with reusable equipment; therefore, an equipment blank is not 
necessary.

i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

ii.  If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

None; see above.

iii.  Data quality or usability affected?  
                                            Comments: 

Data quality and usability are not affected. 

x 100 
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7. Other Data Flags/Qualifiers (ACOE, AFCEE, Lab Specific, etc.) 

a. Defined and appropriate?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

N/A
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By: 

Veselina Yakimova 

Title: 

Geologist 

Date:

November 23, 2021 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name:

Eurofins / TestAmerica Laboratories, Inc. (TestAmerica) 

Laboratory Report Number: 

320-78303-1

Laboratory Report Date:

9/15/2021 

CS Site Name:

DOT&PF Gustavus Airport Statewide PFAS

ADEC File Number:

1507.38.017 

Hazard Identification Number: 

26904 
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Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box.

1. Laboratory

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Analyses were performed by the Eurofins Laboratory in West Sacramento, CA. The laboratory is 
approved by the DEC CS program and certified under the Department of Defense Environmental 
Laboratory Accreditation Program (DoD ELAP) for the requested analyses. 

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 N/A           Comments: 

The samples were not transferred to a network laboratory or subcontracted out. 

2. Chain of Custody (CoC)

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

b. Correct analyses requested?

Yes No N/A Comments: 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Samples do not require preservation other than temperature. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The sample receipt form notes that the samples arrived in good condition. 
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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 N/A Comments: 

The sample receipt does not indicate any discrepancies. 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

                                                          Comments:

The data quality/usability is not affected.
 

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Method EPA 537(Mod): The "I" qualifier means the transition mass ratio for the indicated analyte was 
above the established ratio limits. The qualitative identification of the analyte has some degree of 
uncertainty, and the reported value may have some high bias. However, analyst judgment was used to 
positively identify the analyte. MW-3-15 (PFHxS) and MW-4-20 (PFHxS) 

Method EPA 537(Mod): Results for samples MW-2-20 and MW-102-20 were reported from the 
analysis of a diluted extract due to high concentration of the target analyte in the analysis of the 
undiluted extract. The dilution factor was applied to the labeled internal standard area counts and 
these area counts were within acceptance limits.
 
Method 3535: Insufficient sample volume was available to perform a matrix spike/matrix spike 
duplicate (MS/MSD) associated with preparation batches 320-521959, 320-521960, and 320-523724. 
 
Method 3535: The following samples contained floating particulates in the sample bottle prior to 
extraction: MW-4-20, MW-6-20, MW-7-20, MW-3-15, MW-103-40, and MW-1-40. 
 
Method 3535: The following samples were yellow prior to extraction: MW-10-20, MW-9-30, MW-
109-30, MW-8-20, MW-12-10, and MW-112-10.  
 
Method 3535: The following samples were slightly yellow prior to extraction: MW-7-20, MW-4-20, 
MW-3-15, MW-3-40, MW-103-40, MW-1-40, and MW-2-30. 
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c. Were all corrective actions documented?

Yes No N/A Comments:
Samples MW-2-20 and MW-102-20 were diluted due to the concentrations of target analytes 
exceeding the instrument’s calibration range. The laboratory corrected the internal standard counts 
with the dilution factors. These results are unaffected.

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

Comments:

The laboratory applied the ‘I’ qualifier to results affected by transition mass ratio failures. The case 
narrative notes that these results may have some high bias. The results for MW-3-15 (PFHxS) and 
MW-4-20 (PFHxS) are considered biased high, flagged with a “JH” in the analytical table.

5. Samples Results 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

b. All applicable holding times met?

Yes No N/A Comments: 

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Soil samples were not submitted with this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The reporting limits (RLs) are less than the applicable DEC regulatory limits for the reported PFAS. 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

 

The data quality/usability is not affected.
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6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

None; target PFAS were not detected in the method blank sample. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The samples were not affected by laboratory contamination; see above. 

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

The data quality/usability is not affected.

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 N/A Comments:

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals/Inorganics analyses were not requested for this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from LCS/LCSD, and or
sample/sample duplicate. (AK Petroleum methods 20%; all other analyses see the laboratory
QC pages)

Yes No N/A Comments:

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

None; method accuracy and precision were demonstrated to be within acceptable limits. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

Qualification was not required; see above.

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

Comments: 

The data quality/usability is not affected.

c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD)

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?

Yes No N/A Comments:
MS/MSD samples were not analyzed with this work order; however, the laboratory analyzed LCS and 
LCSD samples to assess method accuracy and precision.

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?

Yes No N/A Comments:

Metals/Inorganics analyses were not requested for this work order. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and
project specified objectives, if applicable?

Yes No N/A Comments:

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 
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iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate.  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

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

N/A; MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

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

The data quality/usability is not affected.

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field 
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

There were no IDA recovery failures for the reported results.

iv.  Data quality or usability affected?
                                             Comments: 

The data quality/usability is not affected.
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e. Trip Blanks

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

PFAS are not volatile compounds. A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.  

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 N/A Comments:

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.

iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?

Yes No N/A Comments:

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 

iv. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected?
Comments: 

N/A; a trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.

v. Data quality or usability affected?
Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

f. Field Duplicate

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

ii. Submitted blind to lab?

Yes No N/A       Comments: 
The field duplicate pairs MW-2-20 / MW-102-20, MW-3-40 / MW-103-40, MW-9-30 / MW-109-30 and 
MW-12-10 / MW-112-10 were submitted with this work order.  
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iii. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) less than specified project objectives?
(Recommended: 30% water, 50% soil)

RPD (%) = Absolute value of:      (R1-R2) 
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 
R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration

Yes No N/A Comments:
The relative precision demonstrated between the PFBS and PFOS results for the duplicate pair MW-
12-10 / MW-112-10 is above the recommended limits.

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

The PFOS results for MW-12-10 and MW-112-10 are flagged with a “J” to note the RPD discrepancy.

The PFBS results for MW-12-10 / MW-112-10 are already flagged with a “J” due to concentrations 
below the LOQ. No further qualification is required. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

EB-12-10 was submitted with the project samples.

i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?

Yes No N/A Comments:

None of the requested analytes were detected in the EB sample.  

ii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected?
Comments: 

N/A; see above. 

iii. Data quality or usability affected?
Comments: 

The data quality/usability is not affected.

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

a. Defined and appropriate?

Yes    No    N/A           Comments: 
The perfluorohexanesulfonic acid (PFHxS) results of samples MW-3-15 and MW-4-20 were affected
by transition mass ratio failures and were manually quantified. We consider these results estimated, 
biased high per the case narrative, and have applied the ‘JH*’ qualifier. 

x 100 



ANALYTICAL REPORT
Eurofins TestAmerica, Sacramento
880 Riverside Parkway
West Sacramento, CA 95605
Tel: (916)373-5600

Laboratory Job ID: 320-81056-1
Client Project/Site: Q4 GST MWs

For:
Shannon & Wilson, Inc
2355 Hill Rd.
Fairbanks, Alaska 99709-5244

Attn: Kristen Freiburger

David Alltucker, Project Manager I
(916)374-4383
David.Alltucker@Eurofinset.com

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15



Table of Contents

Client: Shannon & Wilson, Inc
Project/Site: Q4 GST MWs

Laboratory Job ID: 320-81056-1

Page 2 of 37
Eurofins TestAmerica, Sacramento

11/10/2021

Cover Page . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

Table of Contents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

Definitions/Glossary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

Case Narrative . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

Detection Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

Client Sample Results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

Isotope Dilution Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23

QC Sample Results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25

QC Association Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

Lab Chronicle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29

Certification Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32

Method Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33

Sample Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34

Chain of Custody . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35

Receipt Checklists . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15













 



 




 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Page 3 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15




 












































Page 4 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15








 





 





       

 

    

     

     

    

    

 





 





       

 

    

     

     

    

    

 





 





       

 

    

     

     

    

    

 





 





       

 

     

    

     

     

    

 





 





       

 

 





 





       

 

 





 





       

 

     

     

    





Page 5 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15








 





 





       

 

     

    

    

 





 





       

 

     

     

    

    

 





 





       

 

 



 





 





       

 

     

     

 





 





       

 

    

    

    

     

    

    




   

 





 





       

 

    

    

    

    

    




   





Page 6 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15








 





 





       

 





Page 7 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15














 

       

   

      
       
      

      

      

      

      

      

     


 

     




     




     




     




     




     




     




     




       

  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



Page 8 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15














 

       

   

      
       
      

      

      

      

      

      

     


 

     




     




     




     




     




     




     




     




       

  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



Page 9 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15














 

       

   

      
       
      

      

      

      

      

      

     


 

     




     




     




     




     




     




     




     




       

  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



Page 10 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15














 

        

   

       
      
      

      

      

      

      

      

     


 

     


 

     




     




     




     




     




     




     




       

  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



Page 11 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15














 

       

   

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

     




     




     




     




     




     




     




       

  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



Page 12 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15














 

       

   

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

     


 

      

     




     




     




     




     




     




       

  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



Page 13 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15














 

       

   

      

       
      

      

      

      

      

      

     


 

     


 

     




     




     




     




     




     




     




       

  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



Page 14 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15














 

        

   

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

     


 

     




     




     




     




     




     




     




     




       

  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



Page 15 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15














 

        

   

      

       
      

      

      

      

      

      

     


 

     




     




     




     




     




     




     




     




       

  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



Page 16 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15














 

       

   

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

     


 

      

     




     




     




     




     




     




       

  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



Page 17 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15














 

       

   

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

     




     




     




     




     




     




       

  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



Page 18 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15














 

        

   

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

     


 

      

     


 

     




     




     




     




     




     




       

  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



Page 19 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15














 

       

   

      
      
      
       
      

      

      

      

     




     




     




     




     




     




     




     




       

  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      


 




      

   

       

  



Page 20 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15














 

       

   

      
      
      
      

      

      

      

      

     




     




     




     




     




     




     




     




       

  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      


 




      

   

       

  



Page 21 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15














 

       

   

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

     


 

      

     




     




     




     




     




     




       

  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



Page 22 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15











         

       

       





       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

 

       

 

       

       

       

       

       

     

     





     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

 

     

 

     

     

     

     















Page 23 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15



























Page 24 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15










 
  
  

 

       

 

  

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     


     


     


     


     


     


      

 





  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

 
  
  

       



 

   









       

       

       



Page 25 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15










 
  
  

       



 

   












      




      




      




      




      




      




      




      




      




      




      




      




      

   





 

 

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   


  
  

         



 

   







 



         

         



Page 26 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15











  
  

         



 

   







 



         




        




        




        




        




        




        




        




        




        




        




        




        




        

   





 

 

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   



Page 27 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15












     
   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   



     
    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    



     
    

    



Page 28 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15




 


 




   









 







 

 





  

      

 




   









 







 

 





  

      

 




   









 







 

 





  

      

 




   









 







 

 





  

      

 




   









 







 

 





  

      

 




   









 







 

 





  

      



Page 29 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15




 


 




   









 







 

 





  

      

 




   









 







 

 





  

      

 




   









 







 

 





  

      

 




   









 







 

 





  

      

 




   









 







 

 





  

      

 




   









 







 

 





  

      



Page 30 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15




 


 




   









 







 

 





  

      

        

       

 




   









 







 

 





  

      

        

       

 




   









 







 

 





  

      







Page 31 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15




 





   
   



Page 32 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15








  
  

  













Page 33 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15




 


    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

Page 34 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15



Page 35 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15



Page 36 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15





 



  









 


















































Page 37 of 37 11/10/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15



May 2020 Page 1 

Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By: 

Justin Risley 

Title: 

Engineering Staff 

Date:

November 16, 2021 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name:

Eurofins / TestAmerica Laboratories, Inc. (TestAmerica) 

Laboratory Report Number:

320-81056-1

Laboratory Report Date:

11/10/2021 

CS Site Name:

DOT&PF Gustavus Airport Statewide PFAS

ADEC File Number:

1507.38.017 

Hazard Identification Number: 

26904 
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Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box.

1. Laboratory 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Analyses were performed by the Eurofins Laboratory in West Sacramento, CA. The laboratory is 
approved by the DEC CS program and certified under the Department of Defense Environmental 
Laboratory Accreditation Program (DoD ELAP) for the requested analyses. 

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 N/A           Comments: 

The samples were not transferred to a network laboratory or subcontracted out. 

2. Chain of Custody (CoC) 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

b. Correct analyses requested?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Samples do not require preservation other than temperature. 
 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The sample receipt form notes that the samples arrived in good condition. 
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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 N/A Comments: 
The sample receipt form indicates that the sampler was not listed on the COC. This note is inaccurate 
as the field sampler’s initials are present and legible on the COC. 

e. Data quality or usability affected?

                                                          Comments:

The data quality/usability is not affected. 
 

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Method EPA 537(Mod): The "I" qualifier means the transition mass ratio for the indicated analyte was 
above the established ratio limits. The qualitative identification of the analyte has some degree of 
uncertainty, and the reported value may have some high bias. However, analyst judgment was used to 
positively identify the analyte. 

Method EPA 537(Mod): Results for samples MW-2-20 and MW-102-20 were reported from the 
analysis of a diluted extract due to high concentration of the target analyte in the analysis of the 
undiluted extract. The dilution factor was applied to the labeled internal standard area counts and 
these area counts were within acceptance limits. 
 
Method 3535: Insufficient sample volume was available to perform a matrix spike/matrix spike 
duplicate (MS/MSD) associated with preparation batch 320-539428. 
 
Method 3535: The following samples contained a thin layer of sediment at the bottom of the bottle 
prior to extraction: MW-10-20, MW-9-30, MW-109-30, MW-7-20, MW-8-20, MW-4-20, MW-5-20, 
MW-3-15, MW-3-40, MW-1-15, MW-1-40, and MW-2-30. 
 
Method 3535: The following samples were slightly yellow prior to extraction: MW-10-20, MW-9-30, 
MW-109-30, MW-7-20, MW-8-20, MW-4-20, MW-3-15, MW-3-40, MW-1-40, and MW-2-30. 
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c. Were all corrective actions documented?

Yes No N/A Comments:
Samples MW-2-20 and MW-102-20 were diluted due to the concentrations of target analytes 
exceeding the instrument’s calibration range. The laboratory corrected the internal standard counts 
with the dilution factors.

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

Comments:

The laboratory applied the ‘I’ qualifier to results affected by transition mass ratio failures. The case 
narrative notes that these results may have some high bias.

5. Samples Results 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

b. All applicable holding times met?

Yes No N/A Comments: 

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes No N/A   Comments: 

Soil samples were not submitted with this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The reporting limits (RLs) are less than the applicable DEC regulatory limits for the reported PFAS. 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

 

The data quality/usability is not affected. 

6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?

Yes No N/A Comments:

iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

None; target PFAS were not detected in the method blank sample. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The samples were not affected by laboratory contamination; see above. 

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

The data quality/usability is not affected. 

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 N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals/Inorganics analyses were not requested for this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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v. If %R or RPD is outside of acceptable limits, what samples are affected? 
Comments:

None; method accuracy and precision were demonstrated to be within acceptable limits.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Qualification was not required; see above.

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

Comments: 

The data quality/usability is not affected. 

c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD)  

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?   

Yes No N/A Comments: 
MS/MSD samples were not analyzed with this work order; however, the laboratory analyzed LCS and 
LCSD samples to assess method accuracy and precision. 

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals/Inorganics analyses were not requested for this work order. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate.  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

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

N/A; MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order.
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vi. Do the affected sample(s) have data flags? If so, are the data flags clearly defined?

Yes No N/A Comments:

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

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

The data quality/usability is not affected. 

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field 
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

There were no IDA recovery failures for the reported results.

iv. Data quality or usability affected?
                                             Comments: 

The data quality/usability is not affected. 

e. Trip Blanks 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

PFAS are not volatile compounds. A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.  

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 N/A Comments: 

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.
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iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 

iv. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/A; a trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 

v.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

f. Field Duplicate 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. Submitted blind to lab?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The field duplicate pairs MW-9-30 / MW-109-30 and MW-2-20 / MW-102-20 were submitted with this 
work order. 

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

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

 
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 
 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The relative precision demonstrated between the detected results of the field duplicate samples was 
within the recommended DQO of 30%, where calculable, for all analytes.  

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

The data quality/usability is not affected. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Reusable equipment was not used in the sampling procedure; therefore, an equipment blank is not 
required.

x 100 
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i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above. 

ii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/A; see above. 

iii.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                                            Comments: 

The data quality/usability is not affected. 

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

a. Defined and appropriate?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The perfluorobutanesulfonic acid (PFBS) result of sample MW-3-15 and the perfluorohexanoic acid 
(PFHxA) result of sample MW-2-30 were affected by transition mass ratio failures and were manually 
quantified. We consider these results estimated and have applied the ‘J’ qualifier. 



ANALYTICAL REPORT
Eurofins TestAmerica, Sacramento
880 Riverside Parkway
West Sacramento, CA 95605
Tel: (916)373-5600

Laboratory Job ID: 320-81259-1
Client Project/Site: Q4 DOT MWs

For:
Shannon & Wilson, Inc
2355 Hill Rd.
Fairbanks, Alaska 99709-5244

Attn: Kristen Freiburger

David Alltucker, Project Manager I
(916)374-4383
David.Alltucker@Eurofinset.com

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15



Table of Contents

Client: Shannon & Wilson, Inc
Project/Site: Q4 DOT MWs

Laboratory Job ID: 320-81259-1

Page 2 of 19
Eurofins TestAmerica, Sacramento

11/15/2021

Cover Page . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

Table of Contents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

Definitions/Glossary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

Case Narrative . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

Detection Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

Client Sample Results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

Isotope Dilution Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

QC Sample Results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

QC Association Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13

Lab Chronicle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14

Certification Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15

Method Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16

Sample Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

Chain of Custody . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18

Receipt Checklists . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15













 



 




 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Page 3 of 19 11/15/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15




 











































Page 4 of 19 11/15/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15








 





 





       

 

    

    

     

     

    

    

 





 





       

 

    

    

     

     

    

    

 





 





       

 

    

    

     

     

    

    




   





Page 5 of 19 11/15/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15













   
 

        

    

       
      
        
      

      

      

      

      

     
 

 

     
 



     
 



     




     




     




     




     




     




       

  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



Page 6 of 19 11/15/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15













   
 

        

    

       
      
        
      

      

      

      

      

     
 

 

     
 



     
 



     




     




     




     




     




     




       

  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



Page 7 of 19 11/15/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15













   
 

        

    

       
      
        
      

      

     
 

 

      

      

     
 



     
 



     




     




     




     




     




     




       

  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

   
 


 

      

    

       

  



Page 8 of 19 11/15/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15











         

       

       





       

       

 

       

       

       

       

     

     





     

     

 

     

     

     

































Page 9 of 19 11/15/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15











 
 

 

       

 

  

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     


     


     


     


     


     


      

 





  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      


 
 

       



 

  









       

       

       



Page 10 of 19 11/15/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15











 
 

       



 

  












      




      




      




      




      




      




      




      




      




      




      




      




      

   





 

 

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   


 
 

         



 

  







 



         

         



Page 11 of 19 11/15/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15











 
 

         



 

  







 



         




        




        




        




        




        




        




        




        




        




        




        




        




        

   





 

 

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   



Page 12 of 19 11/15/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15












     
   

   

   

   

   

   

   



     
    

    

    

    

    

    



     
    



Page 13 of 19 11/15/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15




 


 




   









 







 

 





  

      

 




   









 







 

 





  

      

 




   









 







 

 





  

      

        

       







Page 14 of 19 11/15/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15




 





   
   



Page 15 of 19 11/15/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15








  
  

  













Page 16 of 19 11/15/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15




 


    

    

    

    

Page 17 of 19 11/15/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15



Page 18 of 19 11/15/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15





 



  









 
















 

































Page 19 of 19 11/15/2021

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15



May 2020 Page 1 

Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By: 

Justin Risley 

Title: 

Engineering Staff 

Date:

November 16, 2021 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name:

Eurofins / TestAmerica Laboratories, Inc. (TestAmerica) 

Laboratory Report Number:

320-81259-1

Laboratory Report Date:

11/15/2021 

CS Site Name:

DOT&PF Gustavus Airport Statewide PFAS

ADEC File Number:

1507.38.017 

Hazard Identification Number: 

26904 
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Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box.

1. Laboratory 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Analyses were performed by the Eurofins Laboratory in West Sacramento, CA. The laboratory is 
approved by the DEC CS program and certified under the Department of Defense Environmental 
Laboratory Accreditation Program (DoD ELAP) for the requested analyses. 

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 N/A           Comments: 

The samples were not transferred to a network laboratory or subcontracted out.  

2. Chain of Custody (CoC) 

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

Yes No N/A  Comments: 
The COC is missing information and was not relinquished by sender. However, the information 
necessary to log in the samples and track the -method holding times was present.

b. Correct analyses requested?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Samples analyzed for PFAS do not require preservation other than temperature control. 
 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The sample receipt form notes that the samples arrived in good condition. 
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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 N/A Comments: 

The sample receipt form notes a missing COC signature and states that the field sampler is not listed.  

e. Data quality or usability affected?

                                                          Comments:

The missing information on the COC appears to have been an oversight rather than a breach of 
custody. Only three days elapsed between sample collection and receipt by the laboratory. A review of 
the shipping information accounts for these three days. The sample receipt form also indicates that the 
custody seals were present and intact on the cooler. The data quality/usability is not affected.
 
 

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Method EPA 537(Mod): The "I" qualifier means the transition mass ratio for the indicated analyte was 
above the established ratio limits. The qualitative identification of the analyte has some degree of 
uncertainty, and the reported value may have some high bias. However, analyst judgment was used to 
positively identify the analyte. 

Method EPA 537(Mod): The results for sample MW-11-15 were reported from the analysis of a 
diluted extract due to high concentration of the target analyte in the analysis of the undiluted extract. 
The dilution factor was applied to the labeled internal standard area counts and these area counts were 
within acceptance limits.
 
Method 3535: Insufficient sample volume was available to perform a matrix spike/matrix spike 
duplicate (MS/MSD) associated with preparation batch 320-541439. 
 
Method 3535: The sample MW-11-15 exhibited a yellow hue and contain a thin layer of sediment at 
the bottom of the bottle prior to extraction. 
 
Method 3535: The samples MW-12-10 and MW-112-10 exhibited a yellow hue and contained floating 
particulates at the bottom of the bottle prior to extraction.
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c. Were all corrective actions documented?

Yes No N/A Comments:
Sample MW-11-15 was diluted due to the concentrations of target analytes exceeding the instrument’s 
calibration range. The laboratory corrected the internal standard counts with the dilution factor.

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

Comments:

The laboratory applied the ‘I’ qualifier to results affected by transition mass ratio failures. The case 
narrative notes that these results may have some high bias.

5. Samples Results 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

b. All applicable holding times met?

Yes No N/A Comments: 

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Soil samples were not submitted with this work order.

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

The reporting limits (RLs) are less than the applicable DEC regulatory limit for the target PFAS. 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

 

The data quality/usability is not affected. 

6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?

Yes No N/A Comments:

iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

None; target PFAS were not detected in the method blank sample.  

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The samples were not affected by laboratory contamination; see above. 

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

The data quality/usability is not affected. 

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 N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals/Inorganics analyses were not requested for this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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v. If %R or RPD is outside of acceptable limits, what samples are affected? 
Comments:

None; method accuracy and precision were demonstrated to be within acceptable limits. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Qualification was not required; see above.

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

                                     Comments: 

The data quality/usability is not affected. 

c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD)  

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?   

Yes No N/A Comments: 
MS/MSD samples were not analyzed with this work order; however, the laboratory analyzed LCS and 
LCSD samples to assess laboratory accuracy and precision. 

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals/Inorganics analyses were not requested for this work order. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate.  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

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

N/A; MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order.
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vi. Do the affected sample(s) have data flags? If so, are the data flags clearly defined?

Yes No N/A Comments:

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

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

The data quality/usability is not affected. 

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field 
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

There were no IDA recovery failures for the reported results.

iv. Data quality or usability affected?
                                             Comments: 

The data quality/usability is not affected. 

e. Trip Blanks 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

PFAS are not volatile compounds. A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.  

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 N/A Comments: 

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 
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iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.

iv. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/A; a trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 

v.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

The data quality/usability is not affected. 

f. Field Duplicate 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. Submitted blind to lab?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The field duplicate samples MW-12-10 and MW-112-10 were submitted with this work order.  

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

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

 
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 
 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The relative precision demonstrated between the detected results of the field duplicate samples was 
within the recommended DQO of 30% for all analytes except perfluorononanoic acid (PFNA). The 
PFNA results of samples MW-12-10 and MW-112-10 are considered estimated and flagged ‘J’ to 
identify the imprecision.

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

The data quality/usability is not affected. 

x 100 
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g. Decontamination or Equipment Blank (If not applicable, a comment stating why must be entered 
below)? 

Yes No N/A Comments:
Reusable equipment was not used in the sampling procedure; therefore, an equipment blank is not 
required.

i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above. 

ii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/A; see above. 

iii.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                          Comments: 

The data quality/usability is not affected. 

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

a. Defined and appropriate?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The perfluorobutanesulfonic acid (PFBS) result of sample MW-12-10 was affected by a transition 
mass ratio failure and quantitated manually. We consider this result an estimate and have applied the 
‘J’ qualifier. 
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By: 

Amber Masters

Title: 

Environmental Scientist 

Date:

March 2, 2022 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name:

 Eurofins Environmental Testing America (Eurofins) 

Laboratory Report Number: 

320-84757-1

Laboratory Report Date:

February 28, 2022 

CS Site Name:

DOT&PF Gustavus Airport Statewide PFAS

ADEC File Number:

1507.38.017 

Hazard Identification Number: 

26904 
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Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box.

1. Laboratory 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Analyses were performed by the Eurofins Laboratory in West Sacramento, CA. The laboratory is 
approved by the DEC CS program and certified under the Department of Defense Environmental 
Laboratory Accreditation Program (DoD ELAP) for the requested analyses. 

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 N/A           Comments: 

The samples were not transferred to a network laboratory or subcontracted out.  

2. Chain of Custody (CoC) 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

b. Correct analyses requested?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Groundwater samples analyzed for PFAS do not require preservation other than temperature control. 
 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The sample receipt form notes that the samples arrived in good condition. 
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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 N/A Comments: 

No discrepancies were noted. 

e. Data quality or usability affected?

                                                          Comments:

 
 

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The "I" qualifier means the transition mass ratio for the indicated analyte was above the established 
ratio limits. The qualitative identification of the analyte has some degree of uncertainty, and the 
reported value may have some high bias. However, analyst judgment was used to positively identify 
the analyte.  

Method 3535: Insufficient sample volume was available to perform a matrix spike/matrix spike 
duplicate (MS/MSD) associated with preparation batch 320-565791. 

The following samples were yellow prior to extraction: MW-108-20, MW-1-40, MW-10-20, MW-
105-20, MW-3-40, MW-8-20, and MW-9-30. 

The following samples contained a thin layer of sediment at the bottom of the bottle prior to 
extraction: MW-1-40, MW-2-30, and MW-9-30.  
 
The following samples contained floating particles in the sample bottle prior to extraction: MW-108-
20, MW-10-20, MW-105-20, MW-3-40, MW-8-20, MW-5-20, MW-102-30, MW-6-20, and GAC.  
 

c. Were all corrective actions documented?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

No corrective actions necessary; see above.
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d. What is the effect on data quality/usability according to the case narrative? 

Comments:

The laboratory applied the ‘I’ qualifier to results affected by transition mass ratio failures. The case 
narrative notes that these results for these analytes in samples MW-2-30, MW-6-20 and MW-9-30.may 
have some high bias. See the following sections for our assessment of data quality and usability.

5. Samples Results 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

b. All applicable holding times met?

Yes No N/A Comments: 

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Soil samples were not submitted with this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The reporting limits (RLs) are less than the applicable DEC regulatory limit for the target PFAS. 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

The data quality/usability is not affected.

6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
Comments:

None; target PFAS were not detected in the method blank sample.  

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The samples were not affected by laboratory contamination; see above. 

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
Comments:

The data quality/usability is not affected.

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 N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals/Inorganics analyses were not requested for this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

None; method accuracy and precision were demonstrated to be within acceptable limits. 
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vi. Do the affected sample(s) have data flags? If so, are the data flags clearly defined?

Yes No N/A Comments:

Qualification was not required; see above.

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

Comments: 

The data quality/usability is not affected.

c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD)  

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?   

Yes No N/A Comments: 
MS/MSD samples were not analyzed with this work order; however, the laboratory analyzed LCS and 
LCSD samples to assess laboratory accuracy and precision. 

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals/Inorganics analyses were not requested for this work order. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate.  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 

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

N/A; MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS and MSD samples were not analyzed for this work order. 
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vii.  Data quality or usability affected? (Use comment box to explain.)  
Comments:

The data quality/usability is not affected.

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field 
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

There were no IDA recovery failures for the reported results.

iv.  Data quality or usability affected?
                                             Comments: 

The data quality/usability is not affected.

e. Trip Blanks 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

PFAS are not volatile compounds. A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.  

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 N/A Comments: 

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 

iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

A trip blank is not required for the requested analysis.
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iv. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
Comments:

N/A; a trip blank is not required for the requested analysis. 

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
Comments:

The data quality/usability is not affected.

f. Field Duplicate

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

ii. Submitted blind to lab?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The field duplicate pairs MW-8-20/MW-108-20, MW-2-30/MW-102-30, MW-5-20/MW-105-20, and 
MW-11-15/MW-111-15 were submitted with this work order.  

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

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

 
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 
 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration 

 

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The relative precision demonstrated between the detected results of the field duplicate samples was 
within the recommended DQO of 30% for all analytes, where calculable.  

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

The data quality/usability is not affected.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

x 100 
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ii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
Comments:

None; target PFAS were not detected in the method blank sample. 

iii. Data quality or usability affected? 
Comments:

The data quality/usability is not affected.

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

a. Defined and appropriate?  

Yes No N/A Comments:
The perfluorohexanesulfonic acid (PFHxS) results of samples MW-2-30 and MW-6-20, and the 
perfluorobutanesulfonic acid (PFBS) result of sample MW-9-30 were affected by a transition mass 
ratio failure and quantitated manually. Per the laboratory case narrative, we consider these results
estimated, biased high, and have applied the ‘JH’ qualifier.  

Due to sampling during a period of snowmelt and heavy rainfall, our samplers noted situations where 
potentially significant amounts of surface water entered the well casing during sampling. The PFAS 
results for the following wells are considered potentially biased low and flagged with a “UJ” for the 
non-detect values and a “JL” for the detected values.

 MW-3-40 
 MW-6-20 
 MW-9-30 
 MW-10-20 

 
Where a given analyte falls into the two categories listed in this box above, the analyte concentration 
is considered estimated, flagged with a “J” in the analytical table. 
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By:  

Mason Craker

Title: 

Geologist 

Date:

May 24, 2022 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name:

Eurofins TestAmerica 

Laboratory Report Number: 

320-87432-1 

Laboratory Report Date:

May 23, 2022 

CS Site Name: 

DOT&PF Gustavus Airport Statewide PFAS

ADEC File Number:

1507.38.017 

Hazard Identification Number: 

26904 
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Laboratory Report Date:

April 2021 Page 2 

Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box.

1. Laboratory 

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

Yes No N/A 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 N/A Comments:

 

2. Chain of Custody (CoC) 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

b. Correct analyses requested?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Cooler was received at 3.0°C.
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 
 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The laboratory notes the samples were received in good condition. 
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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 N/A Comments: 

No discrepancies were noted.

e. Data quality or usability affected?

                                                          Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
 

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
 Method EPA 537(Mod): The Isotope Dilution Analyte (IDA) recovery associated with the 

following sample is below the method recommended limit: MW-5-20 (320-87432-3). 
Generally, data quality is not considered affected if the IDA signal-to-noise ratio is greater 
than 10:1, which is achieved for all IDA in the sample(s). 

 Method EPA 537(Mod): The "I" qualifier means the transition mass ratio for the indicated 
analyte was above the established ratio limits. The qualitative identification of the analyte has 
some degree of uncertainty, and the reported value may have some high bias. However, 
analyst judgment was used to positively identify the analyte. 

 Insufficient sample volume was available to perform a matrix spike/matrix spike duplicate 
associated with prep batch 320-586041 

 The laboratory also noted observations during the sample prep (clogged extraction columns, 
colored extracts, particulates, etc.).

c. Were all corrective actions documented?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

                                                          Comments:

Our assessment of the data quality and usability is described in the sections below. 
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5. Samples Results

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

b. All applicable holding times met?

Yes No N/A Comments: 

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Soil samples were not submitted with this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above.

6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/a, see above. 
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iv. Do the affected sample(s) have data flags? If so, are the data flags clearly defined?

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above.

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

Data quality and usability are not affected. See above. 

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 N/A Comments: 

LCS/LCSD samples were analyzed for the requested analyses. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

N/A; %R and RPD were within acceptable limits.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

N/A; see above.  
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vii. Data quality or usability affected? (Use comment box to explain.)  

Comments:

The data quality and usability were not affected; see above. 

c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD) 

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?   

Yes No N/A Comments: 
No MS/MSD samples were reported for the requested analyses. The laboratory analyzed LCS and 
LCSD samples to assess laboratory accuracy and precision for all requested analyses. 

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

No MS/MSD were reported with this work order. 

iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate.  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

No MS/MSD were reported with this work order. 

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

No MS/MSD were reported with this work order. Analytical accuracy and precision are demonstrated 
by the LCS/LCSD.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.
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vii. Data quality or usability affected? (Use comment box to explain.)
Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)

Yes No N/A Comments:

DA 13C2-PFTDA for sample MW-5-20 is reported below the laboratory limits. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:
The associated analyte was not detected in the project sample. A ‘UJ’ flag has been applied to this 
analyte, with no direction of bias. 

iv. Data quality or usability affected?
Comments: 

The data quality was affected; see above. The data usability was not affected, as the datum is usable 
with the appropriate flag.

e. Trip Blanks

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

Trip blanks are not collected for PFAS analysis.

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 N/A Comments:

See above.

iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above.
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iv. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
Comments:

See above.

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

f. Field Duplicate

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

ii. Submitted blind to lab?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The field duplicate pairs are MW-12-10/MW-112-10, MW-6-20/MW-106-20, and MW-8-20/MW-108-
20.

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

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

 
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 
 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration 

 

Yes No N/A Comments: 
RPDs are calculated for detectable results above the RL. We note the PFOS result for samples MW-6-
20 and MW-106-20 had an RPD above 30%; however, PFOS was detected at estimated concentrations 
below the RL and the results are already flagged with a “J” to denote imprecision. No further flagging 
has been applied. 

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

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

An equipment blank was submitted; none of the requested analytes were detected. 

x 100 



320-87432-1 

Laboratory Report Date:

April 2021 Page 9 

i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

See above.

ii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/A; see above.

iii.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                                            Comments: 

Data quality and usability are not affected, see above.  

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

a. Defined and appropriate?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The laboratory applied an “I” flag to indicate the transition mass ratio was reported above the 
established limits. A “J” flag has been applied to the reported concentration for PFNA for sample 
MW-11-15 to indicate the result is estimated. 



 

 























 



 








 




1 of 30




































2 of 30





























 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 






 


3 of 30





    

    

    

    

    





















4 of 30






  

 
 









5 of 30




















   



     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     



    

    

























6 of 30




















   



     



    















   



     



    

























7 of 30




















   



     



    















   



     

     

     

     

     

     



    

























8 of 30




















   



     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     



    

    

























9 of 30




















   



     



    















   



     



    

























10 of 30




















   



     



    















   



     

     

     

     

     

     



    

























11 of 30




















   



     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     



    

    

























12 of 30




















   



     



    















   



     



    

























13 of 30




















   



     



    















   



     

     

     

     

     

     



    

























14 of 30




















   



     



    















   



     

     

     

     

     

     



    

























15 of 30













 



  


  























16 of 30

















     







 

 

       



      






















17 of 30













 



  

  

  

  

  

  


  























18 of 30

















     







 

 

       

       

       

       

       

       



      






















19 of 30













 



  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  


  

  























20 of 30













   



 



   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   



   

   






















21 of 30














 



      





 
        

        

         

         

         

         

         

         

         

         

         

         

         

        

         

         



       

        























22 of 30













 



  


  























23 of 30

















     







 

 

       



      






















24 of 30













 



  


  























25 of 30

















     







 

 

       



      






















26 of 30



27 of 30



28 of 30



e-Sample Receipt Form

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)?

Volatile / LL-Hg Requirements

Were all soil VOAs field extracted with MeOH+BFB? N/A

N/A

Yes

@

Yes

Cooler ID:

Were samples received within holding time?
Note: Refer to form F-083 "Sample Guide" for specific holding times.

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

Holding Time / Documentation / Sample Condition Requirements

Yes

No

Were analytical requests clear? (i.e., method is specified for analyses 
with multiple option for analysis (Ex: BTEX, Metals)

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

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

***Note:  If sample information on containers differs from COC, SGS will default to COC information.

Yes

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

Containers labeled MW-12-12 based on COC and date and time 
logged as MW-12-10

If samples received without a temperature blank, the "cooler temperature" will be 
documented instead & "COOLER TEMP" will be noted to the right. "ambient" or "chilled" 

will be noted if neither is available. 

°C

Therm. ID:

Cooler ID:

Therm. ID:

Cooler ID:

°C

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

@

N/A

Therm. ID:

°C

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

N/A

@Cooler ID:

@

@

N/A

Cooler ID: 4.7

DOD: Were samples received in COC corresponding coolers?

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

°C Therm. ID:

SGS Workorder #: 1215590 1215590

Exemption permitted if sampler hand carries/delivers.N/A

Exceptions Noted below

Yes

Chain of Custody / Temperature Requirements

Yes

Condition (Yes, No, N/A)Review Criteria

COC accompanied samples?

Yes °C

N/A

Were Custody Seals intact?  Note # & location

D60

1F, 1B

Therm. ID:

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

1
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By:  

Veselina Yakimova 

Title: 

Geologist 

Date:

November 23, 2021 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name:

SGS 

Laboratory Report Number: 

1215590 

Laboratory Report Date:

9/22/2021 

CS Site Name:

DOT&PF Gustavus Airport Statewide PFAS

ADEC File Number:

1507.38.017 

Hazard Identification Number: 

26904 
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Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box.

1. Laboratory 

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

Yes No N/A 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 N/A Comments:

The requested analyses were conducted by SGS, North America, Inc. in Anchorage, AK.   

2. Chain of Custody (CoC) 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

b. Correct analyses requested?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Cooler 1 was received at 4.7°C. 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 
 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The sample receipt form noted the samples arrived in good condition.  
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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 N/A Comments: 
Sample MW-12-10 was mislabeled on container label but correct on COC. The sample was logged in 
correctly per the COC.

e. Data quality or usability affected?

                                                          Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
 

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
PAH MS and MSD recoveries for multiple analytes do not meet QC criteria. 

MS PAH surrogate recovery for fluoranthene-d10 does not meet QC criteria. MSD PAH surrogate 
recoveries for 2-methylnaphthalene-d10 and fluoranthene-d10 do not meet QC criteria.

c. Were all corrective actions documented?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The case narrative refers to the LCS for accuracy requirements.

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

                                                          Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. See the following sections for our 
assessment. 

5. Samples Results 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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b. All applicable holding times met?

Yes No N/A Comments:

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

Soil samples were not submitted with this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above.

6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

None of the requested analytes were detected in the method blanks.  

iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/A; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

Data quality or usability is not affected.   
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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 N/A Comments: 
LCS/LCSD samples were analyzed for BTEX, DRO, RRO, and GRO analyses.  

An LCS in conjunction with an MS/MSD was reported PAH. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

N/A; analytical accuracy and precision were demonstrated to be within acceptable limits.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Qualification of the data was not required; see above.

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

Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
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c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD) 

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?   

Yes No N/A Comments: 

MS/MSD samples were performed for PAH analysis. 

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Percent recovery for multiple PAH analytes were below QC limits.

iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate.  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Analytical accuracy and precision are demonstrated by the LCS sample within acceptable limits. The 
parent sample was not a part of the project set. Therefore, the project sample results are determined to 
be unaffected.  

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.
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vii.  Data quality or usability affected? (Use comment box to explain.)  
Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field 
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

Yes No N/A Comments: 
MS PAH surrogate recovery for fluoranthene-d10 does not meet QC criteria. MSD PAH surrogate 
recoveries for 2-methylnaphthalene-d10 and fluoranthene-d10 were below QC criteria.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The MS/MSD parent sample was not a part of the project set. The project sample results are 
unaffected. 

iv.  Data quality or usability affected?
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

e. Trip Blanks 

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

Yes No N/A 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 N/A Comments: 

Only one cooler was used to transport the samples in this work order.  

iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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iv. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
Comments:

No analytes were detected in the trip blank.

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above.

f. Field Duplicate

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

ii. Submitted blind to lab?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The field duplicate pair MW-12-10/MW-112-10 was submitted with this work order  

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

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

 
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 
 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration 

 

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Equipment blank samples were submitted for PFAS analysis. Due to the absence of petroleum 
compounds in historical samples, an EB was not submitted for the analyses on this report.

i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

N/A; see above.

x 100 
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ii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
Comments:

N/A; see above.

iii. Data quality or usability affected? 
Comments:

No; see above. 

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

a. Defined and appropriate?  

Yes No N/A Comments:
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e-Sample Receipt Form

If samples received without a temperature blank, the "cooler temperature" will be 
documented instead & "COOLER TEMP" will be noted to the right. "ambient" or "chilled" will 

be noted if neither is available. 

Holding Time / Documentation / Sample Condition Requirements

°C

Yes

@

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

N/A

***Note:  If sample information on containers differs from COC, SGS will default to COC information.

Yes

Were samples received within holding time?

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.

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

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

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

N/A

Yes

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

Volatile / LL-Hg Requirements

Were all soil VOAs field extracted with MeOH+BFB? N/A

Yes

Were analytical requests clear? (i.e., method is specified for analyses 
with multiple option for analysis (Ex: BTEX, Metals)

N/A

Therm. ID:

Yes

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

Cooler ID:

Cooler ID:

D58Therm. ID:

°C

Therm. ID:

Cooler ID:

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

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

1 @

N/A

1F, 1R

Exceptions Noted below

1.5

Were Custody Seals intact?  Note # & location

Cooler ID:

Yes

Chain of Custody / Temperature Requirements

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

@

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

Therm. ID:

°C

@ Therm. ID:

Cooler ID:

DOD: Were samples received in COC corresponding coolers?

@

Yes °C

N/A

°C

SGS Workorder #: 1217264 1217264

Exemption permitted if sampler hand carries/delivers.N/A

Yes

Condition (Yes, No, N/A)Review Criteria

COC accompanied samples?

F102b_SRFpm_20190325Page 29 of 30







  


 




  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  






















Page 30 of 30



May 2020 Page 1 

Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By:  

Veselina Yakimova 

Title: 

Geologist 

Date:

November 22, 2021 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name:

SGS 

Laboratory Report Number: 

1217264 

Laboratory Report Date:

11/22/2021 

CS Site Name:

DOT&PF Gustavus Airport Statewide PFAS

ADEC File Number:

1507.38.017 

Hazard Identification Number: 

26904 



1217264 

Laboratory Report Date:

April 2021 Page 2 

Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box.

1. Laboratory 

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

Yes No N/A 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 N/A Comments:

The requested analyses were conducted by SGS, North America, Inc. in Anchorage, AK.   

2. Chain of Custody (CoC) 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

b. Correct analyses requested?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Cooler 1 was received at 1.5°C. 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 
 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The sample receipt form noted the samples arrived in good condition.  
 
 



1217264 
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April 2021 Page 3 

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 N/A Comments: 

No discrepancies were noted.

e. Data quality or usability affected?

                                                          Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
 

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The case narrative does not identify any QC failures, discrepancies, or errors.  

c. Were all corrective actions documented?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

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

                                                          Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

5. Samples Results 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

b. All applicable holding times met?

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

Soil samples were not submitted with this work order.

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above.

6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Phenanthrene was detected below the LOQ in the method blank. 

iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

Phenanthrene was not detected in any of the project samples. No qualification is required. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

Data quality or usability is not affected.   
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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 N/A Comments: 

LCS/LCSD samples were analyzed for the requested analyses.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

N/A; analytical accuracy and precision were demonstrated to be within acceptable limits.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Qualification of the data was not required; see above.

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

Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
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c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD) 

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?   

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The laboratory analyzed an LCS and LCSD to assess laboratory accuracy and precision for all 
requested analyses. 

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

No MS/MSD were reported with this work order. 

iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate.  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

No MS/MSD were reported with this work order. 

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

No MS/MSD were reported with this work order. Analytical accuracy and precision are demonstrated 
by the LCS/LCSD samples to be within acceptable limits.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

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

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field 
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

There were no surrogate recovery failures associated with this work order. 

iv.  Data quality or usability affected?
Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

e. Trip Blanks 

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

Yes No N/A 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 N/A Comments: 

Only one cooler was used to transport the samples in this work order.  

iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

iv.  If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

No analytes were detected in the trip blank.

v.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above.
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f. Field Duplicate

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

ii. Submitted blind to lab?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

The field duplicate pair MW-12-10/MW-112-10 was submitted with this work order  

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

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

 
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 
 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration 

 

Yes No N/A Comments: 
No project analytes were detected in the duplicate pair, except for 2-methylnaphtalene in MW-112-10. 
RPD is not calculable. 

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

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Project samples MW-12-10 and MW-112-10 were collected using a submersible pump. However, the 
pump malfunctioned during purging of MW-11-15 and the sample was collected using a peristaltic 
pump. No equipment blank was collected for samples MW-12-10 and MW-112-10.  Sample MW-11-
15 was not collected with reusable equipment, so the prospect of foreign contaminants being 
introduced through equipment contamination is not plausible.

i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

An equipment blank was not submitted for this project; see above. 

ii.  If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/A; see above.

x 100 
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iii. Data quality or usability affected? 
Comments:

No; see above. 

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

a. Defined and appropriate?  

Yes No N/A Comments:
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e-Sample Receipt Form

1220532

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)?

Volatile / LL-Hg Requirements

Were all soil VOAs field extracted with MeOH+BFB? N/A

N/A

Yes

@

Yes

Cooler ID:

Were samples received within holding time?
Note: Refer to form F-083 "Sample Guide" for specific holding times.

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

Holding Time / Documentation / Sample Condition Requirements

Yes

Yes

Were analytical requests clear? (i.e., method is specified for analyses with 
multiple option for analysis (Ex: BTEX, Metals)

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

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

***Note:  If sample information on containers differs from COC, SGS will default to COC information.

Yes

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

If samples received without a temperature blank, the "cooler temperature" will be documented 
instead & "COOLER TEMP" will be noted to the right. "ambient" or "chilled" will be noted if neither is 

available. 

°C

Therm. ID:

Cooler ID:

Therm. ID:

Cooler ID:

°C

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

@

N/A

Therm. ID:

°C

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

N/A

@Cooler ID:

@

@

N/A

Cooler ID: 3.3

DOD: Were samples received in COC corresponding coolers?

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

°C Therm. ID:

SGS Workorder #: 1220600 1220600

Exemption permitted if sampler hand carries/delivers.N/A

Exceptions Noted below

Yes

Chain of Custody / Temperature Requirements

Yes

Condition (Yes, No, N/A)Review Criteria

COC accompanied samples?

Yes °C

N/A

Were Custody Seals intact?  Note # & location

D50

1F 1LS

Therm. ID:

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

1

F102b_SRFpm_20210526 Page 29 of 30
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By:  

Amber Masters

Title: 

Environmental Scientist 

Date:

March 2, 2022 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name:

SGS 

Laboratory Report Number: 

1220600 

Laboratory Report Date:

February 24, 2022 

CS Site Name: 

DOT&PF Gustavus Airport Statewide PFAS

ADEC File Number:

1507.38.017 

Hazard Identification Number: 

26904 



1220600 

Laboratory Report Date:

April 2021 Page 2 

Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box.

1. Laboratory 

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

Yes No N/A 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 N/A Comments:

The requested analyses were conducted by SGS, North America, Inc. in Anchorage, AK.   

2. Chain of Custody (CoC) 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

b. Correct analyses requested?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Cooler was received at 3.3°C.
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 
 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The sample receipt form noted the samples arrived in good condition.  
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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 N/A Comments: 

No discrepancies were noted.

e. Data quality or usability affected?

                                                          Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
 

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The case narrative notes that the relative percent difference (RPD) does not meet quality control (QC)
criteria in the LCS/LCSD samples for naphthalene and 2-methylnapthalene.  

The RPD does not meet QC criteria in the PAH LCS/LCSD samples for several analytes. 

c. Were all corrective actions documented?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The case narrative indicates that PAH concentrations in the associated samples are less than LOQ and 
not corrective actions were necessary. 

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

                                                          Comments:

Our assessment of the data quality and usability is described in the sections below. 

5. Samples Results 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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b. All applicable holding times met?

Yes No N/A Comments:

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

Soil samples were not submitted with this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above.

6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

DRO was detected below the LOQ in the method blank. 

iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

DRO results for samples EB-11-15 and field duplicate pair MW-11-15/ MW-111-15 are affected. 

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

Yes    No    N/A           Comments: 

DRO results for sample EB-11-15 and field duplicate pair MW-11-15/ MW-111-15 have been flagged 
‘UB’ at the LOQ. These results are considered not detected at the LOQ.  
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v. Data quality or usability affected? 
Comments:

Data quality is affected. See above. The data are considered usable with the appropriate flags, as 
described above.

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 N/A Comments: 

LCS/LCSD samples were analyzed for the requested analyses. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The LCS/LCSD RPD results were outside of QC objectives for 1-methylnapthalene, 2-
methylnapthalene, acenaphthene, acenaphthylene, fluorene and naphthalene. 

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

PAH results for analytes 1-methylnapthalene, 2-methylnapthalene, acenaphthene, acenaphthylene, 
fluorene and naphthalene for field duplicate pair MW-11-15/MW-111-15 are affected.  

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The above listed analytes are not detected in samples MW-11-15 and MW-111-15.  The results are 
flagged ‘UJ’ in the analytical tables.  
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vii. Data quality or usability affected? (Use comment box to explain.)  

Comments:
The data quality was affected; see above. The data are considered usable with the appropriate flags, as 
described above.

c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD) 

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?   

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The laboratory analyzed an LCS and LCSD to assess laboratory accuracy and precision for all 
requested analyses. 

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

No MS/MSD were reported with this work order. 

iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate.  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

No MS/MSD were reported with this work order. 

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

No MS/MSD were reported with this work order. Analytical accuracy and precision are demonstrated 
by the LCS/LCSD.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.
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vii.  Data quality or usability affected? (Use comment box to explain.)  
Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field 
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

There were no surrogate recovery failures associated with this work order. 

iv.  Data quality or usability affected?
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

e. Trip Blanks 

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

Yes No N/A 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 N/A Comments: 

Only one cooler was used to transport the samples in this work order.  

iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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iv. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected?
Comments:

No analytes were detected in the trip blank.

v. Data quality or usability affected?
Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

f. Field Duplicate

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

ii. Submitted blind to lab?

Yes No N/A       Comments: 

The field duplicate pair MW-11-15/MW-111-15 was submitted with this work order 

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

RPD (%) = Absolute value of:     (R1-R2) 
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 
R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration 

Yes No N/A Comments: 

RPDs are less than project objectives, where calculable. 

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

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?

Yes No N/A Comments:
The following analytes were detected in the equipment blank submitted with this work order: 2-
methylnaphthalene, naphthalene, DRO, RRO, and toluene

x 100 
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ii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected?
Comments:

Project samples MW-11-15 and MW-111-15 are affected. The following analytes were not detected in 
the project samples associated with the equipment blank: 2-methlynaphthalene, naphthalene, and 
toluene. No qualification of these analytes is required. The RRO results in field duplicate pair 
MW-11-15/MW-111-15 have been flagged ‘UB’ at the LOQ due to the equipment blank detection.  

DRO results have previously been flagged in samples MW-11-15/MW-111-15 due to detections in the 

 

method blank. No further flagging is needed. 

iii. Data quality or usability affected?
Comments:

Data quality is affected, see above. 

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

a. Defined and appropriate?

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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e-Sample Receipt Form

Condition (Yes, No, N/A)Review Criteria
Temperature and COC seal information is found on the chain of custody form

N/A

Yes

Yes

DOD only: Did all sample coolers have a corresponding COC? N/A

Yes

SGS Workorder #: 1221944 1221944
Exceptions Noted below

Chain of Custody / Temperature Requirements

Note containers received with ice:

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

Yes

Yes

Were samples received within analytical holding time?

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

N/A

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 (e.g., bubbles  6mm)?

Volatile Analysis Requirements (VOC, GRO, LL-Hg, etc.)

Were all soil VOAs field extracted with Methanol+BFB? N/A

Were all soil VOAs received with a corresponding % solids container?

Were proper containers (type/mass/volume/preservative)used? 
Note: Exemption for metals analysis by 200.8/6020 in water. 

Were analytical requests clear? 

Note:

Holding Time / Documentation / Sample Condition Requirements

Identify any containers received at non-compliant temperature: 

 Refer to form F-083 "Sample Guide" for specific holding times and sample containers.

Do sample labels match COC? Record discrepancies.
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Laboratory Data Review Checklist 

Completed By:  

Justin Risley 

Title: 

Engineering Staff 

Date:

May 10, 2022 

Consultant Firm:

Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 

Laboratory Name:

SGS 

Laboratory Report Number: 

1221944 

Laboratory Report Date:

May 9, 2022 

CS Site Name: 

DOT&PF Gustavus Airport Statewide PFAS

ADEC File Number:

1507.38.017 

Hazard Identification Number: 

26904 
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Note:  Any N/A or No box checked must have an explanation in the comments box.

1. Laboratory 

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

Yes No N/A 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 N/A Comments:

The requested analyses were conducted by SGS, North America, Inc. in Anchorage, AK.   

2. Chain of Custody (CoC) 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

b. Correct analyses requested?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Cooler was received at 3.3°C.
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

 
 
 
 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

The sample receipt form noted the samples arrived in good condition.  
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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 N/A Comments: 

No discrepancies were noted.

e. Data quality or usability affected?

                                                          Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
 

4. Case Narrative

a. Present and understandable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

No discrepancies, errors, or QC failures were identified by the lab.  

c. Were all corrective actions documented?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

                                                          Comments:

Our assessment of the data quality and usability is described in the sections below. 

5. Samples Results 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

b. All applicable holding times met?

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

Soil samples were not submitted with this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

e. Data quality or usability affected? 

 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above.

6. QC Samples

a. Method Blank 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ) or project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Benzo(a)anthracene and benzo[b]fluoranthene were detected below the LOQ. 

iii. If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

These analytes were not detected in the associated project samples; therefore, no qualifications are 
required.

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

Yes    No    N/A           Comments: 

See above.  

v. Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

Data quality is not affected. See above. 



1221944 

Laboratory Report Date:

April 2021 Page 5 

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 N/A Comments: 

LCS/LCSD samples were analyzed for the requested analyses. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

N/A; %R and RPD were within acceptable limits.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

N/A; see above.  

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

Comments: 

The data quality was not affected; see above.
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c. Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD) 

Note: Leave blank if not required for project

i. Organics – One MS/MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?   

Yes No N/A Comments: 
The laboratory analyzed an LCS and LCSD samples to assess laboratory accuracy and precision for 
all requested analyses. 

ii. Metals/Inorganics – one MS and one MSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Metals and/or inorganics were not analyzed as part of this work order. 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

No MS/MSD were reported with this work order. 

iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or laboratory 
limits and project specified objectives, if applicable? RPD reported from MS/MSD, and or 
sample/sample duplicate.  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

No MS/MSD were reported with this work order. 

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

No MS/MSD were reported with this work order. Analytical accuracy and precision are demonstrated 
by the LCS/LCSD.

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

See above.

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

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

d. Surrogates – Organics Only or Isotope Dilution Analytes (IDA) – Isotope Dilution Methods Only 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
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ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits and 
project specified objectives, if applicable? (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R for field 
samples and 60-120 %R for QC samples; all other analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 

There were no surrogate recovery failures associated with this work order. 

iv.  Data quality or usability affected?
Comments:

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

e. Trip Blanks 

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

Yes No N/A 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 N/A Comments: 

Only one cooler was used to transport the samples in this work order.  

iii. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

iv.  If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

No analytes were detected in the trip blank.

v.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                                             Comments: 

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 
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f. Field Duplicate

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

Yes No N/A Comments:

ii. Submitted blind to lab?  

Yes No N/A Comments:

The field duplicate pair MW-12-10/MW-112-10 was submitted with this work order  

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

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

 
((R1+R2)/2)

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 
 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration 

 

Yes No N/A Comments: 

Results were not calculable, as the analytes were not detected in the duplicate pair.  

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

The data quality and/or usability was not affected; see above. 

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

Yes No N/A Comments: 
Equipment blank samples were submitted for PFAS analysis. Due to the absence of petroleum compounds 
in historical samples, an EB was not submitted for the analyses on this report. 

i. All results less than LOQ and project specified objectives?  

Yes No N/A Comments: 

An equipment blank was no submitted with the work order; see above. 

ii.  If above LOQ or project specified objectives, what samples are affected? 
                                             Comments: 

N/A; see above.

iii.  Data quality or usability affected? 
                                            Comments: 

Data quality is not affected, see above. 

x 100 
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7. Other Data Flags/Qualifiers (ACOE, AFCEE, Lab Specific, etc.)

a. Defined and appropriate?

Yes No N/A Comments:
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Important Information

Important Information
About Your Geotechnical/Environmental Report
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CONSULTING SERVICES ARE PERFORMED FOR SPECIFIC PURPOSES AND FOR 
SPECIFIC CLIENTS.

Consultants prepare reports to meet the specific needs of specific individuals.  A report prepared for 
a civil engineer may not be adequate for a construction contractor or even another civil engineer.  
Unless indicated otherwise, your consultant prepared your report expressly for you and expressly for 
the purposes you indicated.  No one other than you should apply this report for its intended purpose 
without first conferring with the consultant.  No party should apply this report for any purpose other 
than that originally contemplated without first conferring with the consultant. 

THE CONSULTANT’S REPORT IS BASED ON PROJECT-SPECIFIC FACTORS.

A geotechnical/environmental report is based on a subsurface exploration plan designed to consider 
a unique set of project-specific factors.  Depending on the project, these may include the general 
nature of the structure and property involved; its size and configuration; its historical use and 
practice; the location of the structure on the site and its orientation; other improvements such as 
access roads, parking lots, and underground utilities; and the additional risk created by 
scope-of-service limitations imposed by the client.  To help avoid costly problems, ask the consultant 
to evaluate how any factors that change subsequent to the date of the report may affect the 
recommendations.  Unless your consultant indicates otherwise, your report should not be used 
(1) when the nature of the proposed project is changed (for example, if an office building will be
erected instead of a parking garage, or if a refrigerated warehouse will be built instead of an
unrefrigerated one, or chemicals are discovered on or near the site); (2) when the size, elevation, or
configuration of the proposed project is altered; (3) when the location or orientation of the proposed
project is modified; (4) when there is a change of ownership; or (5) for application to an adjacent site.
Consultants cannot accept responsibility for problems that may occur if they are not consulted after
factors that were considered in the development of the report have changed.

SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS CAN CHANGE.

Subsurface conditions may be affected as a result of natural processes or human activity.  Because a 
geotechnical/environmental report is based on conditions that existed at the time of subsurface 
exploration, construction decisions should not be based on a report whose adequacy may have been 
affected by time.  Ask the consultant to advise if additional tests are desirable before construction 
starts; for example, groundwater conditions commonly vary seasonally. 

Construction operations at or adjacent to the site and natural events such as floods, earthquakes, or 
groundwater fluctuations may also affect subsurface conditions and, thus, the continuing adequacy 
of a geotechnical/environmental report.  The consultant should be kept apprised of any such events 
and should be consulted to determine if additional tests are necessary. 

MOST RECOMMENDATIONS ARE PROFESSIONAL JUDGMENTS. 

Site exploration and testing identifies actual surface and subsurface conditions only at those points 
where samples are taken.  The data were extrapolated by your consultant, who then applied 
judgment to render an opinion about overall subsurface conditions.  The actual interface between 
materials may be far more gradual or abrupt than your report indicates.  Actual conditions in areas 
not sampled may differ from those predicted in your report.  While nothing can be done to prevent 



July 2021 to June 2022
Quarterly Water Monitoring 

REV. 1 Summary report 

102599 May 2023
II-2 

IM
PO

R
TA

N
T 

IN
FO

R
M

A
TI

O
N

 
such situations, you and your consultant can work together to help reduce their impacts.  Retaining 
your consultant to observe subsurface construction operations can be particularly beneficial in 
this respect. 

A REPORT’S CONCLUSIONS ARE PRELIMINARY.

The conclusions contained in your consultant’s report are preliminary, because they must be based 
on the assumption that conditions revealed through selective exploratory sampling are indicative of 
actual conditions throughout a site.  Actual subsurface conditions can be discerned only during 
earthwork; therefore, you should retain your consultant to observe actual conditions and to provide 
conclusions.  Only the consultant who prepared the report is fully familiar with the background 
information needed to determine whether or not the report’s recommendations based on those 
conclusions are valid and whether or not the contractor is abiding by applicable recommendations.  
The consultant who developed your report cannot assume responsibility or liability for the adequacy 
of the report’s recommendations if another party is retained to observe construction. 

THE CONSULTANT’S REPORT IS SUBJECT TO MISINTERPRETATION. 

Costly problems can occur when other design professionals develop their plans based on 
misinterpretation of a geotechnical/environmental report.  To help avoid these problems, the 
consultant should be retained to work with other project design professionals to explain relevant 
geotechnical, geological, hydrogeological, and environmental findings, and to review the adequacy of 
their plans and specifications relative to these issues. 

BORING LOGS AND/OR MONITORING WELL DATA SHOULD NOT BE SEPARATED 
FROM THE REPORT.

Final boring logs developed by the consultant are based upon interpretation of field logs (assembled 
by site personnel), field test results, and laboratory and/or office evaluation of field samples and data.  
Only final boring logs and data are customarily included in geotechnical/environmental reports.  
These final logs should not, under any circumstances, be redrawn for inclusion in architectural or 
other design drawings, because drafters may commit errors or omissions in the transfer process.   

To reduce the likelihood of boring log or monitoring well misinterpretation, contractors should be 
given ready access to the complete geotechnical engineering/environmental report prepared or 
authorized for their use.  If access is provided only to the report prepared for you, you should advise 
contractors of the report’s limitations, assuming that a contractor was not one of the specific persons 
for whom the report was prepared, and that developing construction cost estimates was not one of 
the specific purposes for which it was prepared.  While a contractor may gain important knowledge 
from a report prepared for another party, the contractor should discuss the report with your 
consultant and perform the additional or alternative work believed necessary to obtain the data 
specifically appropriate for construction cost estimating purposes.  Some clients hold the mistaken 
impression that simply disclaiming responsibility for the accuracy of subsurface information always 
insulates them from attendant liability.  Providing the best available information to contractors helps 
prevent costly construction problems and the adversarial attitudes that aggravate them to a 
disproportionate scale. 
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READ RESPONSIBILITY CLAUSES CLOSELY.

Because geotechnical/environmental engineering is based extensively on judgment and opinion, it is 
far less exact than other design disciplines.  This situation has resulted in wholly unwarranted claims 
being lodged against consultants.  To help prevent this problem, consultants have developed a 
number of clauses for use in their contracts, reports, and other documents.  These responsibility 
clauses are not exculpatory clauses designed to transfer the consultant’s liabilities to other parties; 
rather, they are definitive clauses that identify where the consultant’s responsibilities begin and end.  
Their use helps all parties involved recognize their individual responsibilities and take appropriate 
action.  Some of these definitive clauses are likely to appear in your report, and you are encouraged 
to read them closely.  Your consultant will be pleased to give full and frank answers to your 
questions. 

The preceding paragraphs are based on information provided by the ASFE/Association of 
Engineering Firms Practicing in the Geosciences, Silver Spring, Maryland 
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