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CENAE-EP-GE ~ 4 November 1999

@11/783 12

MEMORANDUM FOR Chief, Engineering Management Branch, ATTN: Ms. Brock

SUBJECT: Chemical Quality Assurance Report (CQAR) No. E0839-110399, Soil and Sediment
Remediation@oen Burningﬁrounds, Seneca Army Depot Activity, Romulus, New York
P N

oB.”

1. Enclosed is the transmittal for SAB.

2. The CENAE-EP-GE POC is Mark Koenig, 978-318-8312.

3. Copy furnished to the project chemist for preparation of the CDQAR.

Encl PETER E. JACKSON, P.E.
Acting Chief, Geotechnical Engineering and
Water Management Branch

CF:
CENWO-HX-C (Dr. Georgian) (w/encl)
|/GWMB - (Mr. Koenig) (w/encl)
GWMB - (Ms. Wojtas) (w/encl)
ROY F. WESTON, INC. (Ms. Roy) (w/encl)
ROY F. WESTON, INC. (Mr. Kane) (w/encl)
GWMB Files - (disk Koenig — CQAR No. E0839-110399.cqa) (wo/encl)
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SOIL AND SEDIMENT REMEDIATION OPEN BURNING GROUNDS
SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY
ROMULUS, NEW YORK

CONTRACT No. DACW33-95-D-0004
DELIVERY ORDER No. 0013

CHEMICAL QUALITY ASSURANCE REPORT
No. E0839-110399

Executive Summary

Severn Trent Laboratories received and analyzed 15 shipments of QA samples from the
Soil and Sediment Remediation Open Burning Grounds, Seneca Army Depot Activity, Romulus,
New York, resulting in a total of 89 target analyte determinations. The shipments contained 39
QA soil samples. The shipments were received in good condition, except that the temperatures
for six out of seven of the shipments that contained TCLP metals were received at temperatures
greater than 4 degrees C. This would indicate a possible low bias to the TCLP metals and
especially the mercury results. This data comparison uses data reports from Ecology and
Environment, Inc., Analytical Services Center, 4493 Walden Avenue, Lancaster, New York,
14086, which were submitted by Roy F. Weston on 14 September 1999 and 18 October 1999.
This CQAR was provided to the NAE project chemist for preparation of a CDQAR. The
usability of this data should be assessed by the NAE project chemist relative to the specific
DQO’s for this project.

In 65 of these determinations, analytes were detected by one or both laboratories. Results
from the analysis of QA samples were compared with results from analysis of the corresponding
primary samples (Reference 4A). The primary and QA samples agreed overall in 60 (67.4%) of
the comparisons. Primary and QA samples agreed quantitatively in 35 out of 65 (53.8%) of the
comparisons. Quantitative agreement represents only those determinations where an analyte was
detected by at least one laboratory. There were 24 major and six minor data discrepancies noted
between results from the primary and QA samples. Refer to Table 1 for a QA split sample data
comparison summary.

The QA laboratory’s and the primary laboratory’s QC samples contained all of the
necessary information and a complete evaluation was performed, except that neither laboratory
provided their QC metals data for laboratory duplicates. The evaluation of precision was based
on the five sets of field duplicates that were sent to the QA laboratory and the primary
laboratory’s field duplicate information provided on the contractor’s data review checklists.

The overall and quantitative data comparison for total lead agreed in 16 out of 25 of the
cases (64.0%) and this was due to five major and four minor data discrepancies. The data
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discrepancies that were noted between the QA and the primary laboratories were not biased high
or low by one laboratory and exhibited normal variability. The QA laboratory reported results for
three QA field duplicate samples that were confirmation samples for excavation. The following
table compares the QA laboratory field duplicate results and RPD’s:

QA-Lab Results, mg/Kg lead

Sample ID sample duplicate RPD
CE-0G1B-S04-2 1580 E 931 E. 51.7
CE-0G1B-S04-4 (Field Dup)

CE-0C1B-B01-2 9230 14500 44 .4
CE-0C1B-B01-4 (Field Dup)
CE-0G1P-S17-2 1720 380 127.6
CE-0G1P-S17-4 (Field Dup)

The poor reproducibility exhibited between this small set of field duplicates indicates a
strong possibility that the lead contamination is not homogeneous at the site. Weston has also
indicated that approximately 40% of the primary laboratory’s field duplicate results are greater
than 50% RPD.

The TCLP metals agreed in 43 out of 64 of the cases for an overall agreement of 67.2%
and quantitative agreement in 19 out of 40 of the cases (47.5%). The outages were due to 19
major and two minor discrepancies. All of the discrepancies occurred on the same three target
analytes, barium, cadmium and lead. There were eleven QA splits TCLP metal samples analyzed
by the QA laboratory. Eight of the samples were used in this comparison, two of the samples
were field duplicates and one of the samples was received broken at the primary laboratory and
could not be used in the comparison. The QA laboratory reported that seven out of the eight
samples had major discrepancies for lead and in most cases the QA laboratory results were above
the 5.0 mg/L TCLP regulatory levels for lead. What makes these discrepancies more serious, is
the fact that the primary laboratory reported mostly non-detected results for their TCLP-lead
results. Refer to section (3.), “Data comparison for TCLP metals by Method 1311/6010B”, in the
QA Findings for a table that summarizes all the major and minor data discrepancies.

The comparisons in this report are based on the QA and primary laboratory’s reporting
limits. The QA laboratory provided their Instrument Detection Limits (IDL’s). The QA
laboratory’s metals reporting limits were as much as 100 times lower than the primary laboratory
and did not exhibit comparable sensitivities. The QA laboratory qualifies metals data with a “B”,
if the value is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the
Instrument Detection Limit (IDL), even when they are not performing CLP analyses.

In conclusion, the major discrepancies noted in the TCLP and total lead results could
cause problems characterizing and disposing of the stockpile wastes according to the data quality

objectives established for this project. It is not surprising that lead is inhomogeneous at the
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Seneca Army Depot site and as a result it appears that most of the primary laboratory’s total lead
data is qualified as “J”, estimated values. It is highly recommended that the primary laboratory’s
TCLP metals method and SOP be further evaluated to determine why they are not detecting lead
in their TCLP extracts. A performance evaluation sample for TCLP metals is currently being sent
to both laboratories for comparison and to help try to resolve these discrepancies. An onsite audit
of the primary laboratory may be warranted to determine the nature of problem. Another
recommendation is to send any remaining QA TCLP metals sample from the same containers, to
a different Corps validated laboratory for confirmation.

QA analyses were performed by the Severn Trent Laboratories, 55 South Park Drive,
Colchester, VT, 05446 (see Table 2 for analyses performed by the QA lab). The primary
laboratory was Ecology and Environment, Inc., Analytical Service Center, 4493 Walden Avenue,
Lancaster, New York, 14086.



Table 1
Quality Assurance Split Sample
Data Comparison Summary

Project: Soil and Sediment Remediation Open Burning Grounds, Seneca Army Depot Activity,
Romulus, New York

Overall Agreement (1) Quantitative Agreement (2)
Method Parameter Number Percent Number Percent
6010B Lead (Pb) 16/25 64.0 16/25 64.0
1311/6010B | ICAP Metals 43/64 67.2 19/40 47.5
7470B (Hg) | Mercury (Hg)
Total 60/89 67.4 35/65 53.8
NOTES:

(1) Represents the number and percentage agreement of all determinations
including analytes not detected by either laboratory.

(2) Represents the number and percentage agreement of only those
determinations where an analyte was detected by at least one laboratory.



TABLE 2

QA ANALYSES PERFORMED

Sample ID Matrix Sample Date ANALYSIS

CE-OH1B-B02-2 Soil 7-16-99 - 6010B-Lead (Pb)
SP-00S1-003-2 Soil 7-14-99 1311/6010B/7470A-TCLP Metals, Hg-CV
SP-00S1-014-2 Soil “ . «

SP-00S1-014-4 Soil « «

CE-0G1B-504-2 Soil 7-23-99 6010B-Lead (Pb)

CE-0G1B-504-4 Soil “ “

CE-OE1B-B01-2 Soil « “

SP-00S1-025-2 Soil 7-29-99 1311/6010B/7470A-TCLP Metals, Hg-CV
CE-0C1B-B01-2 Soil 7-30-99 6010B-Lead (Pb)
CE-0C1B-B04-4 Soil «“ «

CE-0G1P-S11-2 Soil “ «

CE-0G1P-S17-2 Soil “ «

CE-0G1P-S-17-4 Soil “ “

SP-00S1-034-2 Soil 8-2-99 1311/6010B/7470A-TCLP Metals, Hg-CV

SP-0051-034-4 Soil «“ «“

CE-0A1P-S02-2 Soil 8-4-99 6010B-Lead (Pb)

CE-0G1P-S02-2 Soil « «

SP-00S1-044-2 Soil 8-6-99 1311/6010B/7470A-TCLP Metals, Hg-CV

SP-00S1-053-2 Soil 8-10-99 1311/6010B/7470A-TCLP Metals, Hg-CV
CE-0J1P-B02-2 Soil 8-12-99 6010B-Lead (Pb)

CE-0J1P-B10-2 Soil- «“ «

CE-0J1P-S07-2 Soil “ “

CE-0J1P-S17-2 Soil “ «

CE-0G1B-B09-2 Soil “ «

SP-00S1-057-2 Soil 8-13-99 1311/6010B/7470A-TCLP Metals, Hg-CV
CE-ORB1-S01-2 Soil 8-17-99 6010B-Lead (Pb)
CE-ORE1-S04-2 Soil “ «

CE-ORCI1-B04-2 Soil 8-18-99 6010B-Lead (Pb)

CE-ORC1-S02-2 Soil «“ “

CE-ORC1-S11-2 Soil “ «

CE-ORD1-801-2 Soil 8-19-99 6010B-Lead (Pb)

CE-ORCI1-821-2 Soil «“ «

CE-0C1P-S10-2 Soil «“ «

CE-0RG1-802-2 Soil 8-20-99 6010B-Lead (Pb)
SP-00S1-067-2 Soil “ 1311/6010B/7470A-TCLP Metals, Hg-CV
SP-00S1-077-2 Soil “ “

CE-OH1P-B02-2 Soil 8-25-99 6010B-Lead (Pb)




TABLE 2-Continued

QA ANALYSES PERFORMED
Sample ID Matrix Sample Date ANALYSIS
CE-0B1P-S07-2 Soil 8-25-99 6010B-Lead (Pb)
CE-0D1P-B01-2 Soil 8-27-99 . 6010B-Lead (Pb)
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SOIL AND SEDIMENT REMEDIATION OPEN BURNING GROUNDS

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY
ROMULUS, NEW YORK

CHEMICAL QUALITY ASSURANCE REPORT

1. QA sample shipping and chain-of-custody deficiencies.

No. E0839-110399

QA Findings

Severn Trent Laboratories, Colchester, Vermont, received 15 shipments containing 39
QA soil samples. The following table summarizes the dates the shipments were received, the
analyses performed and the cooler temperatures. Proper sample handling protocols were
followed for these shipments, except several of the shipments containing TCLP-metals had
temperatures greater than 4 degrees C. Sample shipments for lead only should not be

significantly effected by temperatures exceeding 4 degrees C.

Date Received Analysis Cooler Temperature (C)
7-17-99 Lead (Pb)-only 13
7-15-99 TCLP-metals 11*
7-24-99 Lead (Pb)-only 2
7-31-99 Lead (Pb)-only 20
7-30-99 TCLP-metals 22%

8-3-99 TCLP-metals 5*

8-6-99 Lead (Pb)-only 5

8-7-99 TCLP-metals 5*
8-11-99 TCLP-metals 5*
8-14-99 TCLP-metals + Pb 15*+6
8-19-99 Lead (Pb)-only 3
8-20-99 Lead (Pb)-only 4
8-21-99 TCLP-metals + Pb 3
8-30-99 Lead (Pb)-only 20
8-28-99 Lead (Pb)-only 5

*= Elevated temperatures indicate a possible low bias to the mercury results.

Copies of the chain-of-custody form documents and the cooler receipt forms are

appended to this report for reference.

2. Data comparison for total Lead by Method 6010B.

There were 25 total Lead determinations. In all these determinations, target analytes
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were detected by one or both laboratories. There was overall agreement in 16 (64.0%) of the
cases and quantitative agreement in 16 out of 25 (64.0%) of the cases. Five major and four minor
data discrepancies were noted.

The following table summarizes the samples containing major and minor discrepancies:

Results, mg/Kg, Pb

Sample ID Date QA-Lab, STL. Primary-Lab, E+E  Discrepancy
CE-0G1P-S11-2 7-30-99 18.5 38 Minor
CE-0G1P-S17-2 7-30-99 1720 639 Minor
CE-A1P-S02-2 8-4-99 1760 E 178 Major
CE-0G1P-S22-2 8-4-99 1530 E 566 Minor
CE-0G1B-B09-2 8-12-99 625 E 3960 Major
CE-0J1P-B02-2 8-12-99 632 E 155 Major
CE-ORC1-S11-2 8-18-99 654 E 175 Major
CE-0C1P-S10-2 8-19-99 445 61.4 Major
CE-ORD1-S01-2 8-19-99 52.0 20.3 Minor

2a. Batch QC Evaluation for the QA Laboratory.
Holding Times: All of the samples were analyzed within the method prescribed holding times.

Method Blanks: Results of all the method blanks associated with the QA split samples showed no
contamination above the laboratory’s reporting limit.

Laboratory Control Samples: All of the LCS recoveries were within the QA laboratory’s
acceptance limits. The spiking levels, percent recoveries, and the QC limits were appropriately
indicated in the report.

Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSDs): The QA laboratory was not requested to
perform MS/MSD on any samples. No evaluation of accuracy or precision based on matrix
effects could be made.

Laboratory Duplicate: The QA laboratory does not provide the laboratory duplicate results that
are performed with their respective analytical batches. Laboratory duplicates could be a sample
from another project and have a different matrix. No evaluation of precision could be made.

2b. Batch QC Evaluation for the Primary Laboratory.

Holding Times: All of the samples were analyzed within the method prescribed holding times.
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Method Blanks: The method blank results for all the samples showed no contamination above the
laboratory’s reporting limit.

Laboratory Control Sample (LCS): The primary laboratory reported that all of the LCS’s were
within the acceptance limits for accuracy, except for the LCS sample date 8-13-99 in which Lead
(85-115) was recovered at 70%. The spiking levels, percent recoveries and the QC limits were
appropriately indicated in the reports.

Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSD): The primary laboratory reported that the
MS/MSD recoveries in most cases could not be calculated because the samples had high levels
of Lead relative to the spike amount. The primary laboratory did not provide the acceptance
limits for accuracy and precision for the MS/MSD’s in their reports.

Laboratory Duplicate: The primary laboratory did not provide the laboratory duplicate results
that were performed with their respective analytical batches. The primary laboratory as indicated
on Weston’s data submittals and data review checklists did not always perform laboratory
duplicates. Weston estimated the majority of the total Lead results due to the poor reproducibility
between the field duplicate analyzed by the primary laboratory. The qualifier, J1, was used for all
Lead results in any given analytical batch when the field duplicate results differed by > 50%
RPD.

3. Data comparison for TCLP metals by Method 1311, 6010B and Mercury by 7470A.

There were 64 TCLP metals determinations. In 40 of these determinations, target
analytes were detected by one or both laboratories. There was overall agreement in 43 (67.2%) of
the cases and quantitative agreement in 19 out of 40 (47.5%) of the cases. There were 19 major
and two minor data discrepancies noted.

The following table summarizes the 19 major and two minor discrepancies:
Results, mg/L

Sample ID Date Metal QA-Lab Primary-Lab Discrepancy
SP-00S1-003-2 7-14-99 Ba 17.4 4.08 Major
« « Cd 0.0466 <0.015 Major
“ « Pb 13.0 <0.15 Major
SP-00S1-014-2 7-14-99 Ba 2.8 0.702 Major
«“ «“ Cd 0.0959 <0.015 Major
« “ Pb 3.050 <0.15 Major
SP-00S1-034-2 8-2-99 Ba~ 6.07 0.708 Major
«“ “ Cd 0.0311 <0.015 Minor
« “ Pb 12.5 <0.15 Major
SP-00S1-044-2 8-6-99 Ba 8.89 2.58 Major
“ “ Cd 0.0487 <0.015 Major
“ “ Pb 5.70 <0.15 Major




Results, mg/L-continued

Sample ID Date Metal QA-Lab Primary-Lab  Discrepancy
SP-00S1-053-2 8-10-99 Ba 11.00 4.18 Minor
« « Cd 0.0596 <0.015 Major
« « Pb 35.2 0.0807 Major
SP-00S1-057-2 8-13-99 Ba 8.65 1.92 Major
« « Cd 0.0596 <0.015 Major
“ “ Pb 272 - <0.15 Major
SP-00S1-067-2 8-20-99 Ba 6.52 0.728 Major
“ « Cd 0.046 <0.015 Major
“ “ Pb 16.7 <0.15 Major

3a. Batch QC Evaluation for the QA laboratory.
Holding Times: All of the samples were analyzed within the method prescribed holding times.

Method Blanks: Results of all the method blanks associated with the QA split samples showed no
contamination above the laboratory’s reporting limit.

Laboratory Control Samples: All of the LCS recoveries were within the QA laboratory’s
acceptance limits. The spiking levels, percent recoveries, and the QC limits were appropriately
indicated in the report.

Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate (MS/MSDs): The QA laboratory was not requested to
perform MS/MSD on any samples. No evaluation of accuracy or precision based on matrix
effects could be made.

Laboratory Duplicate: The QA laboratory does not provide the laboratory duplicate results that
are performed with their respective analytical batches. Laboratory duplicates could be a sample
from another project and have a different matrix. No evaluation of precision could be made.

3b. Batch QC Evaluation for the Primary Laboratory.
Holding Times: All of the samples were analyzed within the method prescribed holding times.

Method Blanks: The method blank results for all the samples showed no contamination above the
laboratory’s reporting limit.

Laboratory Control Sample (LCS): The primary laboratory reported that all of the LCS’s were
within the acceptance limits for accuracy. The spiking levels, percent recoveries and the QC
limits were appropriately indicated in the reports.
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Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicates (MS/MSDs): The primary laboratory reported that all the

MS/MSD’s were within the acceptance limits for accuracy (50-150%) and precision (20%RPD)
for all of the TCLP metals.

Laboratory Duplicates: The primary laboratory duplicate results that were performed with their
respective analytical batches were not provided with the initial data submittals. Weston’s data
submittals and data review checklists indicated that the primary laboratory did not always
perform laboratory duplicates. Precision was evaluated by the field duplicate results that were
analyzed by the primary laboratory. Since most of the TCLP metals were not detected, the RPD’s
were 0%.

4. References.

a. Data Reports for Soil and Sediment Remediation Open Burning Grounds, Seneca
Army Depot Activity, Romulus, New York, prepared by Ecology and Environment, Inc.,
Analytical Service center, 4493 Walden Avenue, Lancaster, New York, 14086 and submitted by
Roy F. Weston, Inc., One Wall Street, Manchester, New Hampshire, 03101-1501, dated 14
September 1999 and 18 October 1999.

b. EM 200-1-6, Chemical Quality Assurance for Hazardous, Toxic and Radioactive
Waste (HTRW) Projects, dated 10 October 1997.

c. Shell for Analytical Chemistry Requirements, Version 1.0, USACE, 2 November 1998.
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APPENDIX A
KEY TO COMMENTS ON DATA COMPARISON TABLES

0 - Data agrees if any one of the following apply:

- both values are less than respective detection limit (N<MDL)

- N,<MDL, and N,>MDL, but <MDL,*

- both values are above respective detection limit (N>MDL) and difference between two
values satisfies conditions below

For all analyses in a water matrix and for metals analysis in soil:
<2X difference

For all other analyses:
<4X difference

1 - Minor contamination by laboratory contaminant
2 - Not tested by both laboratories
3 - Minor data discrepancy, disagreement not serious, if any one of the following apply:

- N,<MDL, and N,>MDL, and the difference between values N, * does not exceed the upper
limit (described below) defining a minor data discrepancy

- both values are above respective detection limit (N>MDL*) and conditions described below
apply to the difference between the two values

For all analyses in a water matrix and for metals analysis in
soil:
2X<difference<3X

For all other soil analyses:
4X<difference<5X

4 - Major data discrepancy, disagreement serious, if any one of the following apply:

- N,<MDL, and N,>MDL, and the difference between values N, and MDL * exceeds the limit
(described below) defining a major data discrepancy

- both values are above respective detection limit (N>MDL*) and conditions described below
apply to the difference between the two values

For all analyses in a water matrix and for metals analysis in
soil:
>3X difference



For all other soil analyses:
>5X difference

MDL = Method Detection Limit
N = Analytical result

* _ not all < values are MDLs. Values which are not MDLs will be noted.

Key to data qualifiers: .

B - detected in method blank

DO - Diluted out

J - estimated value, above MDL but below practical quantitation limit
NA - Not analyzed

ND - Not detected

NR - Not reported



APPENDIX B

DATA COMPARISON TABLES



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 391038 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9907102-05A
QA FIELD ID: CE-OH1B-B02-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-CH1B-B02-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 7/26/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 7/20/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 95.5 ’ % SOLIDS: 94.7
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: EDIMENT
DATE SAMPLED: 7/16/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 199 E 367 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.

J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.

NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 391666 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9907162-07A
QA FIELD ID: CE-0G1B-804-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-0G1B-S04-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 7129199 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 7127/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 91.8 % SOLIDS: 90.42
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 7/23/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 1580E 811 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed v

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 391667 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: NA
QA FIELD ID: CE-0G1B-S04-4 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: NA
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 7/29/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 7/27/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 88.8 i % SOLIDS: NA
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 7/23/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 931 E NA

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.

J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.

NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 391668 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9907162-18A
QA FIELD ID: CE-OE1B-BO1-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-0E1B-B01-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 7/29/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 7/27/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 95.6 % SOLIDS: 91.06
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 7/23/9%
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 1090 E 1020 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.

J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.

NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS

=
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY
QA SAMPLE No.: 392379 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908001-34A
QAFIELD ID: CE-0C1B-B01-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-0C1B-B01-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/6/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/4/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 90.5 % SOLIDS: 92.06
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 7/30/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 9230 7830 E* 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

E*=Value above quanitation range.

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 392383 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: NA
QA FIELD ID: CE-0C1B-B01-4 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: NA
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/6/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: NA
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: _6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 90.7 % SOLIDS: NA
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 7/30/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QALAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 14500 NA

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.

J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.

NA=Not analyzed
E*=Value above quanitation range.

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 392380 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908001-30A
QA FIELD ID: CE-0G1P-S11-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-0G1P-S11-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/6/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/4/99
QA LABORATORY: STL,VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 83.6 % SOLIDS: 82.1
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 7/30/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 18.5 38 3

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.

J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.

NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 392381 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908001-01A
QA FIELD ID: CE-0G1P-S817-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-0G1P-S17-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/6/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/3/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 92.9 % SOLIDS: 93.79
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 7/30/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 1720 639 3

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.

NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT:. SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 392382 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: NA
QAFIELD ID: CE-0G1P-S17-4 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: NA
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/6/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: NA
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 93.7 % SOLIDS: NA
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 7/30/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 380 NA

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 392735 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908043-05A
QA FIELD ID: CE-0A1P-502-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-0A1P-502-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/17/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/10/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 94.6 % SOLIDS: 74.50
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED:  8/4/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 1760 E 178 4

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.
E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.

NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 392736

CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908043-25A
QA FIELD ID: CE-0G1P-§22-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-0G1P-S22-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/17/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/10/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 30508 DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 94.7 % SOLIDS: 94.17
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 8/4/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 1530E 566 3

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 393739 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908139-44A
QA FIELD ID: CE-0G1B-B09-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD 1D: CE-0G1B-B09-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/26/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/17/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 95.0 % SOLIDS: 94.15
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 8/12/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 625 E 3960 4

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 393735 : CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908139-03A
QA FIELD ID: CE-0J1P-B02-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-0J1P-B02-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/26/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/16/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD:, 6010B
%SOLIDS: 96.5 % SOLIDS: 96.93
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 8/12/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 632E 155 4

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 393736 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908139-12A
QA FIELD 1D: CE-0J1P-B10-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-0J1P-B10-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/26/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/16/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 91.4 % SOLIDS: 94.40
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 8/12/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 164 E 149 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 393737 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908139-23A
QA FIELD ID: CE-0J1P-S07-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-0J1P-507-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/26/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/17/199
QA LABORATORY: STL,VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 86.0 % SOLIDS: 89.00
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 8/12/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 768 E 605 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 393738 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908139-34A
QA FIELDID: CE-0JI1P-817-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-0J1P-S17-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/26/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/17/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 92.1 % SOLIDS: 193.18
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 8/12/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 415E 411 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xis



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 394198 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908165-03A
QA FIELD ID: CE-0RB1-801-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-ORBI1-SO1-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/27/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/23/99
" QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 96.3 % SOLIDS: 93.18
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION:  SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 8/17/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 223E 29 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.

J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.

NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS

®
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY
QA SAMPLE No.: 394199 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908165-14A
QA FIELD ID: CE-ORE1-S04-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-ORE1-S04-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/27/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/23/99
QA LABORATORY: STL,VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 93.8 % SOLIDS: 97.15
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 8/17/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 238E 293 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is{ess than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS

~
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY
QA SAMPLE No.: 394358 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908179-05A
QA FIELD ID: CE-ORC1-BO4-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-ORCI-B0O4-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/27/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/25/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 98.3 % SOLIDS: 98.18
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 8/18/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 2440E 2360

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 394359 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908179-14A
QA FIELD ID: CE-ORC1-802-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-ORC1-502-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/27/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/25/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 95.7 % SOLIDS: 96.03
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 8/18/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 240 E 381 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 394360 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908179-23A
QA FIELDID: CE-ORC1-S11-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-ORC1-S11-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/27/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/25/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 98.6 % SOLIDS: 98.09
i
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 8/18/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 654 E 175 4

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 394393 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908190-23A
QA FIELD ID: CE-0C1P-§810-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-0C1P-S10-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 9/8/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/25/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 86.1 . % SOLIDS: 87.10

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 8/19/99

UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 445 614 4

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.

NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 394392 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908190-15A
QA FIELDID: CE-ORCI1-821-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-ORCI1-821-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 9/8/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/25/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 94.0 % SOLIDS: 91.24
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 8/19/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 6480 4380 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.

J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.

NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 394391 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908190-04A
QA FIELD ID: CE-ORDI1-801-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-ORD1-S01-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 9/8/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/25/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 94.8 % SOLIDS: 93.40

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION:  SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 8/19/99

UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 52.0 203 3

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 394394 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908191-04A
QA FIELD ID: CE-0RG1-502-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD 1D: CE-ORG1-502-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 9/8/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/25/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 94.0 % SOLIDS: 87.70
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION:  SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 8/20/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QALAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 15.0 <157 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 394984 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908251-14A
QAFIELD ID: CE-0BIP-S07-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-0B1P-S07-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 9/2/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/31/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Envirenment, Inc,
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 947 % SOLIDS: 95.29
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 8/25/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QALAB QALAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
’ LRL LRL
Lead 99.8 123.0 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 394983 ' CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908251-03A
QA FIELDID: CE-OHIP-B02-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: CE-OH!P-B02-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 9/2/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/31/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 81.3 % SOLIDS: 95.29
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION:  SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 8/25/99
UNITS: mg/Kg
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 6.3 <175 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xis

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 394952 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908258-03A
QA FIELD ID: CE-ODIP-B01-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD 1D: CE-0D1P-B01-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 9/2/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/31/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B - DIGESTION METHOD: 3050B
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B
%SOLIDS: 95.1 . % SOLIDS: 94.80

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: SOIL
DATE SAMPLED: 8/27/99

UNITS: mg/Kg- -
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QALAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Lead 264E 36.2 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaPb.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 390894 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9907086-04A
QA FIELD ID: SP-00S1-003-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: SP-00S1-003-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 7/21/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 7/19/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A . DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7470A ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7040A
%SOLIDS: NA % SOLIDS: "NA

[N

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: TCLP-SOIL EXTRACT
DATE SAMPLED: 7/14/99

UNITS: mg/L
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON

PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE

LRL LRL
Arsenic <0.0025 <03 0
Barium . 174 4.08 4
Cadmium 0.0466 <0.015 4
Chromium <0.0008 <0.03 0
Lead 13.0 <0.15 4
Mercury (7-28-99) <0.010 <0.02 0
Selenium 0.0039B <03 0
Silver <0.0015 <0.03 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaTCLPmetals.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 390896 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9907086-16A
QA FIELD ID: SP-00S1-014-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: SP-00S1-014-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 7/27/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 7/19/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7470A ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7040A
%SOLIDS: NA % SOLIDS: NA

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: TCLP-SOIL EXTRACT
DATE SAMPLED: 7/14/99

UNITS: mg/L
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Arsenic < 0.0025 <03 0
Barium 2.8 0.702 4
Cadmium 0.0959 <0.015 4
Chromium 0.001 B <0.03 0
Lead 3.050 <0.15 4
Mercury (7-28-99) <0.010 <0.02 0
Selenium <0.0029 <03 0
Silver <0.0015 <0.03 0

SEE APPENDIX A FORKEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.

NA=Not analyzed

senecalCLPmetals.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 390897 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9907086-16A
QA FIELD ID: SP-00S1-014-4 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: SP-00S1-014-0
QA ANALYSIS DA'I_‘E: 7/27/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 7/19/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7470A ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7040A
%SOLIDS: NA % SOLIDS: NA
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: TCLP-SOIL EXTRACT
DATE SAMPLED: 7/14/99
UNITS: mg/L
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON

PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE

LRL LRL
Arsenic <0.0025 NA
Barium 2.680 NA
Cadmium 0.0608 NA
Chromium 0.0029 B NA
Lead 3.350 NA
Mercury (7-28-99) <0.010 NA
Selenium <0.0029 NA
Silver + <0.0015 NA

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaTCLPmetals.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 392228 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9907197-06A
QA FIELD ID: SP-00S1-025-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: SP-0051-025-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/12/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/2/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A
. ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7470A ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7040A
%SOLIDS: NA % SOLIDS: NA

[N

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: TCLP-SOIL EXTRACT
DATE SAMPLED: 7/29/99

UNITS: mg/L
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Arsenic <0.0025 <03 0
Barium I5.1 . 12.9 0
Cadmium 0.0902 0.0653 0
Chromium <0.0013 <0.03 0
Lead 34.5 277 0
Mercury (8-11-99) <0.010 <0.02 (8-2-99) 0
Selenium 0.0057 <03 0
Silver <0.0015 <0.03 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaTCLPmetals.xis



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 392401 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908008-04A
QA FIELD ID: SP-00S1-034-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: SP-00S1-034-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/17/199 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/5/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7470A ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7040A
%SOLIDS: NA % SOLIDS: NA
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: TCLP-SOIL EXTRACT
DATE SAMPLED: 8/2/99
UNITS: mg/L
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Arsenic <0.0025 <0.3 0
Barium 6.07 0.708 4
Cadmium 0.0311 <0.015 3
Chromium 0.0021 B <0.03 0
Lead 125 <0.15 4
Mercury (8-17-99) <0.010 <0.02 (8-5-99) 0
Selenium 0.0058 <0.3 0
Silver <0.0015 <0.03 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaTCLPmetals.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 392403 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: NA
QA FIELD ID: SP-00S1-034-4 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: NA
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/17/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: NA
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7470A ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7040A
%SOLIDS: NA % SOLIDS: NA

N

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: TCLP-SOIL EXTRACT
DATE SAMPLED: 8/2/99

UNITS: mg/L
RESULTS ) RESULTS COMPARISON

PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR CONTRACTOR CODE

LRL LRL
Arsenic <0.0025 NA
Barium 5.47 NA
Cadmium 0.0301 NA
Chromium 0.0030 B NA
Lead 6.93 NA
Mercury (8-17-99) <0.010 NA
Selenium <0.0029 NA
Silver 0.0015B NA

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaTCLPmetals.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 392799 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908057-09A
QA FIELD ID: SP-00S1-044-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: SP-0051-044-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/17/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/10/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7470A ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7040A
%SOLIDS: NA % SOLIDS: NA
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: TCLP-SOIL EXTRACT
DATE SAMPLED: 8/6/99
UNITS: mg/L
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QALAB QALAB CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL

Arsenic 0.0054 <03 0

Barium 8.98 2.58 4

Cadmium 0.0487 <0.015 4

Chromium 0.0041 B <0.03 0

Lead 5.70 <0.15 4

Mercury (8-17-99) <0.010 <0.02 0

Selenium 0.0068 <03 0

Silver 0.0018B <0.03 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
T =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaTCLPmetals.xis



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS

*
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY
QA SAMPLE No.: 392976 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908086-03A
QA FIELD ID: SP-00S1-053-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: SP-00S1-053-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/18/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/13/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7470A ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7040A
%SOLIDS: NA % SOLIDS: NA

u

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: TCLP-SOIL EXTRACT
DATE SAMPLED: 8/10/99

UNITS: mg/L
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Arsenic <0.0052 <03 0
Barium 11.00 4.18 3
Cadmium 0.0596 <0.015 4
Chromium 0.0037B <0.03 0
Lead 352 0.0807 4
Mercury (8-17-99) <0.010 <0.02 0
Selenium 0.0045B <03 0
Silver <0.0015 <0.03 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaTCLPmetals.xis



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY .

QA SAMPLE No.: 393734 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908138-03A
QA FIELD ID: SP-00S1-057-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: SP-00S1-057-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 8/26/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/18/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7470A ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7040A
%SOLIDS: NA % SOLIDS: NA
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: TCLP-SOIL EXTRACT
DATE SAMPLED: 8/13/99
UNITS: mg/L
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL

Arsenic <0.0025 ' <03 0
Barium 8.65 1.92 4
Cadmium 0.0596 <0.015 4
Chromium 0.0149 <0.03 0
Lead 27.2 <0.15 4
Mercury (8-26-99) 0010B <002 (8-17-99) 0
Selenium 0.0081 <03 0
Silver <0.0015 <(.03 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaTCLPmetals.xis



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 394397 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: 9908191-11A
QA FIELD ID: SP-00S1-067-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: SP-00S1-067-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 9/1/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: 8/24/99
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT ) CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7470A ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7040A

%SOLIDS: NA % SOLIDS: NA

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: TCLP-SOIL EXTRACT
DATE SAMPLED: 8/20/99

UNITS: mg/L
RESULTS RESULTS COMPARISON
PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR CONTRACTOR CODE
LRL LRL
Arsenic <0.0025 <03 0
Barium 6.52 0.728 4
Cadmium 0.046 <0.015 4
Chromium 0.0155 <0.03 0
Lead 16.7 <0.15 4
Mercury (8-26-99) <0.010 <0.02 (8-25-99) 0
Selenium 0.016 <03 0
Silver <0.0015 <0.03 0

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.
J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (ICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.
NA=Not analyzed

senecaTCLPmetals.xls



COMPARISON OF QA & CONTRACTOR RESULTS
PROJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ROMULUS, NY

QA SAMPLE No.: 394399 CONTRACTORS SAMPLE No.: *NA
QA FIELD ID: SP-00S1-077-2 CONTRACTORS FIELD ID: SP-00S1-077-0
QA ANALYSIS DATE: 9/1/99 CONTRACTOR'S ANALYSIS DATE: *NA=sample received broken
QA LABORATORY: STL, VT CONTRACTOR'S LABORATORY: Ecology and Environment, Inc.
DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A DIGESTION METHOD: 1311/3010A
ANALYSIS METHOD: 6010B, Hg-7470A ANALYSIS METHOD: 60108, Hg-7040A
%SOLIDS: NA NA
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: TCLP-SOIL EXTRACT
DATE SAMPLED: 8/20/99
UNITS: mg/L
RESULTS COMPARISON

PARAMETER QA LAB QA LAB CONTRACTOR CONTRACTOR CODE

LRL LRL
Arsenic <0.0025 *NA
Barium 8.00 *NA
Cadmium 0.0439 *NA
Chromium 0.0206 *NA
Lead 382 *NA
Mercury (8-26-99) <0.010 *NA
Selenium 0.0173 *NA
Silver <0.0015 *NA

SEE APPENDIX A FOR KEY TO COMMENTS

B=Result is less than the Contract Required Detection Limit (CRDL), but greater than the Instrument Detection Limit.

J =Estimated Result. Result is less than the Reporting Limit.

E (JICP)=The reported value is estimated because of the presence of an interference.

*NA=Not analyzed, sample received broken.

senecaTCLPmetals.xls



APPENDIX C

SAMPLE RECEIPT & CUSTODY DOCUMENTATION



Illmw Ecology and Environment, Inc., Analytical Services Center Cooler No:
Walden A , Lancaster, New York; 14086, Tel: 716/685-8080, Fax 716/685
cHa oF custooy Recorn [I§ iR ERe i) stz Lo
Page: / of /
ZROJECT No: | SITE NAME: " : (lhgﬁ::g;;) CONTAINER TYPE AND PRESERVATIVE TURNAROUND T.MER
7 / L7 24-HOUR
FOS39 gc’.n ) /’/;)/77’) V Z '€p0/ /!C f&t"f’é’ A f ~5 48HOUR a o
CLIENT: 7 7 :J 1-WEEK 0w
— . . ) T 3 - ~ STANDARD
C t A/”A/ - /<0J/ / . Zé/éf /45/7 y ‘—/ 7¢ . § RUSH - days
MANA H No: o . Z)ﬂ
PROJECT MANAGER: CGOFF'CE i 2 REQUESTED ANALYSIS ] omen _3 LAY
C heiy KAWC OJ){;«SZ - 59 ] E @ [ (FOR LAB USE ONLY)
FIELD TEAM LEADER: PHONE No: e | w|@
a o |~ a ‘i i | Lab Job No:
— ; : . . (7] [+ S B T
9 . ) = z e
teve /4/}’&:}7:3)//( ([0,7/37[7‘/’/75 ﬁg g w % s g E, z Report type:
7 o.
SAMPLERS: (PRINT) 7 slele g €| g|& | Bawhac:
o~ w L w O -ﬁ E s
I : = A e Yes N
Steve Krerergk S| 8(2(c| S $|5|3 ’
) 4 g | x|l <| s |. ¥ s1818
DATE | TIME SAMPLE ID o | 6 |a |z |~ O |m|& REMARKS
WM\ CE -eHp-Roo-2 155 |O] /X
Relinquished By: (Signature Da}e/T/h;e: Received By: {(Signature) Date/Time: | Ship Via: Date: | Temperature Blank Info.
KA Enclosed: No
) /307 (FOR LAB US
Relinquished By: (Slgnature)ﬁ Vi Date/TIme: Recelved By: (Slgnature) Date/T! I;e: BL/Airblll Number: 5 E ONLY)
| 7479 ate: Time:
CW /7 o0 Temperature: °c

Distribution: White - Lab original Yellow - Field team leader

0881297

0004



% COOLER RECEIPT CHECKLIST **

WERE CUSTODY SEALS PRESENT ON THE £:0JOLERS?

NO

IF SO; WERE THERE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS?

TN

£ NO=—=}=

" LIST THE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS.
WHAT TYPE OF COOLING WAS UTILIZED?

ICE PACKS NONE

COOLER TEMPERATURE (degrees c):
DATE AND TIME COOLER RECEIVED:

DO SAMPLES APPEAR TO BE INTACT:

DO ANY SAMPLES HAVE SHORT HOLDING TIMES?
(less than seven days)

WET CHEM YES

'EXTRACTABLES YES @ 0030
@

RADIATION. SEREEN RESULTS,<0.05 MR/HR: . {

SEVERN. TRENT LABORATORIES -VT SO TSM0002.031198

g



COOLER 'RECEXFEY Conttrrctor Toavsar_
LIMSH 7 "“'//2 QA Lab CooYer 4
Number of Coolers l

PROJECT: {_0337 Date received: Z"i Z‘:z i

USE OTHER SIDE OF THIS FORM TO NOTE DETAILS CONCERNING CHECK-IN PRORLEMS.

A. PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION PHASE: Date cocgﬁed 2-1797 //ﬂD
by (print) gd_nz ;&zt{]ﬁk (sign ﬁ% '

1. Did cooler come with a shipping slip (air bill, etc.)?. 6';)

e e e e NO
1f YES, enter carrier name & air bill number here:FEf) X 049E3/9¢< ‘/057

2. . Were. custody seals on outside of cooler?. . . - @ wo

How many & where [/ -, seal date: -Z"E((;w- geal name - -

3. Were custody seals unbroken and intact at the date and time of Arrivalz.
e RS

4. Did you sBcreen copies for radioactivity uasing the Geiger counter @ NO
5. Were custody papers in a plastio bag & taped inside to the 1id?. @ NO
6. Were custody papers filled out properly (ink, signed, etc.}? . ‘@ NO

7. Did you sign custody papers in the appropriate place? . . . . . . NO

8. Was projact identifiable from custody papers? If YES, enter
project name at the top of this form. . . . . . . . . . - @NO

’ :
2. If required, was enough ice uged? . . Type of ice: [3 ~ . YES @

10. Have designated person initial here to acknowled ?receipt of
cooter: [ (date} 7= 2'5

B. LOG-IN PHASE: Datg samplesy we logged-in: 7"‘
by rint) Afzall  Johsise (slan = L« /A 1T

11. Describe type of packing in cooler: B(JAA/L a/[c../)
K4

12. Were all bottles sealed in separate plastic bags? . . . . . . . . @ KO
13. Did all bottles arrive unbroken & were labels in good condition?. @ NO

14. Were all bottle labels complete (ID, date, time, signature, preser'e.

ete.)?. . . . L v L o e e e e e e, NO
15. Did all bottle labels agree with custody papers?. . . . . . . . . @ NO
16 - Were correct containers used for the tests indicated? . . . . . . NO
17. ¥Were correct preservativeg added to samples?. . . . . . . . . . . NO
18. Was a sufficient amount of sample sent for tests indicated? . . . NO
18. Were bubbles absent in VOA samples? If NO, list by QA#: e MN/d
20. Was the project manager called and status discuesed? If YRS, glve
detalls on the back of this form. . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . YES NO
21. Who was called? By whom? (date)
FIGURE 1
CADATA\CAMPAVE\LTMO05938.LAB 8 May 27, 1998
0029

- 08028— =
¢/ina



LT i

ww Ecology and Environment, Inc., Analytical Services Center

<
Cooler No:__%_

SEPVICES 4493 Walden Avenue, Lancaster, New York, 14086, Tel: 716/685-8080, Fax 716/685-0852
Where Scientific Excelience and Efficiency Meet Lab: . )
Page: L of _f_
FOZ}7 SITE NAME: (|k35::1s°:::;) CONTAINER TYPE AND PRESERVATIVE TURNAROUND TIME
24-H R
- Senecs /QMPVZZM/L /76/ oy AL |8 o R
N 1-WEEK [E_}Iq
i oy F Lkt Tox N e T
E OFFICE No: ~ ~ —= 7"
C /7 715 : REQUESTED ANALYSIS 3 omen 347
#re $é - = |8 |a
T —__ O/ 4 03) (SE -S4 S g E 8 | (FoRLAB UsE ONLY
S 7/— Y, a w \\Q g t i | Lab Job No:
Teee %/@]’C z/k (ém/ 57{9‘/4/758’ % g §\> E E = Report type:
SAMPLERS: (PRINT) 7 El=|8|= - = |8|E
. . - g § e % QL = | g % Batch QC:
S/EL/& %/VZ,\J—CZ /. 4l [J1]9 RN 2| 2|o Yes  No
< AR | 2|2
‘ DITTE TIME SAMPLE ID & 45 5| s \V\ s|a|2 REMARKS
o057 | SP-005)-gps -2 Iss| ol [X
Yifeiljos 7| sP-vos-ori-a  |ss| Aols X
U7\ /057 |59-005" —0r9- 7 s| Bl X
Relinquished By: (Signature) - D‘E}O/T'i")eff Recelved By: (Slignature) Date/Time: | Ship Via: Date: | Temperature Blank Info.
% / 72}} " i Enclosed: Yes No
Relinquished By: (Slgnature)y - Date/Time: Recelived By: (Signature) Date/Time: | BL/Airblll Number: (FOR LAB USE DLY)
Date: Time:
W/ 7%0? O Temperature: °C

Distributlon: White - Lab original Yellow - Field team leader

0881297



** COOLER RECEIPT CHECKLIST ~*

WERE CUSTODY SEALS PRESENT ON THE CO{OLERS?

(=)

IF SO; WERE THERE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS?

" LIST THE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS.
WHAT TYPE OF COOLING WAS UTILIZED?
ICE PACKS NONE
COOLER TEMPERATURE (degrees c): // C

-~ DATE AND TIME COOLER RECEIVED: 7{ /)79?

DO SAMPLES APPEAR TO BE INTACT:

YES

DO ANY SAMPLES HAVE SHORT HOLDING TIMES?

(less than seven days)

WET CHEM
EXTRACTABLES

“ " UNPRES VOA

Y

RA

SEVERN TRENT LABORATORIES -VT

YES

YES

YES

DIATION-SCREEN RESULTS <0.05 MR/HR.; (" YES

NO

SM.0002.031198 ~

004

]
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‘ Ill.mw Ecology and Environment, Inc., Analytical Services Center Cooler No: ot
i 4493 Walden Avenue, Lancaster, New York, 14086, Tel: 716/685-8 F )
c HAIN 0 F c u STO DY HEGO RD 1 ‘] Hsmwmr Where Scientific Excellence and Efﬁclan’cy Meet 080, Fax 71 6/685-08.5 Lab:

Page: _/_ of /_

0

PROJECT No: | SITE NAME: ("';g‘:::'gz;) CONTAINER TYPE AND PRESERVATIVE TURNAROUND TIME
' ) o T Az 24HOUR O R
E 109 29 | Lenpen Aemy rror Perdimy AN N o oy
CLIENT: \NJ ' 1-WEEK H
CENMN - Fop F o WssToN T A \t‘ STANDARD 0
PROJECT MANAGER: OFFICE No: ~ & patgl ST e
[ A Loz- ; b - i REQUESTED ANALYSIS § OTHER L
= < =l c|2 | orLasuseony
FIELD TEAM LEADER: PHONE No: N e jw|®
P . b ) a @ ?é @ ;':« E Lab Job No:
o bvE KA Kf,jczﬂf . Lbo? O - /«/Zg P % u é E E|E Report type:
o w = ) )
SAMPLERS: (PRINT) < E 2 E VE 3 § E Batch QC:
;o ) w | |wl8 - > | Z|0 :
STVE  LIPE SR ) 2 | 8|25 E|2¢ Yes  No
DATE TIME SAMPLE ID AR EREN ] § % REMARKS
L_?J]%!?? 09ib |ce-daig— Sy~ 2 = Id XK
22375\l | ce- gap- Sgu-y o) P! K
22395 1140 |CE - pEI1B- Bdi-2 |55 ZARE S
Yakaimlndz lce - per—Bdz—¢
A2fz3p| Y2 |CE~ ©E1B~S¢i- O
Rollnqull\slhod By (Signature) Da;;ﬂ' Ime: Recelved By: (Signature) Date/Time: | Ship Via: Date: | Temperature Blank Info.
g /5 25/3/ 144 Enclosed: @ No
Relinquished By: (Signature) Date/Time: W’D? Imé: | BL/Alrblll Number: (FOR LAB USE ONLY)
Date: Time:
7‘ nge//w Temperature: °C

Distribution: White - Lab original Yellow - Field team leader

0881297



** COOLER RECEIPT CHEUCKLIST *~

WERE CUSTODY SEALS PRESENT ON THE COOLERS?

W o

IF SO, WERE THERE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS?

YES @

LIST THE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS. e

WHAT TYPE OF COOLING WAS UTILIZED?

@ MELTED ICE PACKS

COOLER TEMPERATURE (degrees c): 2T
DATE AND TIME COOLER RECEIVED:  /-2%4-77
DO SAMPLES APPEAR TO BE INTACT: YES

DO ANY SAMPLES HAVE SHORT HOLDING TIMES?
(less than'seven days)

WET CHEM YES
EXTRACTABLES YES
UNPRES VOA YES

NONE

NO

NO

NO

NO

RADIATION SCREEN RESULTS <0.05 MR/HR @ NO

SEVERN TRENT LABORATORIES -VT

SM.O002 O3TTYS
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COOLER RECELPT Contractor Cooler
LiMs#$_ QA Lab Cooler #
Number of Coolers
PROJECT: Date received: ; ‘_—:Zé%
USE OTEER SIDE OF THIS FORM TO NOTE DETAILS CONCERNIKG CHECK-IN FROBLEMS.

A. PRELIMINARY E INATION PHASE: Date cooler was opeped:
by (print) ’ {sign) _

1. Did cooler come with a shipping slip (air bill, etc. )? . NO
If YES, enter carrier name & air bill number here: _(/~2$ A./Uﬁ'ﬁ LK) g T BE /)WMU@

2. Were custody. seals on outside of cooler?. . ... . . ¢ ..+ : o+ - _» NO

How many & where "~ geal date: seal name -7

3. Were custody seals unbroken and intact at the date and time of Arri ..

4. Digd you screen copies for radicactivity uming the Geiger counter@ NO

5. Were custody papers in a plastic bag & taped inside to the lid?..@ NO

6. Were cuetody papers filled out properly (ink, signed, etc.}? . @ NO

7. Did you sign custody papers in the appropriate place? . . . . . . NO
8. Was project identifiable from custody papers? If YES, enter
project name at the top of this form. . . . . . . . . . . . . . NO

9. If reguired, was enough ice uged? . . Type of ice: (.\L’géb . KO

10. Have-designated person initial here to acknowle?g ceipt of
7/2 a4

cooler: C /v\ (date)
B. LOG-IN PHASE: j% sa les were logged-in: 7/&6 29
by (print) A NS e

11. Describe type of packing in cooler: //gy /M

12. Were all bottles pealed in separate plastic bags? . . . . . . . . Ko

13. Did all bottles arrive unbroken & were labels in good condition?. NO

14. Were all bottle labels complete (ID, date, time, signature, preservakive,

@

ete.}J?. . . .0 o Lo oo o Lo, NO
15. pld all bottle labels agree with custody papers?. . . . . . NO
16.— Were correct containers used for the tests indicated? . NO
17. Were correct preservativeg added to samples?. @ NO
13. Was a sufficient amount of sample sent for tescs indicated? @ NO
19. Were bubbles abasent in VOA samples? If NO, list by QA#: . . . YES NO @

20. Was the project manager called and status discussed? If YES, give 5
details on the back of tkis form. O YES ‘

21. Who was called? By whom? (date)
FIGURE 1
CADATA\CAMPAVE\LTMO0598.LAR 8 May 27, 1998
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. . cal Ecology and Environment, Inc., Analytical Services Center Cooist Hai— by
CHM" OF CUSTODY RECOHD i ‘:{ Hgnzl;m mxgg:;ﬁ: Qx‘;;:n.éel:},;‘;?;wn’:ryork' 14088, Tel: 716/685-8080, Fox 716/685-0852 | . ____E
Page: ____of
PROJECT No: [ SITE NAME: ' (I:'-gﬁ:;"sot;‘t; ) CONTAINER TYPE AND PRESERVATIVE TURNAROUND [?Eﬁ
" . 24-HOUR R
£0Y 37 Senecﬂ rmy ﬁ(lﬂ %/’ v Y | A K 48HOUR O s
CLIENT: | 7 P 6\/ 1-WEEK m
CLARL - Koy Foltdshn, Lo » e 0
PROJECT MANAGER: OFFICE No: @ OTHER ___ ___ "
A/’ S e /é 03) LIC- \5/ Y28 ArOUESTD Mvils = | 2| @ | (FoR LaB USE ONLY)
FIELD TEAM LEADER: PHONE No: 1 w | Y E @
/’ / 507) %7,/775 o . \p\ 2 ti-_ [ | Lab Job Ne:
S evt 4 12 //\/ == x| 2|, 1% 5|k ; Report type:
SAMPLERS: (PRINT) < g & | £ \% 2 @ | & | Batehac: ;
. w ('8 w Q E E Q i
g /’C Ve %l /’4‘7'[:27/(,\ g é g g & § g % Yes No i
DATE TIME " FRELE 1D s|1&18]8 ) 2| 9| REMARKS B
20l 873 CZ-ORB-80/-218¢ | Ol ) [ X o
b)) |72y [CE-Ogpp- S-S5 [O]/ [X
7130/0% | )04 |CE-06/P - 812-2 189 101! |X
2k |10y |CE~OciP=S8r7 =4 88| |D |/ | &7 p
N 15| CE-oeiB~ B0/~ &
Relinquished By: (S tur Dato/'ﬂ;'e: Recelved By: (Slgnature) Date/Time: | Ship Via: Date: | Temperature Blan;‘lgo. ",
'Y <l Enclosed: es No
L—%M Wil did (FOR LAB USE ONLY) N
Relinquished By: (Signature) Date/Time: Receglved By: (Slgnature) Date/Time: | BL/AIrbllt Number: Date: _7 ',3 {L_?/?  ime: 1/00
% 7/5//97 /}00 ! Temperature: __ ___Z_a C i

Distribution: White - Lab original Yellow - Field team leader é”"ﬁ %;g

0381297



** COOLER RECEIPT CHECKLIST **

WERE CUSTODY SEALS PRESENT ON THE COOLERS?

IF SO, WERE THERE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS?

e
'

YES NO

LIST THE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS. / /

WHAT TYPE OF COOLING WAS UTILIZED?

ICE PACKS NONE

G
COOLER TEMPERATURE (degrees c): HO

DATE AND TIME COOLER RECEIVED: 7/ [;/{(93 ({66
DO SAMPLES APPEAR TO BE INTACT: | NO

DO ANY SAMPLES HAVE SHORT HOLDING TIMES?
(less than seven days)

WET CHEM YES @
EXTRACTABLES YES @

UNPRES VOA YES \C?

RADIATION SCREEN RESULTS <0.05 MR/HR YES NO
0048

SEVERN TRENT LABORATORIES -VT SN 0002 O3 YN



COOLER RECEIPT Contractor Cooler
LIMSH 7‘/(3/ QA Lab Cooler #

Number of Coolers ,

PROJECT : £023<1 Date received: 2" Z/:fii

USE OTEER SIDE OF THIS FORM TO NOTE DETAILS CONCERNING CHECK-IN PROBLEMS.

A. PRELIMINyzY E INATION PHASE: Date COW J/_
by (print) {sig:

1. Did cooler come with a ghipping slip (air bill, ete.)?. e NO
1f YES, enter carrier name & air bill number here: A - -,ﬁ‘{v(
2. Were custody seals on outside of cooler?. e e e e e ﬁ NO

How many & where / , seal date: 7‘2’32 seal name

3. HWere custody seals unbroken and intact at the date and time of Arri

4. Did you screen coples for radiocactivity using the Geiger counter -'@ NO
5. Were custody papers in a plastic bag & taped inside to the 1lidz.. 6? NoO
6. Were custody papers filled out properly (ink, signed, etc.)? . @ NO
7. Did you sign custody papers in the appropriate place? . . . . . . @ NO

8. Was project identifiable from custody papers? If YES, enter
project name at the top of this form. . . . . . ., . . . . . . @ NO

L
9. If required, was enough ice ugsed? . . Type of ice: £O o . YES @

10. Have designated person initial here to acknowledge ceipt of
cooler: (=A<~ (date) 7"'}/‘

B. LOG-IN PHA&E Datg Ba es were ,Llogged-in: ?“ ”
by (print) f ﬁ“: (sign)z; . ﬁm

11. Describe type of packing in cooler: LU&JL. C-./fcﬁ,o

12. Were all bottles sealed in separate plastic baga? e e e e e e @ KO
13. Did all bottles arrive unbroken & were labels in good condition?. @ NO

14. Were all bottle labels complete (ID, date, time, signature, preservggive,

etc.)?. . NO
15. Did all bottle labels agree with custody papers?. . . . . ., . . . @ NO
16. Were correct containers used for the tests indicated? . . . . . . @ NO
17. ¥Were correct preservatives added to samples?. . . . . . . . . . . NO
13. Was a sufficient amount of sample sent for tests indicated? . . @ NO
19. Were bubbles absent in VOA samples? If NO, list by QR#: . . . ¥ES— NOU™

20. Was the project manager called and status discussed? If YES, give
details on the back of this form. . . . @ NO

21. Who wa;a called? By whom? B‘-’lb (date)&LL?_
c.oblr Tarp.

FIGURE 1

C\DATA\CAMPAVE\LTMO0598.LAB 8 May 27, 1998
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0004

‘ Cﬂ Ecology and Environment, Inc., Analytical Services Center Cooler No:
4493 Walden Avenue, Lancaster, New York, 14086, Tel: 716/685-8080, Fax 716/685-0852
CHAIN OF CUSTODY REGORD Bi H‘"“m Where Scientific Exce;;ence an:‘;ﬁscl:;cyMeet o ° > Lab:
Page: _ of
PROJECT No: | SITE NAME: (|.I;S|s::1:t;; ) CONTAINER TYPE AND PRESERVATIVE TURNAROUND TIME
— 24HOUR O R
tp%737 Sen eth M’rny p{ﬁo% M/‘/ (Kl) 48-HOUR o s
CLIENT: \M) 1-WEEK d w
CExnn - Qoy F Wehn, Tpc. K 9
PROJECT MANAGER: OFFICE No: & OTHER
REQUESTED ANALYSIS a
C /'ms /(»4/11 /QD_?) LS - 84925 2| b |8 | ForLaeuseony
FIELD TEAM LEADER: PHONE No: <X e | u E
| L Lab Job No:
Q) (-l 18| g | S 8|z |8
eve /A )regez oK 1HMAHE S g |z | oo
SAMPLERS: (PRINT) l§- E E % g g & | Batch ac:
4yl v |Ylo % 2|2 |o Y N
S 7ch6 K//’CJZ‘Z/k s B8 (8 | |52 -
DATE SAMPLE 1D AERERERL AERE REMARKS
b9/s5 /0/7 SP- 00S)- 035 %ss O]
Datg/Time: Received By: (Signature) Date/Time: | Ship Via: Date:

Relinquished By: (?l ure - ')"Vf (
/Q%' ' /3549

Enclosed

Temperature Blank info.
Qo) mo

Relinquished By: (Signature)

Date/Time:

Recelved By: (Si re)

Date, e:
7/[/7"/ ol

BL/Alrblll Number:

(FOR LAB USE ONLY)

Date:

Time:

Temperature: °C

Distribution: White - Lab original Yellow -

Field team leader

0881297



** COOLER RECEIPT CHECKLIST **

WERE CUSTODY SEALS PRESENT ON THE COOLERS?

IF SO, WERE THERE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS?

YES NO

LIST THE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS.
WHAT TYPE OF COOLING WAS UTILIZED?

ICE MELTED ICE | PACKS

COOLER TEMPERATURE (degrees,c): 4< ;_2
DATE AND TIME COOLER RECEIVED: 3
DO SAMPLES APPEAR TO BE INTACT: YES

DO ANY SAMPLES HAVE SHORT HOLDING TIMES?
(less than seven days)

WET CHEM YES
EXTRACTABLES YES
UNPRES VOA

RADIATION SCREEN RESULTS <0.05 MR/HR

NONE

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

SEVERN TRENT LABORATORIES -\VT SN 0002 03 1YN

0047



COOLER RECEIPT Contractor Cooler
LIMSH QA Lab Cooler #

Number of Coolers

PROJECT %?ﬂ 5@@- /’/(J‘/\j Dﬁfo_;te received: 7

USE OTEER SIDE OF THIS FORM TO NOTE DETAILS CONCERNING CHECK-IN R7LE‘MS.

A. PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION PHASE: Date cooler was opened: 7 30 99
by (print)_ Do) Dawscur {sign) :

‘1

1. Did cooler come with a shipping slip (air bill, etec.)?. . . . . .NO
If YES, enter carrier name & air bill number here: €A £Y.  AJUEEA Covd NoT L& rLED

2. Were custody seals on outside of cooler?. . . . . . . . . . . YES

How many & where , eeal date: seal name

3. Were custody seals unbroken and intact at the date and time of Arrival?. .
...............................YESNONM

4. Did you screen copies for radioactivity using the Geiger counter NO

5. Were custody papers in a plastioc bag & taped inside to the 1lidz.. NO
6. Were custody papere filled out properly (ink, signed, etc.)? . @NO /
7. Did you sign custody papers in the appropriate place? . . . . . @ NO

8. Was project identifiable from custody papers? If YES, enter
project name at the top of this form. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .@NO

9., If reguired, was enough ice uged? . . Type of ice: Z%gcw—é& . YES @

10. Have designated person initial here to acknowledge yeceipt of

cooler: D (date) 7 [20/29
b
B. LOG-IN PHASE: Date gamples were logged-in: X /29
by (print) fSD BAW.IC“I— (eign) D e

11. Describe type of packing in cooler: 4(/56% L‘/w

12. Were all bottles pealed in separate plastic bags?

KO

R

13. Did all bottles arrive unbroken & were labels in good ccndition?. NO

14. Were all bottle labels complete (ID, date, time, signature, preservatjve,
etC.)?. . . . 0 0 v e e e e e e e, NO

15. Did all bottle labels agree with custody papers?. . . . . . . . . YES

&

16. Were correct containers used for the tests indicated? . @NO
17. Were correct preservatives added to samples?. . . NO
13. Was a sufficient amount o-f sample sent for tests indicated? . NO
19. Were bubbles absent in VOA samples? If NO, 1list by QA#: . . . YES No

20. Was the project manager called and status discussed? If YES, give
detaills on the back of this form. e e e e e e e YES@

21. Who was called? By whom? (date}

FIGURE 1

L TN o8N Cod TAEL TS SP-00S1-62S- & TD o (o
v © S GP-00S] 25— | JSES  TTD o (oNTHTUE/
) May 27, 199 /’TQA

e
/‘00(/5( 7‘\6144/” %Z%ic (6

CADATA\CAMPAVE\LTMO0598

i//?v
0046



o o cotor o QT

Where Scientific Excellence and Efficiency Meet

.le Ecology and Environment, Inc., Analytical Services Center
services 4493 Walden Avenue, Lancaster, New York, 14086, Tel: 716/685-8080, Fax 716/685-0852

Coaler No:
Lab:

Page: —;L of [

0004

PROJECT No: | SITE NAME: (Ihgﬁglgz;) CONTAINER TYPE AND PRESERVATIVE TURNAROUND TIME
20937 Senew /] " S won G |
&( 9\) eneuy f\m)/‘ /}Zﬁ)%— /U// \Q«‘ 48HOUR O o
CLIENT: A 1-WEEK H
CELRA — /Zpy £ Lesthn N o
5 days
PROJECT MANAGER: OFFICE No: 7] RN Y Z VR 72N &
C /1 / ) é 56 5 7 m REQUESTED ANALYSIS el
r18 ANe. C 03 % £ | g |& | (FORLABUSE ONLY)
FIELD TEAM LEADER: PHONE No \E\\ e |w|®
a ‘ o | £ 1 | Lab Job No:
S 7[ 2 2 N olz|¥
cve ///crczx/( Cr 52 AHME 3| & |E T
SAMPLERS: (PRINT) g E | E Q‘\ 2158 | satenac:
: EERERE N 2|2 2 Y N
Steve Kirerent AR REAIN AL N
DATE TIME SAMPLE ID a|S|a]|¢2 R REMARKS
Sy 1195 | SP-008/-03y -2 851 D] A
Y77 \jos | SP-Dosi- 03y-v BS| | O]/ [ X
Relinquished By: (Signature) Date/Time: Recelved By: (Signature) Date/Time: | Ship Via: Date: | Temperature Blank Info.
% (;> _‘?D;‘ Enclosed: 693‘7 No
./<Qf{ L /2/7 7 (FOR LAB USE ONLY)
Relinquished By: (Signature) / 7 \ Date/Time: | Received By: (Signature) Date/Time: | BL/Alrblll Number:
Date: Time:
M ¥ 'ﬁ ‘WJO Temperature: °C

Distribution: White - Lab original Yellow - Field team leader

naasna -



** COOLER RECEIPT CHECKLIST =+

WERE CUSTO‘DY SEALS PRESENT ON THE COOLERS?

IF SO, WERE THERE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS?

YES

LIST THE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS.

WHAT TYPE OF COOLING WAS UTILIZED?

@ MELTED IEE PACKS
—0

COOLER TEMPERATURE (degrees c): 5
DATE AND TIME COOLER RECEIVED:  S/2 /7%
DO SAMPLES APPEAR TO BE INTACT: @

DO ANY SAMPLES HAVE SHORT HOLDING TIMES?
(less than seven days)

WET CHEM YES
EXTRACTABLES YES
UNPRES VOA YES

40

NONE

0036
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COOLER RECEIPT Contractor Cooler

vinse_ /469 7 QA Lab Cooler #
Number of Coolers l

PROJECT: EO)?\Zcf Date received: 2-3 zq

USE OTHER SIDE OF THIS FORM TO NOTE DETAILS CONCERNING CHECK-IN PROBLEMS.

A. PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION PHAGE: Date coole : 8"3"79 0730
by (print) {sign)

1. Did cooler come with a shipping slip {(air bill, ett;%?. L. @ NO
3 -5773

If YES, enter carrier name & air bill number here: tz LA Ilfii gzzﬂ

2. Were custody seals on outside of coolexr?. . . . . . . . . . . . Q NO

How many & where _ [ , seal date: E’Z'ﬂi seal name

3. Were custody seals unbroken and intact at the date and time of Arrival?.

L

4. Did you screen copies for radioactivity umsing the Geiger counter @ NO

5. Were custody papers in a plastic bag & taped inside to the lid?.. @ NO

6. Were custody papers filled out properly (ink, eigned, etc.)? . @ NO /
7. Did you sign custody papers in the appropriate place? . @ NO
8. Was project identifiable from custody papers? If YES, enter
project pame at the top of this form. e e e e e e . \@ NO
s
9, If reqguired, was enough ice used? . . Type of ice: SL- . @ NO

10. Have desaignated person initial here to acknowledge yeceipt of
cooler: JLr=L7 {date) €~3~

: »
B. LOG-IN pa;mg:: Daze samples de logged-in: -9
by (print) _fF/lean %ﬁ - (sign)
11. Describe type of packing in cooler: Ihléél‘v & [fs#

12. Were all bottles sealed in separate plastic bags? . . . . . . . . @ KO

13. Did all bottles arrive unbroken & were labels in good condition?. @ NO

14. Were all bottle labels complete (ID, date, time, signature, preservagive.

etc.}?. . L . . e e e e e e e, NO
15. Did all bottle labels agree with custody papers?. . . @9 NO
16. Were correct containers used for the tests indicated? . & NO
17. ¥Kere correct preservatives added to samples?. . . . . . . . . &g NO
18. Was a sufficient amount of sample sent for tests indicated? . @ NO
19. Were bubbles absent in VOA samples? If NO, list by QARH: . . . ¥BS-NQ,
20. Was the project manager called and status discussed? If YES, give
details on the back of this form. . . . . . . . . . .., .. .. . YES NO
21. Who was called? By whom? (date)
FIGURE 1
CADATA\CAMPAVE\LTMO0598.LAB 8 May 27, 1998
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mmw Ecology and Environment, Inc., Analytical Services Center Cooler No:
c , | A|N 0 F c u STO DY REGORD l SePVices 3493 Waiden Avenue, Lancaster, New York, 14086, Tel: 716/685-8080, Fax 716/685-085: '
1 coatge  Where Scientific Excellence and Efficlency Meet : Lab:

=
o
[e>]
(@]
Page: __ of _
PROJECT No: | SITE NAME: (‘ﬁgﬁ::'s?‘;; ) CONTAINER TYPE AND PRESERVATIVE TURNAROUND TIME
A o v 5 24-HOUR R
E&039 | SENE fomy Depot Hebipdd I\ \ J 48HOUR 0 4
CLIENT: ! N 1-WEEK H
) STANDARI %’
C,ENAN '/RO\-( F L«_) € 5+O [ W) T nC j-) RusuD ° days
PROJECT MANAGER: ' OFFICE No: & OTHER
: o B o REQUESTED ANALYSIS o | _
Chois Kane D365 b -59Y3E £l |8 | (ForLaBuUsEONLY)
FIELD TEAM LEADER: PHONE No: | w :‘
[a) - o0 = | W Lab Job No:
[ H . —| X g E <f g E H-:’ R .
StEVE NinESezyk O1-RCI-WNITIE | 2 |w |2 | & 3|8|E eport type:
SAMPLERS: (PRINT) |5 |¢ vg j £ | g | | Bachac
or| > o o W z |2 () Yes No
[ (3] o i T |l z|=z
AR AR |83
DATE TIME SAMPLE ID o | o |a |2 -!9 o|lw|& REMARKS
8 5-9G]505 |[CE -OAIP-S062-Q 53 ol | X
G- 5-991G i |CE-0GIR -3 - ) Ol 1 [ X
Relinquished By: (Signature) - Dat /Ime‘ Recelved By: (Signature) Date/Time: | Ship Via: Date: | Temperature Blank Ipfo.
/é) % ) {{2’ 74 Enclosed: No
: Al /040 (FOR LAB USE ONLY)
Relinquished By: (Signature) Date/Time: Recelved By: (Signature) 331(9/1%@70: BL/Alrblll Number: Date T
~ . M me:
W ﬂ&o Temperature: °C

Distributlon: White - Lab original Yellow - Field team leader

0881297



** COOLER RECEIPT CHECKLIST **

WERE CUSTODY SEALS PRESENT ON THE COOLERS?

YES NO

IF SO, WERE THERE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS?

YES NO

LIST THE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS.
WHAT TYPE OF COOLING WAS UTILIZED?

ICE MELTED ICE PACKS

COOLER TEMPERATURE (degrees c): S°
DATE AND TIME COOLER RECEIVED: ¢ (179

TN
DO SAMPLES APPEAR TO BE INTACT: (vEs/

DO ANY SAMPLES HAVE SHORT HOLDING TIMES?
(less than seven days)

WET CHEM YES

EXTRACTABLES YES

NONE

Q720

NO

&)
&

UNPRES YOA YES \1\;)7

RADIATION SCREEN RESULTS <0.05 MR/HR @

NO

Uo7

SEVERN TRENT LABORATORIES -VT SALO002.05 11938
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COOLER RECEIPT Contractor Cooler
LIMSﬂlZ 7/'5-/ QA Lab Coolexr #
Number of Coolers l
PROJECT: 20357 Date received: ;"(‘ i 2
USE OTHER SIDE OF THIS FORM TO NOTE DETAILS CONCERNING CHECR-IN PROBLEMS.
A. PRELIMINABY EXAMI TION P E Date coolg__mg??m E*("?? ﬁbv
by {(print) (signf—-
1. Did cooler come with a shipping slip (alr bill, etc.)?. ‘
I1f YES, enter carrier name & air bill number here: -5$309
2. Were custody seals on outside of cooler?. . . . . . . . . . . . . @NO
How many & where / , peal date: S-S""‘/’:Z seal name
3. Were custody seals unbroken and intact at the date and time of Arri@l?. .
ey e e h e v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e NO
4. Did you screen copies for radicactivity uszing the Geiger counter @ NO
5. Were custody papers in a plastic bag & taped inside to the 1id?.. \@ NO
6. Were custody papers filled out properly {ink, signed, etc.}? . @ NO
7. Did you sign custody papers in the appropriate place? . . . . . . @ NO
8. Was project identifiable from custody papers? If YES, enter
project name at the top of this form. . . . . . . . . . @ NO
9. 1If required, wams enough ice uged? . . Type of ice: § @ NO
10. Have desxgnat}d person initial here to acknowled receipt of
cooler: YAy (date) I~ *‘?%
B. LOG-IN PHASE: Date sgmple logged-in:‘ 7‘9‘7? ,
by (print) Arzeald [3 23j~ (6lanle=S oo, Bl
11. Describe type of packing in cooler: gu.éj/( 4//&‘—,!7
12. Were all bottles sealed in separate plastic bags? . . . . . . . @ NO
13. pid all bottles arrive unbroken & were labels in good ccndition?. @No
14. Were all bottle labels complete (ID, date, time, signature, preser ive,
ete.)?. . . 0. . L @NO
15. Did all bottle labels agree with custody papers?. . . . '@ NO
16. Were correct containers used for the tests indicated? . . . . . . @ NO
17. ¥ere correct preservatives added to samples?. . . . . . . . . . @ NO
13. Was a sufficient amount of sample sent for tests ipdicated? . . @ NO
19. Were bubbles absent in VOA samples? If NO, list by QA#: . . . YBS—NE—
20. Was the project manager called and status discussed? If YES, give
details on the back of this form. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . YES NO
21. Who wa's called? By whom? (date)
FIGURE 1
CADATA\CAMPAVE\LTM0598.LAB 8 May 27, 1998
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w Ecology and Environment, Inc., Analytical Services Center

‘ Cooler No: —g
CH AIN OF CUSTODY HEGORD ser“m 4493 Walden Avenue, Lancaster, New York, 14086, Tel: 716/685-8080, Fax 716/685-0852 O
Where Scientific Excellence and Efficiency Meet Lab:— *OJ
Page: of i
PROJECT No: | SITE NAME: \ f\ (Irngs:;nS?:t;) CONTAINER TYPE AND PRESERVATIVE TURNAROUND TIME
¢ f‘f.\{v k\ > ’ ! P . ! R
R NN / ety ",',//__" P > 24HOUR °
- 48HOUR O ¢
CLIENT: B J 1-WEEK
sy Ay . e S o STANDARD 4
[ ',_Iv,/r_/ /L/ Ny - ///// ,‘(;’(_-.,/:.7 ) VAL i 4
| RUSH __ . days
PROJECT MANAGER: OFFICE No: & OTHER
e~/ L, REQUESTED ANALYSIS Q R
ATINAS oAU / AT RN 5 <) = m )
. /\ Nt o e : - L Z2 | -8 (FOR LAB USE ONLY)
FIELD TEAM LEADER: PHONE No R e |w|@
/ o m ~2 » Lih Lab Job No:
sreee fdepeileyt LU 7N YA 2 | w2 | g G|z | Reportiwe
= a O
SAMPLERS: (PRINT) ‘ g g: t % (\ [+ g g Batch QC:
, wilt |4Ww]|o - z | £ ’
/. . ) 3 5 3 e , T £ g Yes No
Cur e 2 sla |z |9 | 2|32
(oL C) T2 s |z |3 |s |} S |82
DATE TIME SAMPLE ID 0 [8) 7] 4 o o wi REMARKS
o~ o . R IR £ .
N ¢ NI ‘ s ‘/ 2N - ’ X
k_‘ ’ - : - 7 T e - 4 e I o
0 SN S S S I N SR S (N W .
e —_—
Rellnqulsh By: (Slgnature) (l Ir Recelved By: (Signature) Date/Time: | Ship Via: Date: | Temperature Blank info.
4 =
/ "’/L ? Enclosed: Yes ' No
/<- Va4 /3 (FOR LAB USE ONLY)
Rellnqulshed By: (SIgnature Date/Time: Recelved By: (Signature) Date/Time: | BL/Airbill Number:
/ Date: Time: —
s 57 94 14 3@ Temperature: °C

Distribution: White - Lab original Yellow - Field team leader
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** COOLER RECEIPT CHECKLIST **

WERE CUSTODY SEALS PRESENT ON THE COOLERS?
W~

IF SO, WERE THERE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS?

P
YES QO)

LIST THE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS.

WHAT TYPE OF COOLING WAS UTILIZED?

] -
ICE MELTED ICE PACKS

<O

COOLER TEMPERATURE (degrees c): <
DATE AND TIME COOLER RECEIVED: 247"7‘7
DO SAMPLES APPEAR TO BE INTACT: YES

DO ANY SAMPLES HAVE SHORT HOLDING TIMES?
(less than seven days)

WET CHEM YES
EXTRACTABLES ‘ YES
UNPRES YOA YES

s
s
v

RADIATION SCREEN RESULTS <0.05 MR/HR - \ ES |

NONE

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

SEVERN TRENT LABORATORIES -VT SNLO002 031198
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COOLER RECEIPT Contractor Cooler

LiMs# 5 QA Lab Cooler #
/ -
2
O ()7 Number of Coolers /
—_— feld
PROCECT: S,@—f(ﬂ- /4/( A Y E£fe] pate received: céz f'-“éqf;

Y
5l ¢
USE OTEER SIDE OF THIS FORM 70 NOTE DETAILS CONCERNING CHECK- Ij@ LEMS

A. PRELIMINARB:EXAMINATION PIIASE: Date cooler was opened
by (print) DAV U (sign)___ 4

1. Did cooler come with a shipping slip (air bill, etc.)?. . . . . YESN NO
If YES, enter carrier name & air bill number here: QIS yrey 737

2. Were custody seals on outside of cooler?. . . . . . . . . . . . .@NO
How many & wherse , seal date: seal name

3. Were custody seals unbroken and intact at the date and time of A@?. .
e . NO

4. Did you screen coples for radioactivity uaing the Geiger counter NO

5. Were custody papers in a plastic bag & taped inside to the lid?.. @ NO

6. Were custody papers filled out propexrly {ink, signed, etc.)? . @
7. Did you sign custody papers in the appropriate place? . . . . . @ NO
B.. Was project identifiable from custody papers? If YES, enter

prcject name at the top of this form. . . . . . ., . . . . . . @ NO
9. If reguired, wam enough ice used? . . Type of ice: Ty @ o)
10. Have deeignated person initial here to aCknow ecelpt of

cooler: Dy (date) f

g
‘ 5” %9

B. LOG-IN PHASE: Date samples were logged-in: J/ (e
by (print) B»J NA st i (eign) el e

11. Describe type of packing in cooler: />L//;’ Cé l/'//4p

~

12. Were all bottles eealed in separate plastic bags? . . . . . . . @ KO
. : . - oy

13. bid all bottles arrive unbroken & were labels in good condltlon?(’ﬁy NO

14. Were all bottle labels complete (ID, date, time, signature, preser_ya);give.

etc.)?. . L oL o Lo o oo, NO
15. Did all bottle labels agree with custody papers?. . . . . . . . @ NO
16. Were correct containers used for the tests indicated? . . . . . @ NO
LT
17. Were correct preservatives added to samples?. . . . . . . . . . . YES NO Q'_A/\
18. Was a sufficient amount of sample sent for tests indicated? . . @ NO
19. Were bubbles absent in VOA samples? If NO, list by QA#: . . . YES No@
20. Was the project manager called and status discussed? If YES, give g
details on the back of this form. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . YE NO D
21. Who wa-a called? By whom? (date)
FIGURE 1
C:ADATA\CAMPAVE\LTMO0598.LAB 8 May 27, 1998
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mw Ecology and Environment, Inc., Analytical Services Center

Cooler No:
l Lpg 4493 Walden Avenue, Lancaster, New York, 14086, Tel: 716/685-8080, Fax 716/685-0852
CHAlu OF CUSTO DY REGOHD ‘:{ H‘““m Where Sciantific Excellence and Efficiency Meet Lab:
Page: of
PROJECT No: | SITE NAME: (Ikgsgfsotzt) CONTAINER TYPE AND PRESERVATIVE TURNAROUND TIME
o 24HOUR 3
Seveca Aemy Depot Ackivbgl Y w@souwn 0
CLIENT: 1-WEEK H
STANDARD
CENAN - Rou C Westown Toe . RUSH &duy
PROJECT MANAGER: OFFICE No: | & OTHER
_ . o REQUESTED ANALYSIS el
Chois Kane (D3~ (5 -5YIAD 2| g |8 | (ForLasuseonYy)
FIELD TEAM LEADER: PHONE No: A S I
-~ w | 15 | Lab Job No:
a n { (L] T w
G < g i = Z | E | = | Report type:
Oteve Woaescs vk (0TREI-1975 1l g |w|2| 8 Sl g e
SAMPLERS: (PRINT) Sl |z|k & x | g | | Batchac:
w 2 w | G 0\ >l z |8
2| ¥|2 |8 'J £121¢ Yes  No
AN EEN s|1g|e
DATE TIME SAMPLE 1D s1831812 | W o |lm|& REMARKS
-0-[ 0 | SP-0031-053~3Q ol vt X
Relinquished By: (Signature Dat l_m7: Recelved By: (Signature) Date/Time: | Ship Via: Date: | Temperature Blank_Info.
%/ / 2. 54 Enclosed: No
/Q% 1 /1 5€nm (FOR LAB USE ONLY)
Relinquished By: (Signature ;it;;[ I$%: Received By: (Signature) Date/Time: | BL/Alrbili Number: Date: Time:
T30 <§W Temperature: °C

Distribution: White - Lab original Yellow - Field team leader

0881297
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COOLER RECEIPT Contractor Cooler

LIMSH 24[ Z: E 7 QA Lab Cooler ¢
Numbexr of Coolers Z
PROJECT: ZQYﬁ Date received: 2-/(-521

USE OTHER SIDE OF THIS FORM TO NOTE DETAILS CONCERNING CHECK-IN PROBLEMS.

A. PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION PJASE: Date cooler was opeped: i‘//‘?f 0930
by (print) jf/e, {signf— 73?7%

Y

1. Did cooler come with a shipping slip (air bill, ete.}?. . . . . . g NO_

If YES, enter carrier name & air bill number here: FEf) £x ¥/45~ 22_‘[‘_)'/73
2. Were custody seals on outside of cooler?. . . . . . . . . . . . @ NO
How many & where _ , seal date: 2"(0* ‘iﬂ geal name

3. Were custody seals unbroken and intact at the date and time of Arrival?.
e e e e e e e e .@No

4. Did you screen copies for radioactivity uasing the Geiger counter NO

5. Were custody papers in a plastic bag & taped inside to the lidz.. @ NO

6. Were custody papers filled out properly (ink, signed, etc.}? . @ NO /
7. Did you sign custody papers in the appropriate place? . . . . . . @ NO
8. Was project identifiable from custody papers? If YES, enter
project name at the top of this form. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . NO
. L ee—
9. If reguired, was enough ice uged? . . Type of ice: . @NO

10. Have designated person initial here to acknowledge receipt of
cooler: [N (date) {‘/2'3%

b
B. LOG-IN PHASE: Date gamples were logged-in: &-//~79
by {(print) @42 g&-ﬁé;;@_ (sign).g‘_‘?‘?: '4 é

11. Describe type of packing in cooler:&é% 179y
R 4

12. Were all bottles sealed in separate plastic bags? . . . . . . . @’ NO
13. pid all bottles arrive unbroken & were labels in good condition?. @ NO

14. Were all bhottle labels complete (ID, date, time, signature, preservative,
etc.)?.................,.....‘.....@NO

15. Did all bottle labels agree with custody papers?. . . . . . . . . @ NO

16. Were correct contalners used for the tests indicated? . . . . . . @ NO
17. Were correct pregservatives added to samples?. . . . . . . . . . . NO
13. Was a sufficient amount of sample sent for tests indicated? . . . @ NO
19. Were bubbles absent in VOA samples? If NO, list by QA#: R
20. Was the project manager called and status discussed? If YES, glve
details on the back of this form. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . YES NO
21. Who was called? By whom? {date)
FIGURE 1
CADATA\CAMPAVE\LTMO0598.LAB 8 May 27, 1998
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“* COOLER RECEIPT CHECKLIST

WERE CUSTODY SEALS PRESENT ON THE COOLERS?

NO

IF SO, WERE THERE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS?

o

LIST THE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS.

WHAT TYPEQF COOLING WAS UTILIZED?

ICE \IELTED ICE PACKS NONE

= O
COOLER TEMPERATURE (degrees ¢): 5

DATE AND TIME COOLER RECEIVED: g[u!gﬁ OIS,

DO SAMPLES APPEAR TO BE INTACT: (YED NO

DO ANY SAMPLES HAVE SHORT HOLDING TIMES?
(less than seven days)

WET CHENMI YES @

EXTRACTABLES YES @

UNPRES VOA YES Q

| RADIATION SCREEN RESULTS <0.05 MR/HR @ | NO
SEVERN TRENT LABORATORIES -VT SAL 0002031198
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“.le Ecology and Environment, Inc., Analytical Services Center

CHAIN OF CUSTODY RECORD | ‘:{ Hmm 4493 Walden Avenue, Lancaster, New York, 14086, Tel: 716/685-8080, Fax 716/685-0852 cooler No:
'l comiap  Wnere Scientlic Exceliance and Efficiency Meet Lab: *8
: Page: __| of =
clgzacnmz SITE NAME: (holudadinte) | CONTAINER TYPE AND PRESERVATIVE TURNAROUND TIME
. R
EOS3Y SF\\\FCBH(LMUDFOO*Q&N\}L\ \\U\ J ::guu: Y
CLIENT: ' ¥ ' J WEEK 2 s
~J = H
N- Qou £, Westow Tuc S STANDARD Ca
PROJECT MANAGER: ' OFFICE No: < . RUSH days
. REQUESTED ANALYSIS ] OTHER
| Cheis Xane (03~ (56 54IB s|8|a
FIELD TEAM LEADER: PHONE No: E b g | (FORLABUSE ONLY
‘ a o d @ L‘; E Lab Job No:
Otee Kieerczyk G0-869-5428 | & Glwlf] S 5| & |z | Roportoe:
SAMPLERS: (PRINT) ' gl E e E - E 8| &
E E o 8 A S g LCL'J Batch QC:
§ E; g i E g é 2 Yes No
DATE TIME SAMPLE ID R EERE: L s|al2 REMARKS
21299 1334 |CE-0T7iP-Boa-A 35 o] X
13 9Y | i405 [CE-oF 1P ~DBi0~A S Ll o X
R-12-99]14206 ~O - S0 - S5 L]l ol X
8-i2-99143 | CE-OT\P - SI7-2 55 Ll ol X
S-1xN 1511 |CE- 0GB -Bs]-J 35 Llo [ X
Relinquished By (Signature) Date/TIme: Recelved By: (Signature) Date/TIme: | Ship Via: Date: | Temperature Blank Info.
jn . e 8"3 _qo\ Enclosed: Yo No
Relinquished By: (Sighéture) Date/Time: | Received By: (Signature) Date/Time: | BL/AIrbill Number: (FOR LAB USE ONLY)
-/ d g g1 Date: Time:
- / ;\DO Temperature: °C

Distribution: White - Lab original Yellow - Field team leader

nRAt2a7



o o cuson secom ROLE

Where Scientific Excellence and Efficiency Meet

.MMI“' Ecology and Environment, Inc., Analytical Services Center
seryiceg 4493 Walden Avenue, Lancaster, New York, 14086, Tel: 716/685-8080, Fax 716/685-0852

Cooler No:

Lab: Al
— 0

o
Page: ! of /©

PHOJEC;II' No: |SITE NAME: (Ikgﬁ::'s‘m;) CONTAINER TYPE AND PRESERVATIVE TURNAROUND TIME
£093 24HOUR R
- SFNF—( A AQmquDO‘l’ Ad'*l)nl\l NL( 4 48HOUR 0 ‘s’
CLIENT: ] Y 1-WEEK O .
N
ST, .
CENAN —-’Rou F. Westoo Tine o ol Ed/
PROJECT MANAGER: OFFICE No: & ays
) K ~ . REQUESTED ANALYSIS 3 OTHER
Chpis Kane, (O3~ (56 - 549l =l | 8| Forususeony
FIELD TEAM LEADER: PHONE No: e E|b|a
A w \3 ow | £k | Lab Job No:
' . g El glE|LE
StEVE Kisegey  GOT-868-141S |2 (3 | w |2 | 2 | § |z | Roportupe:
SAMPLERS: (PRINT) < i RN £ | o | % | Batchac:
w L w 8 ~) 2 Z -
2 5 3 o R £ Z e Yes No
2181 2(3 | 21218
DATE TIME SAMPLE ID |0 |a |2 o |a|3 REMARKS
/371 |)owo [ SP- 00S)- 05 7- 2 KS O/ |
-
Relinquighed By: re) Date/Time: Recelved By: (Signature) Date/Time: | Ship Via: Date: | Temperature Blank Info.
P//B/ 7/ Enclosed: No
%{_ (FOR LAB USE ONLY)
Relinquished By: (Sign&ture) Date/Time: Recelved By: (Signature) 53%"5' BL/AIrbill Number: Date: Time:
<FW / 200 Temperature: °C

Distribution: White - Lab original Yellow - Field team leader

0881297
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** COOLER RECEIPT CHECKLIST #*

WERE CUSTODY SEALS PRESENT ON THE COOLERS?
QD No
IF SO, WERE THERE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS?

YES

LIST THE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS. -

WHAT TYPE OF COOLING WAS UTILIZED?

=N

7
(ICE}  MELTEDICE PACKS NONE
(&
COOLER TEMPERATURE (degrees c): (o
DATE AND TIME COOLER RECEIVED: ¥ 1779 [ QfOC
DO SAMPLES APPEAR TO BE INTACT: YES NO

DO ANY SAMPLES HAVE SHORT HOLDING TIMES?
(less than seven days)

WET CHEM YES @
EXTRACTABLES YES @
UNPRES VOA YES (97

RADIATION SCREEN RESULTS <0.05 MR/HR NO

0047
SEVERN TRENT LABORATORIES -VT SALO002 O3 11YS



** COOLER RECEIPT CHECKLIST **

WERE CUSTODY SEALS PRESENT ON THE COOLERS?
QES)  NO

IF SO, WERE THERE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS?

YES

LIST THE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS.

WHAT TYPE OF COOLING WAS UTILIZED?

ICE MELTED ICE PACKS NONE

— O

COOLER TEMPERATURE (degrees c): |2
DATE AND TIME COOLER RECEIVED: T 7T [ QOO
DO SAMPLES APPEAR TO BE INTACT: @ NO
=
DO ANY SAMPLES HAVE SHORT HOLDING TIMES?
(less than seven days) .
WET CHEM YES \‘*/6:
EXTRACTABLES YES @
UNPRES VOA YES @

RADIATION SCREEN RESULTS <0.05 MR/HR EEES; NO
s 0046

SEVFRN TRENT | ARORATORIES -VT SMLO002 031193
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COOLER RECEIPT Contractor Cooler

LIMS# 2‘-/773 QA Lab Coolexr #_ =

Numbexr of Coolers a

PROJECT: 20837 Date received: 8"/‘/97

USE OTHER SIDE OF THIS FORM TO NOTE DETAILS CONCERNING CHECK-IN PROBLEMS.

A. PRELIMINARY ExAMINAEION %sm Date coo%y‘97 [A0C
by (print) ﬁf‘&.ﬁ 1% (sign
1. Did cooler come with a shipping slip (air bill, ete. ﬁ NO
If YES, enter carrier name & air bill number here: Ffo £ Y/‘{.S“‘[ 327‘?5
2. Wera custody seals on outaide of cooler?. . . . . . . @p NO
How many & where , seal date: t&ﬂ__ seal name 5
3. Were custody seals unbroken and intact at the data and time of Arrg?. .
e Wt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e NO
4. Dpid you screen copies Eor radicactivity uming the Geiger counter @ NO
5. Were custody papers in a plastic bag & taped inside to the 1lid?.. @ NO
6. Were custody papers filled out properly {ink, signed, etc.)? . @ NO
7. Did you sign custody papers in the approprilate place? . . . . . . @ NO
8. Was project identifiable from custody papers? If YES, enter
project name at the top of this form. . . . . . . . . . ., . . .. @NO
[ -4
9. If reguired, was enough lce used? . . Type of ice: ZS - . YES @
10. Have designated person initial here to acknowledge receipt of
cooler: /LA-dé (date) X,
B. LOG-IN PHASE: Date sagples were logged-in: Y—/ﬂ'77
by (print) £/5 aé 4% 2&‘& (sign)e==— by & ﬁ,’é
11. Describe type of packing in cooler:_w ey
L4
12. Were all bottles pealed in separate plastic bage? . . . . . . . @ KO
13. Did all bottles arrive unbroken & were labels in good condition?.@ NO
14. Were all bottle labels complete (ID, date, time, signature, preservative,
=3 o T NO
15. Did all bottle labels agree with custody papers?. . . . . . . . . NO
16. Were correct containers used for the testa indicated? 8) NO
17. Were correct preservativesg added to samples?. . NO
o
18. Was a sufficient amount of sample sent for tests indicated? NO
19. Were bubblem absent in VOA samples? If NO, list by QAR¥: c e . YEST—NO—
20. Was the project manager called and status discussed? If YES, give
details on the back of this form. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . YES NO
21. Who was called? By whom? {date}
FIGURE 1
CADATA\CAMPAVE\LTMO598.LAB 8

May 27,1998
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mw Ecology and Environment, Inc., Analytical Services Center

CHAIN OF CUSTODY RECORD ‘ m 4493 Walden Avenue, Lancaster, New York, 14086, Tel: 716/685-8080, Fax 716/685-0852 ooler No
Where Scientific Excellence and Efficiency Meet lab: =
Page: ) of _L
- LOCATION:
pnog% N§. 7 SITE NAME: (include State) CONTAINER TYPE AND PRESERVATIVE TURNAROUND TIME
4 24HOUR A
E SC”CCﬂ ﬁ/‘my 0{/&/ A/ // @] 48-HOUR O g
CLIENT: N 1-WEEK mge
) Q
C:///boq/t/ Zgoy ;;TéUQS/QO ZS;C. RN :g?mu —
PROJECT MANAGER: OFFICE No & oTHER days
REQUESTED ANALYSIS
Chris Koare (@03) [S5L - & 738 s |8 (g
) S Il (FOR LAB USE ONLY)
FIELD TEAM LEADER: PHONE No: e | w | @
k . a m X @ i, E Lab Job No:
= & z Ty
g'}‘euc l)‘CJ‘CZ/k [507) ?{7 /77( E g w g \\;) a E- - Report type:
SAMPLERS: (PRINT) E x| F|E — 3 o | & | Baten ac:
S - ; g | £y 8¢ AERE '
7LCUC %If/CJ—CZ)’k % E % <u5 o § g g Yes No
DATE TIME SAMPLE 1D sl s |8 |2 3|82 REMARKS
/7 liess CE-ORR/-50/-23 |55 Ol | X
/7 |170¢4| CE-OpF)-S0y-2 |55 o/ X
—
Relinquished By: (Signature) Date/Time: Recelved By: (Signature) Date/Time: | Ship Via: Date: | Temperature Blank Info.
8 4 7 9//9 ?{/ Enclosed: No
, -- O¥ss (FOR LAB USE ONLY)
Relinquished By: (Signature) Date/Time: Received By: (Signature) Date/Time: | BL/AIrbill Number:
45'—/2;’_ \2_/7.47 Date: Time:
M 6?30 Temperature: °C

Distribution: White - Lab original Yellow - Field team leader

0881297
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COOLER RECEIPT Contractor Cooler

LIMS# 2 ftghiﬁ QA Lab Cooler #

Number of Coolers /

PROJECT: 50837 Date received: i"[ﬂ'ii

USE OTHER SIDE OF THIS FORM TO NOTE DETAILS CONCERNIKG CHECK-IN PROBLEMS.

A. PRELIMINARY E. INATION PHASE: Date coaler was openred: ?" '77 ‘)30
by (print) N (aigns 2;2%,;2

1. Did cooler come with a shipping slip (air bill, etc.)?. . . . . . NO
If YES, enter carrier name & air bill number here:/Ef 2X j]ﬁ’ixsﬂ“((?ﬂ}

2. Were custody seals on outside of cooler?. . . . e e e @ NO
How many & where Z ., seal date: 2-6'77 seal name /

3. Were custody seals unbroken and intact at the date and time of Arri 7. .
€ e v s e e s e e e e e e e e e NO

4. Did you screen copies for radioactivity uaming the Geiger counter {EY NO

5. Were custody papers in a plaastic bag & taped inside to the 1id?.. a NoO

6. Were custody papers filled out properly (ink, signed, etc.)? . é? NO
7. Did you sign custody papers in the appropriate place? . . . . . . @ NO
8. Was project identifiable from custody papers? If YES, enter

project name at the top of this foxrm. . . . . . . . . . . . . . NO

3. TIf required, was enough ice uged? . . Type of ice: y - . @NO

10. Have designated person initial here to acknowledge receipt of
cooler: F«.. (date) 9‘-‘/?’7\%

b
B. LOG-IN PHASE: Daie amples, gere logged-in: g‘ﬂ’?7
by (print) (E@A <%ﬁt_‘£ (sign.)-—f__—z: Z %
11. Describe type of packing in cooler: [&!é'éz azla_Q

12. Were all bottles sealed in separate plastic bags? . . . . . . . . @ KO

13. pid all bottles arrive unbroken & were labels in good condition?. @NO

14. Were all bottle labels complete (ID, date, time, signature, preservggive,

etc.)?. . . . . . . .. NO
15. Did all bottle labels agree with custody papers?. . . . . . . . . @ NO
16. Were correct containers used for the tests indicated? . . . . . . a NO
17. Were correct preservatives added to samples?. . . . . . . . . . . @ NO

13. Was a sufficient amount of sample sent for tests indicated? . . . @ NO
19. Were bubblea absent in VOA samples? If NO, list by QA#: . . ¥EST NO—

20. Was the project manager called and status discussed? If YRS, give

details on the back of this form. . . . . . . . .. .. . . . . .YES NO
21. Who was called? By whom? (date)
FIGURE 1
CADATA\CAMPAVE\LTMO0598.LAB 8 May 27, 1998
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Ecology and Environment, Inc., Analytical Services Center Cooler No:
CHAIN OF CUSTODY RECORD ‘ mm 4493 Walden Avenue, Lancaster, New York, 14086, Tel: 716/685-8080, Fax 716/685-0852 | ..
Where Scientific Excellence and Efficiency Meet
Page: l of f
PROJEGT No: | SITE NAME: LOCATION: CONTAINER TYPE AND PRESERVATIVE TURNAROUND TIME
@A (Include State) &
5083q 24-HOUR v
o 1 48HOU
L DENECA AQmu’DPDQ; Ac-hm‘}'\l N U k{r R O os
CLIENT: o L U 1-WEEK C H
N STANDARD J—
CEINAN ,l?c i F. Wleston Inc % RUSH days
PROJECT MANAGER: OFFICE No: 7 OTHER
, , _ . REQUESTED ANALYSIS 181~
Chais Kane O3~ GAEE A8 2| E |8 ForiasusEONLY)
FIELD TEAM LEADER: PHONE No: e lw |2
a n Lk Lab Job No:
@ 2 9 SIE|IE
£ Kingr neca-rqr |3 |5 a2 S S | | g | oo
SAMPLERS: (PRINT) E E E E - | g % Batch QC:
w L w Q = 2 Z
‘ w v3 w O a F Yes No
Steve KireTezy k E1E18|8| 4 <|8|3
DATE TIME " SAMPLE ID S ERERER IR o | & |& REMARKS
18U 935 1 Ce-opc -BOY —5  BS ol ] X
(8 R|4:5G]CE -ORC - SO .4 SS ol 11X
R 1B Y5 NG| CE-0RLL -S4 - A SS L 1X
Relinquished By: (Signatyre) Dat7ﬂ[}7¢3 Recelved By: (Signature) Date/Time: | Ship Via: Date: | Temperature Blan .
/& . 9/ 1’(, Enclosed: Yes No
! 7.0 (FOR LAB USE ONLY)
Rellnquished By: (Signature) Date/Time: Recelved By: (Signature) Datemnz% BL/Alrbill Number: Date: Time:
9 o b4 Temperature: °C

Distribution: White - Lab original Yeliow - Field team leacler




** COOLER RECEIPT CHECKLIST **

WERE CUSTODY SEALS PRESENT ON THE COOLERS?

YES ' NO

IF SO, WERE THERE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS?

YES

LIST THE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS. - -
WHAT TYPE OF COOLING WAS UTILIZED?

<j§§ MELTED ICE PACKS NONE
COOLER TEMPERATURE (degrees c): V ’
DATE AND TIME COOLER RECEIVED: 2”2(7”% 79 30
DO SAMPLES APPEAR TO BE INTACT: | @ NO

DO ANY SAMPLES HAVE SHORT HOLDING TIMES?
(less than seven days)

WET CHEM YES ®)
EXTRACTABLES YES @
UNPRES VOA YES @
RADIATION SCREEN RESULTS <0.05 MR/HR @ NO

SEVERN TRENT LABORATORIES -VT 0045 SM.0002.031198



COOLFR RECEIPT Contractor Cooler

LIMS#H 798( :> QA Lab Cooler #
Number of Coolers é
PROJECT: 51033? Date received: ‘8“1077

USE OTHER SIDE OF THIS FORM 70 NOTE DETAILS CONCERNING CHECK-IN PROBLEMS.

A. PRELIMIN ﬁﬁm}\non PHASE: Date coo%'?? 0930
by (print)p/x' BLSM& (sign

1. Did cooler come with a shipping slip (air bill, etc))?. . . . . @ NO
If YES, enter carrier name & air bill number here: ~£[) SX P /4= '3(78’605(

2. Were custody seals on %tside of cooler?. . . . . . . « . . . . }E_:E?NO
, seal date: )?*/‘7-22 seal name

How many & where

. NO

3. Were custody seals unbroken and intact at the date and time of Arr?.
4. Did you screen copies for radioactivity using the Geiger counter No
5. Were custody papers in a plastic bag & taped inside to the 1lid7.. & NO
6. Were custody papers filled out propexly {ink, signed, etc.)? . @ NO
7. Did you sign custody papers in the appropriate place? . . . . . . ﬁ NO
8. Was project identifiable from custody papers? If YES, enter

project name at the top of this form. QES No

. ; . <) 2
9., 1If required, was enough ice uged? . . Type of ice: .NO

10. Have designated person initial here to acknow e%ge ceipt of
cooler: /A (date) _ 57~ N 9§

B. LOG-IN PHASE: Date s les wer loggedd.n:b Z‘Pl/"?a) p)
by (print) /— < (sign) S,

11. Describe type of packing in coolerz"—‘;m &M /z/'/

12. Were all bottles sealed in separate plastic bags? . . . . . . . @ KO

13. Did all bottles arrive unbroken & were labels in good condition?. @ NQ

14. Were all bottle labels complete (ID, date, time, signature, preseﬁive,

etc.)?. . . . . . . P . NO
15. Did all bottle labels agree with custody papers?. . . . . . . . . @NO
16. Were correct containers used for the tests Indicated? . . . . . . @ NO
17. ¥Wexre correct i)reservatives added to samples?. . . . . . . . . . .@ NO
18. Was a sufficient amount of sample sent for tests indicated? . . .5?!10
15. Were bubblea absent in VOA samples? If NO, list by QR#: . . . YR8—NO~
20. Was the project manager called and status discuessed? If YES, give
detalls on the back of this form. . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . YES NO
21. Who wasg called? By whom? (date)
FIGURE 1
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Roy I*. Weston, Inc,
Post Gate #2 Rt 96A
Seneca Army Depot Activity

MANACERS OESICNERS /consuL Tan (s () . Romulus, NY 14541
ph(607) 869-1475
fax(607) 869-5492

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL

TO: Merd Kpoi TELECOPY # (q 7 57 318~ .S’L,TJ

FROM: 8J)eyy Airerczrk
TOTAL PAGES: 3 (including cover sheet)

ORIGINAL WILL FOLLOW: O Yes CNo DATE: /2479
COMMENTS: |
/M’V?é ) /[asc pre C.Ocs  Frm 4«,9 19#20

TZL F;fs# CD C Am y - Cﬁ”’cr,/-fa/y - on /A
He 1% Semple Shoutd  be CE- DR/~ sps-:

and 14 Should be  Pnalyul [ Tole) lead, Th

TCP Mtk Bty Cutes jo Dpaes oty

— Srewe

The datmroent scoompanying this wlecopy transmission contain confidendal, privileged o propricury information. that wither constinnes property

Waston (WESTONS) ox, if the proporty of ancther, represents information that is within WESTON's care, custady and control, The mrm?ﬁm Is lnmﬁz&
fix the use of the individsl or entity tamed on the ranamistion shect. 1f you wre not the intended recipiznd, be » eware that any disclasure, copying or usc of the
comnts of this telexopied information is prohibied. lr,wmmeivodmkwlecwyinm,plnunuifymbyukphmhm(-g,mm.mmwﬁ,
O teicvil of the ofiginal docurments # na cost to you, Thank you for your sssistance, ‘ :

0007



GEOTECHNICAL & WATER MANAGEMENT BRANCH
M FAX #: (978) 318-8663

e — ORI'S
OF ENGINEERS Trouble #: (978) 318-8160 .

NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL HEADER SHEET

Name. 'i Office . Telephone #

N Bt R
wxov: Mybe Mpentq (CENAE GFHF-315-63 ) >
DATE : g__aj/_,c;? Number of Pages: 3 | FAX #: QOR-655/2 V(f/

Ron,
C/ofrec‘ﬁnng @v“ Sjeaf\ecq A—rm« DQP;J(‘

TIMQ..

Sa/vaf@z Q/m v -0 11 ey
Wm-ks

ark
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‘ wﬂ Ecology and Environment, Inc., Analytical Services Center Cooler No:
4493 Walden Avenue, Lancaster, New York, 14086, Tel: 716/685-8080, F. ¢
c HAI N 0 F c u STO DY REc OHD 1 L‘i Hmmmr Where Scientific Excellence and Efficiency Meet ¢ ax 716/685-0852 Lab:. .

Page: _  of _
PROJECT No‘:{ SITE NAME: (noodastate) | CONTAINER TYPE AND PRESERVATIVE TURNAROUND TIME
@3 ' - 24HOUR 0 &
ED Seneca Aemy Vepod AL‘:&U\H AN 8 4aHouR o Y
CLIENT: ! N 1-WEEK i
CENAN- Rou £ weston T S b P
PROJECT MANAGER: ! OFFICE No: . & —
o ~ , REQUESTED ANALYSIS _la|_ L=
| Chais Kane (03 -6S G - SYIR £ 2|2 [rore s onm
FIELD TEAM LEADER: PHONE No: g |lula
o o $ w | &1 | Lab Job No:
- — x| & I gzt
Oteve. l( 1RETC2yK (078691975 |E |2 | w | § 2 | & |z | Reportwee
SAMPLERS: (PRINT) ' |z |k % Q £lg E Batch QC:
Steve Kiresczyk 18 |E(8] 9 AEAED -
DATE TIME 1 SAMPLE ID S|185|&|2| 3% |z REMARKS
B20WYIRYA |CE-Oai-S0a-2 =5 ol | X
8:30W|9.26 | SP-0os) -061~2 SN ol 1] M
£-30N19:5Y4 | SP-00S1-077-Q S Ol 1| X

Relinquished By: (Signatyré) Dat7TIm : Recelved By: (Slgnature) Date/Time: | Ship Via: Date: | Temperature Blank_Info.
/&’2 % 5 évf 44 Enclosed:  ("Yes ') No
. 3. 2/@/ (FOR LAB USE ONLY)

Relinquished By: (Slgnaiure) Date/Time: Recelved By: (Si re DatefTime: | BL/AIrbill Num§er: Date: Time:
e &/zi 99 Vs Temperature: °C

Distribution: White - Lab original Yellow - Field team leader
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Ecology end Environmen, (nc., Analytical Sarvices Center Cooler No:
CHAIN OF CUSTODY- RECORD “Emﬂﬁ?sis:sl o ok, 1300 e 710 200, P TS ET

e Soiantiip Excelisnce and Biiciency Mest

, Page: ___of ___
v_....__“mm.ohw SITE NAME: Saty) | CONTAINER TYPE AND :.mﬂm_zz_ﬁ TURNAROUND .==m..
. - . v
i .D‘P ﬁm.?:unbr Pngﬁldnﬂob.ﬁ .DL.,:L . .Zﬁ I & g : i SHOW [
CLIENT: v ? ¥ 1o Q u
—, . —_— ™~ ETANDARD "
LCENAN. Ko ﬁ :yum.ﬁ*npz dac Am RUSH — day
PROJECT MANAGER: \ OFFICE No: ' e : T | ommm
- BEQUESTED ANALYSIS : m -
Chor s Jﬁwzm Q-GN 6 - 5¢ ] 4 g m {FOR LAB USE DKLY)
FIELD TEAM LEADER: PHONE Ne: : qe m m Lab Job No:.
"] @ -] ’
3 z .
Obeue Tumq :r (L7669~ 1475 |F m w m @ g m : Report type:
SAMPLERS: (PRINT) 3 m m m m o |4 | aschac:
W zlo You No
s I M 1k
uuhmcm R_mrm Ic2 f% Tg.m = M % M M 3 m z AEMARKS
2 0alRys R e <00 ol LSXTw
A A e !
2 ANG 3 1 SP-0oes) =062 SS ol1i X
A TGS SP-a0s | =072 S QF 1 X

20

Yes } No
Y - (FOR LABR USE GNLY)
Aslinquished By; {Signature} | Outa/Thne: Racelved By (Signature) Date/Tune: | BL/Alrbi# Number: et Yime:
. Tomparstre: <
Oisiribition: While - Lab origina! Yellow - Fieid team isader



mw Ecology and Environment, Inc., Analytical Services Center Cooler No: ~r
CHAIN OF CUSTODY RECOHD l B Humm 4493 Walden Avenue, Lancaster, New York, 14086, Tel: 716/685-8080, Fax 716/685-0852 o.___oo
] m, Where Scientific Excellence and Efficiency Meet Lab:\_@

- Page: | of |
éa“'fNo: SITE NAME: ukﬁﬁﬁl‘é’&; ) CONTAINER TYPE AND PRESERVATIVE TURNAROUND %ﬁ
. . 24HOUR R
Eos 29 Seneca Aey DegdtAckoty | NY 3 wHoun o ¢
: , . 1-WEEK b
CENAN - ?ou Fooeston Toc. S SO0
PROJECT MANAGER: ' OFFICE No: ] 5 2;’:;—*——’— days
. o REQUESTED ANALYSIS o
Chas Kﬂkﬁ@, 03 -(o56" 5448 g E @ | (FoR LAB USE ONLY)
FIELD TEAM LEADER: PHONE No: E(W|a
a o qQ @ :L:— E Lab Job No:
1o [
Steye Kimescoyk GOTOCT- 1475 |51 5 | w 2] & 5 | & |z | Revonype:
SAMPLERS: (PRINT) ' '-5: E E E : ﬂ g 2 | Baten ac:
yl£lu|8| g 2|2 |e
Steve Kieesczyk AEREEA RS S22 o
DATE TIME T "SAMPLE ID S| S| &2 |+ 5|82 REMARKS
8-19-9 Y ICE-ORDI-D0V\ -3 |55 ol I X
19-99{3: {3 |CE - ORCI ~Sal-A S ol 11X
-19-U|3:33 [CE- OCiP-510-D S ol 11X
Relinquished By: (Slgnaturg) Datg/Time; Recelved By: (Signature) Date/Time: | Ship Via: Date: | Temperature Blank Info.
@7-90/ ?'V Enclosed: ( Yes ) No
1210 - (FOR LAB USE ONLY)
Relinquished By: (Signatur Date/Time: F‘°°°Wﬁ te/Time: | BL/AIrbill Number: Date T
.- me:
/ 6772 Zﬁ' [ [ / ( Temperature: °C

Distribution: White - Lab original Yellow - Field team leader



** COOLER RECEIPT CHECKLIST **

WERE CUSTODY SEALS PRESENT ON THE COOLERS?
\

( Yg/) NO

IF SO, WERE THERE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS?
VES (_NO

LIST THE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS.

WHAT TYPE OF COOLING WAS UTILIZED?
i

e
/

(_ICE ~  MELTED ICE PACKS NONE
COOLER TEMPERATURE (degrees c): N
- DATE AND TIME COOLER RECEIVED: /7/ l ST
DO SAMPLES APPEAR TO BE INTACT: QSJ\ NO

DO ANY SAMPLES HAVE SHORT HOLDING TIMES?
(less than seven days)

WET CHEM YES NO

EXTRACTABLES YES NO
UNPRES VOA NO
RADIATION SCREEN RESULTS <0.05 MR/HR | NO

0062
SEVERN TRENT LABORATORIES -VT SM.O002 031198



v or oo ez QTS

IﬂIMlﬂl Ecology and Environment, Inc., Analytical Services Center . g
SEpVICES 2493 Walden Avenue, Lancaster, New York, 14086, Tel: 716/685-8080, Fax 716/685-0852 Gooler No: ©

Where Scientific Excellence and Efficiency Mest

lab;: = = o

Page: _L of ﬁL

PROJECT No: | SITE NAME: (h';gfl’::g;; ) CONTAINER TYPE AND PRESERVATIVE TURNAROUND TIME
i (;7 . 1 24-HOUR R
{/() J7 \SENEC&AQMU’DEOCA AC‘\'»U\*’U N Y @ 48HOUR o Y
CLIENT: | ' | ' \ 1-WEEK a ﬁ
N -
CENAN - /ROH g: B\ )EQ'&'ON ANEY. hm\ :,::,DMD F
PROJECT MANAGER: ! OFFICE No: 7) OTHER o
. ;o e, L - . REQUESTED ANALYSIS - 1L} .
Cheis KM&JF EO3-6S6~ 5428 g E @ | (FOR LAB USE ONLY)
FIELD TEAM LEADER: PHONE No: T
) @ \ @ ‘;‘;—- E Lab Job No:
: | — = z S
Steve k mEJ’czjvJ’\ G0I-869 - 1475~ E g |w % \‘? 2 E x | Roport type:
SAMPLERS: (PRINT) <Et § t 'g -~ ; g E Batch QC:
. l_l:’ X o o \'E Z 12|06 Y
Steve Kiresczyk S| 8(%(¢ 19 SlElg ™ ™
DATE TIME "~ SAMPLE ID a| S |ad |2 |~ 2| &l2 REMARKS
Si25 WY \CE- DKip-R09-3  1SS| 1O [/ |X
— ’ Tah C '
Shs Jwy \CE-0B)P-S07-2 5> ol |X
Relinqul By: (Slgnat Date/Time: Received By: (Signature) Date/Time: | Ship Via: Date: | Temperature Blank-info.
FO USE ONL
Relinquished By: (SIgnatu% Date/Time: Racelved By: (Signatur: Date/Time: | BL/Alrblll Number: (FOR LAB USE "
250-99 ‘ Date: Time:
% 0?/‘))/ Temperature: °C

Distribution: White - Lab original Yellow - Field team leader

0881297



%% COOLER RECEIPT CHECKLIST

WERE CUSTODY SEALS PRESENT ON THE COOLERS?

IF SO, WERE THERE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS?

LIST THE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS.

WHAT TYPE OF COOLING WAS UTILIZED?

ICE MELTED I - PACKS NONE

COOLER TEMPERATURE (degrees c¢): A0 <
DATE AND TIME COOLER RECEIVED: 7’3(%0/‘7 ézog /\ /g
DO SAMPLES APPEAR TO BE INTACT: YES @

DO ANY SAMPLES HAVE SHORT HOLDING TIMES?
(less than seven days)

WET CHEM YES @
EXTRACTABLES YES @
UNPRES VOA - YES /\@)
RADIATION SCREEN RESULTé <0.05 MR/HR @ NO

0034
SEVERN TRENT LABORATORIES -VT . SN OQO2 051198



mmw Ecology and Environment, Inc., Analytical Services Center

CHAIN OF CUSTODY RECORD l B‘i SEMVICES 4493 Walden Avenue, Lancaster, New York, 14086, Tel: 716/685-8080, Fax 716/685-0852 o
1 CBntBr  Wrere Scientilic Excellence and Efficiency Meet Lab: = o

~r
CoolerNo:— o

Page: _j_ of l__
PF_C’)S;I ‘g%, SITE NAME: (Il'nglSdA:g)t;lt:e ) CONTAINER TYPE AND PRESERVATIVE TURNAROUND TIME
. ‘oo 24 HOUR O w
- SENECP: QQMU’DEDO}AC}H)!*V N & 43HOUR o 3
CLIENT: ! ) ) v N 1-WEEK 0w
T RN
CENAN - Roy F. (0psto Tiae ~ o |
PROJECT MANAGER: \ OFFICE No: & omem duys
, R _ REQUESTED ANALYSIS ]
Ches KHNE L03-656-5YI8 - E & | (FOR LAB USE ONLY)
FIELD TEAM LEADER: PHONE No: g |bla
| K .
‘2 p \s § - @ Lab Job No:
. - w =1 ~
Steve Kiregez vk 07869 1975 |3 2 w2 |~ S g |z | Rerorwee
SAMPLERS: (PRINT) ‘ slz |8 lE N .
= o g Q S g o Batch QC:
H . ; 5 ; E ~~ % ; (25 Yes No
OtE VP KIRETCZ YK AR AR AHE
DATE TIME 1 SAMPLE 1D a o |al2 |l RERE REMARKS
B127|0500| CE-Opp-Boj-285] O] )| X
—
D Ime: Received By: (Signature) Date/Time: | Ship Via: Date: | Temperature Blank Info.
%ﬁ’ %r Enclosed: No
Z [/ (FOR LAB USE ONLY)
Relinquished By: (Signature) Date/Time: | Received By: (Signajure) Date/fime: | BL/AIrbill Number: Date: Time:
5 (07 3 Temperature: °C

Distribution: White - Lab original Yellow - Field team leader

0881297



** COOLER RECEIPT CHECKLIST **

WERE CUSTODY SEALS PRESENT ON THE COOLERS?
Qes)  no

IF SO, WERE THERE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS?

YES NO

LIST THE CUSTODY SEAL NUMBERS.

WHAT TYRE OF COOLING WAS UTILIZED?
MELTED ICE PACKS NONE

COOLER TEMPERATURE (degrees c)

DATE AND TIME COOLER RECEIVED: 2% 77 J03d

DO SAMPLES APPEAR TO BE INTACT: NO

DO ANY SAMPLES HAVE SHORT HOLDING TIMES?
(less than seven days)

WET CHEM YES NO
EXTRACTABLES YES NO
UNPRES VOA \"»ES NO
RADIATION SCREEN RESULTS <0.05 MR/HR f/\’ES NO

0032

SEVERN TRENT LABORATORIES -VT SNLoou2 a3 tes



[V RV

L A I [OURES BRCTIRITY

COOLER RECEIPT Contractor Cooler

LIMSH QA Lab Cooler #

Number of Coolers {
PROJECT: ‘E =08% §6~]E /ML!A"/ Date received: 7 | Z‘ﬁ{jq

USE OTHEER SIDE OF THIS FORM TO NOTE DETAILS CONCERNING CHECK-IN{PRQBLEMS.

A. PRELIMIN. EXANI TION PHASE: Date cooler was opened:
by (print} AT LT {sign)
1. Did cooler come with a shipping slip (alr bill, ete.)?. . YES NO
If YES, enter carrier name & air bill numher here: F.@Q 5/‘15 ey
2. Were custody seals on outside of cooler?. . . . . . . . . . . . .(YE® WO

How many & where , seal date: seal name

3. Were custody seals unbroken and intact at the date and time of Ar@?‘

4. Did you screen copies for radiocactivity using the Geiger counter
S. Were custody papers in a plastio bag & taped inside to the 1lid?.
6. Were custody papers filled out properly (ink, signed, etc.)?

7. Did you sign custody papers in the appropriate place?

8. Was project identifiable from custody papers? If YES, enter

project name at the top of this form. . . . . . . . . . . . . . ./YE§ NO
i

9. If reguired, waa enough ice ugsed? . . Type of ice: /,-“S@) . YE@ NO
10. Have designated ,person initial here to acknowledge receipt of

cooler: o> (date) Sl1x Hp

s b ? o q

LOG-IN PHASE: Date sawples were logged-in: f’) ‘i
by tprint) _ Do DAWWTCUT {sigm) 7 — 7
11. Describe type of packing in cooler: gugg(ﬁ W/W
12. Were all bottles sealed in separate plastic bags? . . . . . . . .@NO

13. Did all bottles arrive unbroken & were labels in good condition?. -y NO

14. Were all bottle labels complete (ID, date, time, signature, prese@ive,
ete.}?. . . . . . ... .. e e e e e e e e NO

N

15. Did all bottle labels agree with custody papers?. . . . . . . NO

16. Were correct containers used for the ‘tests indicated? . NO

17. Were correct preservatives added to samples?. . . . . . . . . . . YES NO tlf/
13. Was a sufficient amount of sample sent for tests indicated? . . YES) NO

19. Were bubbles absent in VOA samples? If NO, list by QA#: . . . YES NoQ'_ﬂ/)
20. Was the project manager called and status discussed? If YES, give P

details on the back of this form. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . YES/ Nty
. (-

21. Who was called? By whom? {date)
FIGURE 1
C\DATA\CAMPAVE\LTM0598.LAB 8 May 27, 1998
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Roy F. Weston, Inc.

1 Wall Street

Manchester, NH 03101-1501

_ 603-656-5400 ¢ Fax 603-656-5401
www.rftweston.com

VANAGERS CESIGNERS CONSULTANTS

27 January 2000

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

New England District

696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751 Work Order No. 03886-118-013
Attention: Ms. Marie Wojtas

Re:  Contract No. DACW-33-95-D0004
Seneca Army Depot Remediation Project
Romulus, New York
Stockpile Sampling Log Sheets
DCN: SEDA-012700-AARO

Dear Ms. Woijtas:

As discussed at the conference call held on 14 January 2000 with CENAE and CENAN, Roy F.
Weston. Inc. (WESTON®) is forwarding the Sample Collection Log Sheets for samples collected
from the Case | and Case |l soil stockpiles between 14 July 1999 and 19 January 2000 at the
Seneca Army Depot located in Romulus. NY.

Should you require any additional information or have any questions on the information supplied
please feel free to contact me at (603) 656-5428.

Very truly yours:
ROY F. WESTON. INC.

Gl -

Chris Kane
Project Manager

Encl.
Cc.  T. Battaglia (CENAN-PE)
R. Battaglia (CENAN-PM)
M. Brock (CENAE-PE)
W. Ebersbach (CENAN-COR)
M. Koenig (CENAE)
M. McCarley (WESTON/Site File)
R. Rico (WESTON)
A. Nash (WESTON DCN)

G:\projectsy038861 18\013\etters\pilelogs.doc



Daily Sample Collection Log Sheet

Date: /// 7/ /Q7

Time:
Crew Members Present: Function:
K/ ciCe y4‘ / :;(; /[«"/ 1,/;4 (fff «
/8 Liberic Lndprer

Sample is Being Analyzed for:

Analysis:&//gr/ﬂg Method:M/

Number of Samples Taken Today: /é

Sample Location: //—;7574;»,3 Sé{/j//é

Weather: \S\M/W/y gf - ﬂ}zf}\/

Sample ID’s:

N0 SP-9wS - Op/- O SP-008)-p10-0
SP- 008/~ O0I-0 SP-DpS/ - 01/-O
9P~00S) - Op2-/ -o0S1- )20

&&9,1\53/’- 00S/- 005-0 (> SP-Ws, ppg-/

é £20S) - O09-0 SP-605/- ry2- 6
SF-0pSi-p05 -0 S/_’fmgg-;zgz-a

SP=0051-00L- & RIS

SE-DNS/ - DD2-O ¢

SP- 00S) - 008 -0 D

SF- 05/ po7-0

Soil Discription:

(e Clay . a0 0k Lry




)

ot

N ' L%
DU o P
[ e

SP--owof _

Sﬂ‘"‘f-’d}lt
Sf" omw'ﬂ

G/’ mv_m

S'l"-quM

\

b

S7-0087- 00

&/-Dos/- 0060

S V- posr- ey

37~ DOy vy

S"”'V"m;,ﬁ

LSA-B-002-0  }

SP-cogp-oi-o0

. . . N
< : ON NOLSTHM 2 AOU:AH AD
»i LLEDD ENTNZEE F BN S B =Tl B O\ NOL
~T LLTD
i H4 e 1 eQOaoneaagl



Daily Sample Collection Log Sheet

Date: 7{ 99/72

Time:

Crew Members Present; Function:
S. /(jlz}rz‘z'( / /c/ﬂ/ Zflé/u
,E. L‘/é{'lﬂ égAp/Ek

Sample is Being Analvzed for:

Analysis: // éé%ré% Method: F
Number of Samples Taken Today: /5

Sample Location: _///~ Svéxé//c -
Weather 867 Sunrry

Sample [D’s:
SP-005/=0/5-0

Sp- /- Ol -0
Sé—mg/-O/z—o

%~ D0.S/- 0780
-(INS/-0/9-0

SF-pS/-00-0

Soil Discription:

SD// LS % \ C/cz v # Sﬁﬁ/, ﬂ // f///e

771,7(4/) /R//ta//?q 4
7 77 7




Daily Sample Collection Log Sheet

Date: 74//)% gé

Time;
Crew \/Iembers Present: Funcgion:
%)e/ ¢z ;//( Sl A
,[ Liberid L0Lpe

Sample is Being Analyzed for:

Analysis: / CLf Method: /) SHF
Number of Samples Taken Today: /4

Sample Location: A2 Shedoile
Weather: 7;-7 0 S(nn/y /é/um/o(

Sample [D’s:

SP-0R5)-02)-D S/ -008/-ap-o

SF-005)- 69/-7. SP-0S8) ~p3/-0

SP-0pS/- 022 -0

SF-085/)- 03 -0
MEME? Sp-ppe1-bos-0

b FP-p0S)- P50

SP-006)- 024 -0

S -005/- 027-0

SP-00S7- O55-p

SF-0085 70072

Soil Discription:

SO// AN C//?);/&%@/ %f’/ /[//Ze_




Daily Sample Collection Log Sheet

Date: SZQ / Q 7

Time:

Crew Members Present: Function:
S L peag & it /ﬂé“é
L Lperis lapres

Sample is Being Analvzed for:

Analvsis: /’_CZK /7//44 Method: /» S\/&/
Number of Samples Taken Today: «é

Sample Location: ///7[/4 5\74&///1
Weather: ?D 7 SWM/ KN{«:,/

Sample [D’s:
SP-005/-05--0

Sp- - O350

CP—(DS)- 07> )

7 SP-(R5)-634-0
SP-05) - 5o
SP-OPSI ~034 &

Soil Discription:

Sore  lama  Cloy/ Sont Ly Skl n

SDW S\}W,ﬁ




Daily Sample Collection Log Sheet

Date: ?/6/77

Time:

Crew_ Members Present: Function:
S K rerce yk\ /f/e/g( Lok,
K [ fere Lpbpree

Sample i1s Being Analvzed for:

Analyvsis: /—Cé/y///ﬂéé Method: //) S/ﬁ/ﬂ

Number of Samples Taken Today: /é
Sample Location: S#OC%///g ;gwn

0
Weather: 75 \%\um; v

Sample [D’s: S
S0 )-087-0 S 008/ -0
SP-005] - D35-0 SP-006) -D77-0

S-005/- G F-0 CF =05 -04/8- O
S/~ g0 0 2-Q08)-047-0

D P~ 0S5 1-D/-p SP~008/~ D500
- ~ 500 SP-C08/- D5/-2
2008/ -4/ /

SP-08/-6G Y3 6
Ga SP-00S/-0 Y-
SF-008/- 65 -0

Soil Discription:

Clay / Soned_Hphire. Cormpic /et SC@/’/@/L

O 0" Chués Onice CrulShad ¢ Poxedl =/~ ro
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Daily Sample Collection Log Sheet

¥ o7l
Date: ./ //7 [/

Time:
US\ v Members Present: Funcuon;
\ //(j'/ z,/ el Lo
/( Z/ rflc Zﬂ/[’f&

Sample is Being Analyzed for:

Analysis: /—Zéé%%z Method: /7 5/4/

Number of Samples Taken Today: f

Sample Location: WP/L
5 -
Weather: 7 L C/”“;é/

Sample [D’s
TSA'QQ_/;QJQ 4
- DS/~ 052/

CH_SP-S~ 0830

SP- 8- P50

5P - DS~ 055

Soil Discription:

Cope _ChfSomt Mo
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Daily Sample Collection Log Sheet

Da[c;‘r;\)//;/i/_é/"//

Time:
Crew Members Present: Function:
P
Z//f/’// //(// é‘/(/
)Z). Z/é(/’a /;LJ”/?;*_

Sample 1s Being Analvzed for:

Analvsis: /C é/%J/)?A Method: /A 5}7/

Number of Samples Taken Today: (/-)
Sample Location: g?é&/?/é

Weather: %g C/)W(/, Zv///k;l\// /e/%//’z

Sample [D’s:
ﬁzzx/ Qs -0
o OP-S/- 051D
SPLmsl-058-/
SAP-pOS/ - 5%-0
5& QZﬁ 0590
SF-posi- OLO-D
SF-0081-OL/-0
SP-0081- (490
SP- () - 30
SP-005/)- 06/ -0

Soil Discription:

[//zg/// ZZ//%{/ Lo #  Lopees C/f//)f/"”?/ M

2
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Daily Sample Collection Log Sheet

Date: f‘/ //j/?f

Time:
Ue§ %mbers Present: Function: ,
mc—z//  foel Lewds
L Libay” [ 9bpre

Sample is Being Analvzed for:
Analysis: /C é/?//ﬁé/J Method: |1 SH
Number of Samples Taken Today: gl f

Sample Location: Sﬁ///l
Weather: 7 ?0 c éng /g)?//:' %‘z’/’j ‘
Sample [D’s:

SPo0s 060 SFO)-02v0
- 00S) -85~/ S~ O05/- 0750

SF-005/-074~)
GH 5;*0&9/ 5\47—0 Lo SP-prs/- ﬁ7779 @ ‘ww\wu&“wc“tfw&mgwﬂ

SP-005)- O&-p SH-05/-075 -/ o e
SF-@0s/ - 069-0 - SP-005/-075-6 P
L-00S/-0 200  ahin P~ 008/ - 0770
SP-05/~ 62/ ~0 -0 - 0800
SP-p8/-072-0 PL-0S1-08/ -0
SP-Q5)-0 250

Soil Discription:

/=1 C/g//g/ow/ %/)0{(,4
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Daily Sample Collection Log Sheet

Date: \Z?D/?[/

Time:
Crew Members Pregent: Function:
Z///L/ /e/é( /4“44
;@ Z/é(}ﬂ 4/425['/%

Sample is Being Analyzed tor:

Analysis: TC&/ é{ Method:M

Number of Samples Taken Today: QO

Sample Location: CM/M/ S%Cﬁ/ﬁl
Weather: 75 S!///M// /3/’:427\/

Soil Discription:

Sample [D’s:

SALDS1-089-0 SF-005/-03/ - O
Sg.mgz-%g'/ S5/ -6/
SP-005/- O55-0 SO W5/-029 -0
SP-005/- 5F-0 SF-005/- 0230
SP-008/- (850 SH-QR8/- 6270

N_SP-0ps/- pRL—0 FLDE/- 82
SP-sl- £872 SP-LD =0 &
MDD SP-005 1 - 580 G057 -IF 7-6
SH-Ns [ —O87 -6 S/ - 078-6

H-qp) - OW-0 -85/~ 079>

/’;/’1(, 475’5 c

C/z///iw/ %X/éa
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Date: 7{ Z{ 7?

Tiume:

Crew NMembers Pysem:

S Kirege

£ Liferss

Dailv Sample Collection Log Sheet

Function;

/ ’/4,é( 4’/1,[ .

[ plerer—

Sample 1s Being Analyzed for:

T/ 90
Analvsis: /CW/;K Vethod: /77 942///
Number of Samples Taken Today: (‘é )

Sample Location:

Sty

Weather: 85/0 C/@/(/)/ //4//7

Sample [D’s:
Db/~ jo0D

SP-05]= D~/
Go\SL- 005/ 10/~
ANID Sp_ppsi- ip0-0
S-2/108-0

SP-008) )oY -5
SE-Q08( - )05~

SP a8~ Job &
E-ms/- JO7-0
SP-D&/- /080

Soil Discription:

SH-0.58/)- 1060

DS =00
SE-O0S -1/

SE-008/-17/-/

P57 o0 (RR)

CP—rv8/-)/ P

Chy /) Sond
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Daily Sample Collection Log Sheet

Date: C///D /{9

Tiumne:
Crew \1 ers Present: Function:
SL eyl el Lo
/ﬁzr/ Lﬁéﬂf&t

Sample is Being Analvzed for:
Analysis: )CL/Q//// Method: /) %/p

Number of Samples Taken Today: 0

Sample Location: S)ﬁ[%ﬁ/é

Weather: 772 i C /64/‘

Sample [D’s: ]
SO0 1/ 40 SPOE /- /230
1 O051- /50 SF=(08( 420
S/ ~005/- )66 SP-(5/ - A5 =0
SL-00S]J)7-0 SPADE) - J26-0

27 =0087-)/80 - L7~
SF-0087- )90 SP %) - 0

S/ 0/75/ L) Q—) SE-DY - /2-0

S/ )2 SP-00S1- 150-0

/=) oc@m S8/~ 5D

Soil Discription:

C/k)g/ Sprond




[t L] o ea
50 IS N
|
-




Daily Sample Collection Log Sheet

Time:

Crew Members Present: Function:
5‘/(/./443//{ f—/(/[{_/ Z&(‘p'[:/
@Ljﬁlﬂ’ LRLora .
2 /ley R Ol

Sample 1s Being Analyzed for:

Analysis: /ﬂcé/ﬂ/é/é&[ Method: //7 ngﬂ

Number ot Samples Taken Today: /g
Sample Location: 97/%2’///

Weather: 70 ° C‘/ddfr

Samplg ID’s:

SIroce/~/32-0  _SE-O%/~/A-/

of - CVS/- /530

SFP- 005/- /540

SP-CCE/- )35

SF- _JY D
SH-nsi- )37-0

SP-ns/- L5350

SP-0S) /570

.%/J DS/ - &
SH-wsi—/%/p

Soil Discription:

C/’97)7// 39/7/ | /77/)(;4«_
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Daily Sample Collection Log Sheet

Date: {0{/}7{ 77

Time:

Crew Members Presen Function:
é }/ /e a/ Jredl Lot
l/fz//o {pbprea

Sample is Being Analvzed for:

analysis: /C L/ %/éﬁ " Method: 1 A
Number of Samples Taken Today: /%

Sample Location: SM%/@
o L5 San,

Sample [D’s:
SP-DO5 - / 42-0 SP-008 /- 4570

St~ 5/~ ] 4>~/ -0058/- )529-0

GRS P-02S5/-7430 SP-0ns /- JS2~/

5o S 008/ T74-C Qn SFEI05)- /530

8/’*0&9/ / S50

-0
5/9— NOS/- /9/7-0

S oXVENRY g

/- /570

-8/~ /SD~O

Soil Discription:

C/é )/// SA)/W/ /%vé/z,




AR AN

ST TS00 48

o S WA \\ \n.%‘,w. o TR QAN
) 7O

< = ) > N o
- = = g > N
— — — B
&
£ I AN R BV RS
Il Bl B B0 B

64 \Q\Q /

%Q.\\\Q\Qm




&P
ANshsp

Daily Sample Collection Log Sheet

Date: /) /27 ?y

Time:
Crew Members Present: Function:
A 1 yeFT s / e /J/ 44&4
/( Lpbers O [ plre_

Sample is Being Analyzed for:

Analysis: 7—(:[{ %(% Method: //) S/Qf

)

Number of Samples Taken Today:

Sample Location:

o My SUZrClsuds
Weather:gg % / / /630

Sample [D’s: .

Sop) Jsre  SPsilea-]  SPE0S) 120
L-005/-/5v~/  pn SP-C0S)~ /630 SP-05)- 7730
g‘;‘ 065/ - /550 SP-%y /6¥-0 SP-L%/—/~(

75/~ /8E-O SF-008/ /450 n SHTE/ - /20
-8 /- /572-0 SP~(Y8/- /L ST -/ 7250
A-L0S/ - [58-0 Q%) /b 7- S5/~ /28D
A0S/ - 1570 0%/ //8-0 P~V 770
S -C05/- 240 ¢ SHRAY/ /62 -0 S-S/~ ) 790
SP-00S/- )67 -0 SS/-/ 26~0 SP_ S/ )P0
SFP-C05/~ 690 PEI-7770 SP-(0%) P~

Soil Discription:

SFAL9S/-) 8/ =0
QP-ZK/ - )82
SPLEE/ - )83 -

lapSe //ZX%‘L

C/%/ Sorad
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Daily Sample Collection Log Sheet

Date: //[Z;]]( 77

Time:

Crew Members Present: Function:
S Arereesf o e,
% _ L//f//z' LBy

Sample is Being Analvzed for:

Analysis: 754/%% Method: /7 S/%

Number of Samples Taken Today: / }
Sample Location: \S\M/Q/Z

v
Weather: & 7 Sl//”i/

Sample [D’s:
SP-L05(-154D SH5%)~/29-0
SHOE/- )85D SF-25)-) 2%
SO0~ /RS~ S/~ /7450

P08/ - ;A D
) SP~08 ¢ - /ég>7~0
AP S~ /~ /220

SP- s/~ 20D
§/~a29/- /200

Soil Discription:

, 6/& C/g// &D&/ . 4%;9/\/ Q//C
B m A P oo ~
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Daily Sample Collection Log Sheet

Date: /i/ //’I/;-){ [/M/

Time:

Crew Mgmbers Present: Function:
v /(/féf[;’)% Lrofil Ll
/F- L//’ffﬂ Z@%W/u

Sample is Being Analyzed for:
Analysis: /Cé/[z%’ Method: /4 Cg;é;

Number of Samples Taken Today: / ?
Sample Location: CZ/)A/ £~ S\D:A/Z St Sézéﬂ/[
Weather: (75 7 6\11/7/7\ {h /)70/,1/,,; [Mn /) M

Sample [D’s: _
SAOOY -0t/ » S5/~ )89
SABSP ~ 000 S 25D D
SANGL- D30 5P~/ -0
SH-psp- Dy G-/ ¢
S~ 0SP- 0GP/ -S5O
SF- DS~ b-p R s 7

SL~(DSi~ )b O SF-DS) =257
GRS/~ V74 TSP 287 0 &
Q57970 SHURS) =222
~(5~ /G50

Soil Discription:

Of.e /e &n’w/{; 844///@ 4/ z . Lery /mé ¥ ‘
) 5}%2;,0/6 C/g/y/Sél/z/ Posihne 7 M/f;f}/ Ftmre (58
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Daily Sample Collection Log Sheet

Date: /I/{/Jj{ (//

Time:

Function:

Crew Members Present:
7(.). Z/fef,v Z/QA?ML,

Sample is Being Analvzed for:

Analysis: TCZ/ //@%J

Number of Samples Taken Today: 7

Cen/( -

Sample Location:

Method: /77 W

94°

Weather:

C luty

Sample [D’s:
S f-O05)-28-0

Suto!

081 -U3D

-8 1 -2/ Y0

SF-8i1-/50

Soil Discription:

Y

Clofloord M.
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Daily Sample Collection Log Sheet

Date: .//,/7 “/(

Time:

Crew Nl¢mbers Present: Functi/gn:
B /(,.,%,/f Lreld it
/< [//"U Lo

Sample is Being Analyzed for:

Analvsis: /Zé/ //z/ﬁ/) Method: /2 8/4/7

Number of Samples Taken Today: (L

Sample Location: /f/ﬁéé S ﬁé%ﬂ//k
Weather: ??0 //ﬁb( Sbu/ /Zm;

Sample [D’s:
05/~ 10 S 2045
H-(08/- 76 SAL0S5- 922-4
2106/ —2 )90 5F-065/- WP
P-10.5- D170 SP-LBSs- 202
P-L08/-20 D DS/ - 73 -0
SP-(DSI- DD SP-L57/- I3,
S 22— 2050 = D020

SA-coSi-9230

S/ D8~ DS

S G5/~ D50

Soil Discription:

C Jay /S C Jor 25

7 /;qzzxiq Lt
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Dailv Sample Collection Log Sheet

Date: //{Q)z ??

Time:

Crew Members Present: Function:
3%/{7‘(2/( Lo N Lot
,(. Z}é‘/}d 44/&’?’/_

Sample is Being Analvzed for:
.—\nal_vsis:/\Cé/)%%/ Method: /7 5\/;7/

Number ot Samples Taken Today: 7

Sample Location: Cé’f'l 74 - S\M/Z
Weather: [ 5 0 SWV}/ ( /afr

Sample ID’s;
éﬁzwg/—) R
SE D8 T30/
(A st SPL0ST- T 35-0 (O
Tt Pzt D3 (o)
0S-SR 500
T-L0SI-038 1
SP-0087- 37-0

Soil Discription:

Cloryy Ly o C/,; / Sontl %//4/”‘
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Dailyv Sample Collection Log Sheet

Date: / 4@2/

Time:

Crew Mer&bers Present: Function:
) [N regc z;/z;;’ S red Lo
LA L/Aéric L/?'/?O//’/"

Sample is Being Analvzed for:

27

analysis: [ UY) T CLF Metnod:_jr L7
Number ot Sampies Taken Today: Z ] 2

Sample Location: SjLzy(;/:/P//L
Weather: C/Du&/)/ 7 C@/O( 3
Sample [D’s:

57 -005¢-00 7-0

S§-008 p-ao§-o

SP-POSP - Yp

S2-pOSP-0/0-p

SP- 08 P-0//-0

SP-00Y - 0i7-C

S - OCBP-0 /50

SF-6087-0rY -0

Cl]ﬁ S/'?— -0/50
SP-0pSPp/i-p

Soil Discription:

L v’p;,y?/ S+ /Y08 f\ C/"?*); / Sﬂﬂﬁ(
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Dailv Sample Collection Log Sheet

Date: // 29/00

Time:
Crew Members Present: Function:
_Apeok Lol L.
= C,-,{};,/dz l;l}q-/ ',;75"/[/

Sample is Being Analyzed for:

Analysis: /_C (F LA Method: S
Number of Samples Taken Today: 7.4
Sample Location: S facé/p//;

Weather: C / ey C;)/o/ /% Z‘///@( / 00

Sample [D’s:
RA Sp- -0/7-0
GA ~ 00SY - O3-0
R _SF- ODSF-0/7-0
/A ]

SP-0OCS/-Fo-p
@GR SY - DOS/-0R/-p
Qp SP- 00 SP-020 -0

Soil Discription:

Frowen C /%/y/ Spre!
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Daily Sample Collection Log Sheet

o1/ 1 100

Time:
Crevwyw.Members Present: Funcuon:
1% /(ezrc}C’x\ /) el Lot
410 LahAe—
f D Lol 0z

Sample is Being Analyzed for:

anatysis: /| C P M ifofMethod: S

Number of Samples Taken Today: /(O

Sample Location: s %wé/ e

weather:__ ( Jpigely » Cold & S@a/;' J0°
Sample [D’s: é

Doy Qe SP- COSP-Co03p
G Sﬂﬂ OO%f- 097 -5

RA SP- OCK7-025 -0
M‘S/W Qr SP- (GOSF-02% -0
GA SP-pDOSP=7 -0
Rp_CP- oos/-o5-0
SP-0ODS/-2386
SF-005/- 237 -0

SF- 008 ]-2/p-0

Soil Discription:

F 10cen Cl /4// / S»/n/ //lx/u,(
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Roy F. Weston, Inc.

1 Wall Street

Manchester, NH 03101-1501
603-656-5400 ¢ Fax 603-656-5401
www.rfweston.com

MANAGERS DESIGNERS/CONSULTANTS

21 July 2000

Ecology and Environment. Inc.
Analytical Services Center
4493 Walden Avenue
Lancaster, New York 14086

Attention: Ms. Colleen C. Mullaney-Westfall

Re:  Seneca Army Depot Activity
Laboratory Services (P.G. No. 99294L)

Dear Ms. Mullaney-Westfall:

Rov F. Weston. Inc. (WESTON®) is in receipt of Ecology and Environment, Inc.’s letter dated 29
June 2000. This letter is provided in order to respond to the items addressed in E & E’s letter.
Laboratory Services provided by E & E to date. have been performed as stated in the subcontract,
however, all services relating to TCLP analysis have been descoped due to discrepancies in E & E’s
data. A separate letter will be forwarded to E & E by 28 July 2000 to clarify our position on the data
discrepancies in order to resolve issues relating to remitted payments and outstanding invoices.

No additional samples have been submitted to E & E since all current activities at the site involve
analysis for TCLP metals. In addition, future analytical services at the Seneca Army Depot may be
required by E & E, however. this effort depends on our current schedule, scope of activities, and
resolution status.

WESTON looks forward to resolving the invoicing issues with E & E as soon as possible. Please call
me at (603) 656-5428 if you have any questions.

A ay v wylvs xr
Very truly vours.

ROY F. WESTON. INC.
Christopher G. Kane
Project Manager
Cc: T. Bogalin (E & E)
M. Kenney (E & E)
M. Wojtas (CENAE)
M. Koenig (CENAE)

D. Quigley (WESTON)
M. McCarley (Site)

G:PROJECTS\038861 18\0I3\LETTERS\E&EINV2



ecology and environment, inc.

International Specialists in the Environment

BUFFALO CORPORATE CENTER
368 Pleasant View Drive, Lancaster, New York 14086
Tel: 716/684-8060, Fax: 716/684-0844

August 14, 2000

Christopher Kane, Project Manager
Roy F. Weston, Inc. '

One Wall Street

Manchester, NH 03101-1501

[ m I QA T ] . (a3 1PN
ne. oeneda Aimy ucpu? e

Laboratory Services (your P.O. No. 99294L)

Dear Mr. Kane:

Ecology & Environment, Inc. (E & E) is in receipt of your letter dated July 28,
2000, responding to E & E's letter of June 29, 2000, regarding outstanding
invoices and Roy F. Weston, Inc.’'s (Weston) apparent partial termination of E &
E subcontract No. 99294L. E & E understands that Weston’s response letter is
now making a claim against E & E, but still not providing notice of terminating E &
E as required under our contract. E & E cannot respond to Weston'’s claims

- without further evaluation of the issues.

E & E again requests requisite information in order to fully évaluate the argument
Weston has set forth. Additionally, E & E contends that Weston has not '
addressed Weston’s breach of this subcontract. Weston has not adequately
explained why it has not paid E & E for all services rendered, even though it has
essentially, though not formally, terminated E & E, for what Weston now appears
to be arguing is cause, without proper notice, nor an opportunity to cure. E & E
does not agree that Weston has cause for terminating E & E.

E & E has continuously cooperated and provided information to Weston
regarding this matter, while Weston has repeatedly withheld requested
information or has provided only partial disclosure. For instance, on December
2, 1999, the Corps and Weston, represented by David Lubianez and Bob Bentley
respectively, performed an audit of TCLP and total lead analysis. No negative
findings were indicated in the audit debriefing and Mr. Bentley was
complementary of E& E’s documentation, knowledge and staff expertise.
Additionally, Weston continued to forward samples to E & E for analysis for about
one month after the Audit, confirming E & E’s understanding that the audit
revealed that E & E was in full compliance with the required analytical method.

recycled paper



Although E & E has requested a copy of the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers and
Weston Audit, Weston has not provided it.

Waeston has not delivered upon reasonable request copies of STL’s and ESS’s
split sample analysis results and lab audits, if any, despite E & E’s cooperation in
providing all information requested. E & E has diligently attempted to resolve this
matter, while Weston has ceased forwarding work to E & E without proper notice,
sufficient justification or full payment for services rendered.

Kindly now forward the following documentation to me by August 31, 2000, so
that E & E may appropriately comment on Weston’s claims and fully analyze the
merits of Weston'’s apparent partial termination of TCLP services. ‘

1) A copy of the audit report prepared by Mr. Robert Bentley (Analytical Balance
for Weston) and Mr. David Lubianez (USACE) from their audit of E & E'z
laboratory on December 2, 1999. (A copy of the audit report was requested by
E & E at the debrief held that day and has not been received to date.)

2) Likewise, a response as to whether the QA and third party laboratories (STL
and ESS) were audited regarding the TCLP issue. If the response is affirmative
for one or both, a copy of the audit report(s) is requested. If the response is
negative for one or both, please provide an explanation as to why an audit was
not deemed necessary.

3) Weston's letter provides selected data from the samples split between E & E
and STL; and mentions (but does not provide data from) samples split between E
& E and ESS. We request a full tabulation of all split samples for all data
including qualifiers: this would include samples split two ways (i.e., between E &
E and STL; between STL and ESS; and between E & E and ESS) and samples
split three ways.

4) A copy of the performance evaluation "true values" for the QA sample "QC-
00SP-001-0" shipped to E & E on 11/5/99, accompanied by a table listing results
obtained by E&E, STL and ESS for this sample.

5) A copy of the standard operating procedure (SOP) for the splitting of samples
between E & E and STL and/or ESS as followed at the Seneca Army Depot
Activity.

6) A copy of ESS and STL's SOP for performing the TCLP extraction as written in
EPA Method 1311 for comparison to E & E's SOP which has been previously
provided to Weston. Actual copies of the TCLP extraction prep logs from STL
and ESS for samples that were analyzed by all three labs is also requested.
Information on extraction fluid used, pH of fluid, elapsed time of extraction, etc.
can then be compared.



Only with this information can E & E properly evaluate Weston's position and
offer a prudent response. Weston argues that E & E's data are somehow flawed
because they did not agree with two other laboratories’ data on similar samples.
This is despite the fact that E & E 's analytical procedures were opened fully to
Weston and the Corps who found no shortcomings or failures to comply with
regulatory analytical methods. E & E has not been advised of any similar
scrutiny of procedures at the other laboratories. Weston's decision to dismiss E
& E's data, at very considerable cost to us, is not justified by the facts available to
us. We request the opportunity to evaluate properly and fully the data against
which our data are being compared.

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions you may have at (716)
684-8060, ext. 2750. Thank you for your anticipated cooperation in resolving this
matter.

Very truly yours,
Ecology & Environment, Inc.

(PR, iz

Colleen C. Mullaney-Westfall

Cc: Dominic Mattioni, Weston
Diane Quigley, Weston
Robert Bently, Weston
R. Rico, Weston
Tom Battaglia, CENAN
William Ebersbach, CENAN
Michelle Brock, CENAE
Mark Koenig, CENAE —
Tony Bogolin, E& E



Roy F. Weston, Inc.

i AVall Street

. Manchester, NH 03101-1501

@ '.')03—65'6-5400 e Fax 603-656-5401
Www rtweston.com

28 July 2000

Ecology and Environment. Inc.
Analytical Services Center
4493 Walden Avenue
Lancaster. New York 14086

Attention: Ms. Colleen C. Mullaney-Westtall

Re:  Seneca Armv Depot Activity
Laboratory Services (P.O. No. 99294L)

Dear Ms. Mullaney-Westtall:

Pursuant to Ecology and Environment. Inc.’s (E & E’s) letter dated 29 June 2000 and Rov F.
Weston. Inc.’s (WESTONs) response letter dated 21 July 2000. WESTON is summarizing the E
& E TCLP metals data discrepancies in order to resolve the current invoicing issues.
Background information regarding the discrepancies. a data summary. a list of cost/schedule
impacts. and a course of action are detailed below in order to clarifv WESTONs position on the
subject matter:

Background:

WESTON has used the TCLP metals data received from Ecology and Environment, Inc. from
July 1999 through December 1999 to segregate 200 cy stockpiles into two larger separate
stockpiles (for soil segregation and characterization purposes). depending on the concentrations
ot the TCLP metals sample results. Based on this data. all of the soil passing the hazardous
characteristic criteria for metals is placed into one stockpile while soil tailing the hazardous
characteristic criteria for metals is placed into another stockpile. Through December 1999.
WESTON stockpiled approximately 25.000 cv of non-hazardous soil and 9.000 cy of hazardous
soil based on data received by I & E for TCLP metals (for data received between July 1999 and
December 1999). Based on a review of E & E’s data in comparison to QA and third party
laboratory TCLP metals data. it was necessary tor WESTON to reject all of E & E TCLP metals
data (due to the significant amount ot discrepancies) and was required to resample the entire
volume of stockpiled soils over again. Due to this extensive resampling etffort. the project
schedule was delayed by over 2 months and WESTON incurred additional direct costs
(laboratory analytical) and indirect costs (equipment and labor) to the project. A summary of the
data and cost impacts is provided in the following paragraphs.

Data Summary:

WESTON collected and analyzed over 290 TCLP metals samples for stockpile segregation
purposes between July 99 and December 99 and approximately 10 full TCLP samples for waste
characterization in December 1999. Inconsistencies in the data were first evident upon review of
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the first 3 sampling events occurring between 14 July 1999 and 29 Julv 1999. A total of 16
samples with high total lead concentrations between 784 mg/kg and 3870 mg/kg resulted in non-
detects tfor TCLP lead for samples collected on 14 July 1999 while a total of 4 samples with total
lead concentrations of between 1780 mg/kg and 4550 mgkg resulted in TCLP lead
concentrations between 3.39 mg/l and 27.7 mg/l for samples collected on 19 July 1999. E & E
provided no explanation in the data gap in order to clarity the discrepancies in total lead and
TCLP lead. At this point. WESTON notified the USACE of the discrepancies and requested
results of QA samples that had been sent to STL in Vermont.

[n reviewing E & E’s TCLP metals data with the USACE QA laboratory (STL) data. major and
minor discrepancies were reported in almost every data set. As an example. in eleven QA
samples. all barium and lead results between E & E and STL resulted in major or minor
discrepancies. 1.e.. STL’s results were extremely higher in all cases. In most cases. E & E did
not even detect TCLP lead or low concentrations ot barium with respect to STL s concentrations.
In 7 of the 11 cases. TCLP lead data as reported by STL was over the 5-mg/I regulatory criteria
that determined whether the soil would be stockpiled as non-hazardous or hazardous. Since the
accuracy of the data for TCLP metals is a critical factor in determining the criteria for offsite
disposal. and the data as reported by E & E contained discrepancies (in every sample), it was
necessary for WESTON to recharacterize the stockpile over again.

TABLE 1
"SAMPLEID | DATE TMETAL PRIMARY | QALAB DISCREPANCY |
’z } " LAB(E&E) | |
| (mg/l) (mg/l) i
"SP-00S1-003 7-14-99 Ba 4.08 174 Major F
| Cd <015 10466 Major
Pb <15 13.0 Major
SP-00S1-014 7-14-99 Ba 702 2.8 Major
Cd <015 0959 Major
| Pb | <15 3.050 Major
"SP-00S1-034 8-2-99 Ba 708 6.07 Major
: Cd <015 0311 Minor
| T Pb =15 2.5 Major
"SP-00S1-044 8:6-99 | Ba 258 8.89 Major
' cd <015 0487 Major
Pb <15 5.7 Major
SP-00S1-053 8-10-99 Ba - 418 11.00 Minor
Cd <015 0596 Major
Pb <15 35.2 Major
" SP-00S1-057 8-13-99 Ba .92 8.65 Major
Cd =015 10596 Major
! Pb <.15 27.2 Major
SP-00S1-067 8-10-99 Ba 728 6.52 Major
Cd <.015 .046 Major
Pb \ <.15 16.7 Major
SP-00S1-101 9-7-99 Ba 573 24.4 Major

3]
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, Pb ‘ <13 3.66 | Major ;
SP-00S1-112 9-7-99 7 Ba | 888 | 4.35 Major |
‘ - Pb <15 | 2.28 Major i
SP-00S1-121 9-15-99 Ba 1231 6.19 | Major |
Pb 13 6.85 1 Major |
SP-00S1-131 9-15-99 Ba I3 505 | Major |
: Pb 15 31.88 Major
J’ Heg 0236 <.01 Minor

Following a review of the characterization data. E & E’s results were either found to be
extremely low or non-detect in all 10 samples for lead and barium (see ID No.’s SP-00SP-007
through SP-00SP-016 in Table 2). Due to the continuing trend in the data (E & E consistently
reporting significantly lower results). all 10 samples were submitted to STL and ESS for
reanalysis. Results from both STL (QA lab) and ESS (third party lab) were extremely higher tor
lead and barium and in most cases were compatible to each other while the E & E data tailed to
meet the comparison criteria with STL. WESTON realizes that some variability in data exists
between STL and ESS either because "of matrix non-homogeneity or method variability.
However the variances were for lead only. were never in one direction. and were minor only.
The fact that all three TCLP metals (barium. cadmium and lead) failed comparison criteria
consistently, indicartes a serious extraction problem at E & E.

TABLE 2
' SAMPLE ID | DATE | METAL | PRIMARY | QALAB | DISCREPANCY
‘ ; " LAB (E & E) i
; _ (mgN (mg/l)
SP-00SP-007 12/21/99 | Pb <15 ‘ 9.03 Major
Ba : 368 7.03 Major
: Cd : «.015 05 Major
SP-00SP-008 12/21/99 | Pb <15 12.3 Major
i ‘ Ba 660 6.23 Major
| Cd <.015 .03 Minor
' SP-00SP-009 12/21/99 Pb ; <15 3.88 Major
Ba 74 3.42 Major
i Cd- | <015 | .03 Minor
' SP-00SP-010 12/21/99 Pb ? <15 2.26 Major
Ba 1.04 9.89 Major
Cd <015 .03 Minor
- SP-00SP-011 12/21/99 Pb <15 1.63 Major
‘ Ba 54 10.8 Major ,
Cd <015 03 Minor
j SP-00SP-012 12/21/99 Pb <15 5 Major
| Ba 302 6.8 Major
SP-00SP-013 12/21/99 Pb <15 10.7 Major
‘ ! Ba ; 287 4.9 Major
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Cd- - 013 04 Minor ‘;
SP-00SP-014 [2721/99 Pb 13 55 Major i
~ Ba 177 6.2 Major |
SP-00SP-015 [2/21/99 Pb 15 0.37 Major
T Ba 278 5.6 Major
SP-00SP-016 | 1272199 | Pb 13 28] Major ,
| Ba 227 507 Major |

Due to the discrepancies in E & E's TCLP data (consistently low and/or non-detect results with a
varlance of greater than 300% vs. QA lab data). Weston has had to resample approximately
25.000 cv of soil that was originallv segregated and characterized as “non-hazardous™ based on E
& E TCLP metals data. As a result. the schedule for Transportation and Disposal of soil was
delayed by over 2 months. [n addition. WESTON has had to incur multiple direct and indirect
costs as a result of the data discrepancies and mvalid data.  The cost impacts are described
helow:

Direct Costs:
1) Invalid E & E TCLP metals analvtical data (over 300 TCLP metals samples)
2) Additional analvtical costs for a separate laboratory to pertorm re-analysis ot TCLP

metals samples

Indirect Costs:

3) Two separate conference calls held with USACE

4) WESTON and USACE performed audit ot E & E

3) Field costs associated with moving 25.000 cy ot soil that was characterized (based on
biased low invalid E & E TCLP metals data). additional soils handling for sample
collection. additional stockpile segregation based on valid ESS and QA lab data.

6) Shipping costs associated with additional QA data (independent of USACE analytical
costs)

[n summary, the discrepancies in TCLP metals data for samples submitted to E & E to date has
resulted in the data being rejected due to the extremelv low bias and variance as compared with
QA data. Neither WESTON or its client have been able to use the TCLP metals data produced
by E & E. In addition. the resampling etfort has caused WESTON to incur a number of direct
and indirect costs (bevond the primary analytical costs) as a result of the E & E discrepancies
(see list of costs above). In accordance with Section 17 (Data Validity) of the Subcontract
Agreement, WESTON requests a credit for all outstanding TCLP metals invoices. In addition,
multiple TCLP metals invoices have already been paid in full and remitted to E & E prior to the
receipt of the QA data. WESTON also requests full reimbursement of laboratory analytical costs
for TCLP metals samples that have been invoiced and paid in tull by WESTON. The purchase
order unit rate for TCLP metals analysis ($125 ea.) will be utilized in calculating the credit and
reimbursement totals.

G:PROJECTS\03886118\013\LETTERS\E&einvIF 4



All remaining invoices for analvtical services performed by E & E will be processed as soon as
the issue is resolved and all credits and/or reimbursement amounts are received. Please submit a
payment schedule with the laboratory order number. invoice number and credit/reimbursement
amount tor review and approval within 15 days.

WESTON looks torward to resolving this matter in a timely manner. Please call me at (603)
n36-3428 if vou have questions pertaining to this issue.

Very truly vours.

ROY F. WESTON. INC.

A A
Christopher Kane
Project Manager

Cc:  T.Bogalin(E & E)
T. Battalia (CENAN)
B. Ebersbach (CENAN)
M. Brock (CENAE)
M. Koenig (CENAE)
R. Bentley (WESTON)
D. Mattioni (WESTON)
D. Quigley (WESTON)
R. Rico (WESTON)
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Rov F. Weston, Inc.

1 Wall Street

Manchester. NH 03101-1501
@003-656-5402 ¢ Fax 603-656-5401

WWW, ITweston.com .

9 October 2000

Ms. Colleen Mullaney-Westtall
Ecology and Environment. Inc.
Buffalo Corporate Center

568 Pleasant View Drive
Lancaster. NY 14086

Re: Seneca Army Depot Site
Laboratory Services (P.O. No. 99294L)

Dear Ms. Mullaney-Westfall:

This letter is being submitted in response to your letter. dated 14 August 2000. regarding
Roy F. Weston. Inc.’s (WESTON®) outstanding invoices and WESTON’s request for
credit/reimbursement for TCLP metals sample analyses that failed to meet laboratory
acceptance criteria with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. New England District’s
(CENAE) Quality Assurance (QA) Laboratory for the Seneca project. WESTON’s
position regarding this matter stands as stated in the 28 July 2000 letter. however,
additional information is being forwarded as requested per your letter dated
14 August 2000 to clarify and resolve all outstanding issues.

WESTON’s actions to date have been performed in accordance with the terms of the
subcontract agreement dated 4 December 1998 under P.O. No. 992941 and does not
agree with E & E’s contention that there has been a breach on WESTON's behalf. The
following paragraphs address E & E’s 2™ paragraph of the 14 August 2000 letter.

The action by WESTON and its client to reject the TCLP metals data and seek
reimbursement and credit tor analytical costs associated with TCLP metals analysis was
made following a thorough review of QC and QA sample data, PE sample results, audit
findings, and laboratory SOP’s. However the outlining factor was that E & E could not
produce valid data in accordance with the Scope of Work or Item 17 of the subcontract
agreement (Data Validity) or correct the deficiencies in accordance with Item 7 (Standard
of Care). Justification for this action is summarized in both the 28 July 2000 letter and
this letter.  WESTON discontinued sending samples to E & E for the remaining TCLP
metals analysis in order to avoid additional cost and schedule impacts associated with
continued sampling. analysis, and reporting of invalid data. The primary reason for this
action was to maintain accurate reporting and valid data for the project. As a result,
WESTON forwarded samples to a qualitied laboratory for TCLP metals analysis. No
other samples were submitted to E & E for other scoped parameters between
January 2000 and July 2000 since the majority of parameters sampled for and analyzed
onsite were for TCLP metals. The site has been shut down since August 2000. As such,
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Ms. Mullanev-Westtall
Ecology ana Environmental. Inc. = 9 October. 2000

WESTON has not generated additional samples for analysis. Since the subcontract was
based on Firm Fixed Unit Pricing. WESTON is under no minimum or maximum
guarantees relating 1o analytical services.

The laboratory services for TCLP metals analysis were descoped by WESTON as a
necessary action since E & E could not produce valid data. Although WESTON has not
terminated E & E. the TCLP metals data generated by E & E are invalid and as such are
unacceptable. WESTON has therefore requested reimbursement and/or credit for all
TCLP merals analysis.

E & E contends that WESTON has an outstanding balance of $26.972 for laboratory
analytical services and that full payment has not been received. WESTON has not
submitted payment 10
E & E since the balance owed to WESTON considering credits due for the invalid TCLP
metals analvsis and the reimbursable amount due for TCLP metals invoicing amounts
(already received by E & E) is significantly more than the current balance owed to E & E.
WESTON will forward payment to E & E (if applicable) once all invoicing amounts
relating to the TCLP metals issue are resolved. Per the subcontract agreement, payment
for services rendered does not constitute acceptance of data.

The following paragraph is provided to address E & E's 31 paragraph of the
14 August 2000 fetter. WESTON has been cooperative and has provided E & E every
opportunity to investigate the situation. The audit. PE samples. and split samples were
suggested methods chosen by WESTON and the CENAE to resolve the issue.
Furthermore. the performance of the audit or the respective results concluded from the
audit do not exonerate E & E from reporting valid data. WESTON continued to submit
samples to E & E following the audit in order to determine if the accuracy of the data
increased.

Following the audit, WESTON continued to monitor E & E’s, STL’s and ESS’s
procedures and in recognizing the ambiguity in EPA Method 1311 and the minor
variances in all three laboratories’ SOPs, WESTON enforced some controls on the
analyses. WESTON mandated to ESS and STL that TCLP Fluid #1 be prepared daily. pH
be recorded upon preparation and only adjusted at the initial preparation, and that
tumbling times be restricted to 18 hours £ % hour. This was to ensure future results from
ESS and STL laboratories were of the same quality. Mr. Tony Bogalin of E & E was
notified of these controls to assist E &E in determining why the results for barium, lead.
and cadmium were so low in comparison to ESS and STL.

The following responses are provided to address comments issued in your letter dated
14 August 2000.

l. A copy of WESTON’s audit report that was prepared by Mr. Robert Bentley for the
E & E audit is provided in Attachment 1. WESTON and the CENAE were pro-
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active in performing the audit (at a substantial cost) in order to identify potential
causes for the E & E data discrepancies. However. at the time of the audit.
WESTON had not determined the cause (nor had a cause been identified by E & E)
of the discrepancies and theretore had not instructed Mr. Bentley on any one area of
concentration tor the audit. Although the audit assisted WESTON and E & E in
eliminating some questions. other potential causes were noted in the report. i.e..
differences in sampling. extraction or digestion as opposed to instrumental analysis
for the discrepancies. Please review audit report for further information.

(9]

WESTON performed an audit of ESS’ laboratorv and CENAE QA Chemist
(Mr. Mark Koenig), performed an audit of its QA laboratory (STL of Vermont).
Observations and conclusions drawn from these audits were similar to those noted
in Mr. Bentlev's audit report for E & E. However. WESTON did not receive a
written copy of the CENAE audit of STL and due to client/vendor confidentiality,
will not submit a copy of the ESS’ audit report.

Following the inconclusive audits. WESTON and the CENAE further explored
possible rationales for the discrepancies and agreed to split eleven scoped
characterization samples for TCLP metals three ways. Table 2 in Attachment 2
(previously submitted to E & E in our letter dated 28 July 2000), illustrates the
results of these 11 samples (excluding one duplicate sample) obtained by E & E and
STL. WESTON has revised this table to reflect E & E. STL, and ESS split sample
data and has included this table for E & E’s review as requested.

(%)

After reviewing the results. it was evident to WESTON and CENAE that E & E
was experiencing a problem in the TCLP extraction procedure because of the
extremely low results (and high variability) for the same 11 samples for three
compounds (barium. lead. and cadmium). Although ESS and STL’s split results
differ slightly. the amount of variability can be explained by sampling, sampie
homogeneity. and/or matrix differences.

Mr. Tony Bogalin was contacted by WESTON’s Chemist Ms. Diane Quigley and
informed of the three-way split sample resuits. He was also informed that
WESTON, due to time and budget constraints of the project, would begin using
ESS exclusively for TCLP metals analyses until E & E investigated their TCLP
extraction procedure. After several days, WESTON contacted Mr. Bogalin to
inquire about E & E’s findings. Mr. Bogalin confirmed WESTON’s conclusion that
the problem may lie in the preparation of TCLP extraction Fluid #1. WESTON
understands that E & E switched from a laboratory prepared extraction fluid (No. 1)
to a manufactured prepared fluid and that better results may have been achieved
using this extraction fluid. Mr. Bogalin stated he would submit E & E findings and
internal testing resuits to WESTON as soon as the results were finalized. These
findings were never submitted to WESTON.
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WESTON is under project deadlines and client obligations to submit results that are
of the highest quality. These standards are set forth by the client. in this case.
CENAE. If the sample results do not meet QA criteria such as relative percent
difference as stated in the Scope of Work (Exhibit [-Validity). the sample data is
deemed invalid and theretore is typicallv not accepted. A comparison of these
results and their comparability were presented in Table I of the letter dated
28 July 2000. In this case, E & E was provided the benefit of the doubt and
WESTON incurred additional costs by sending samples to a second laboratory prior
to drawing any conclusions.

4. Included as Attachment 3 are E & E's results and the true values of the
Performance Evaluation (PE) sample. Included as Attachment 4 are ESS” and STL
results and the true values of the PE sample. As shown. E & E failed for three
compounds: lead (a contaminant of concern) cadmium. and silver. ESS met all QC
criteria. WESTON was informed by the USACE that STL met all QC criteria for all
compounds.

Based on the PE results. the extremely high variability between the QA sample data
vs. E & E data. and the results of the three-way split samples. WESTON could not
utilize any of E & E’s TCLP metals data (July 1999-Dec. 1999).

5. WESTON’s Sampling and Analytical Plan (April 1999) summarizes protocols for
the collection, preparation. shipping, and laboratory analysis of soil samples for the
Seneca Army Depot Project. This SAP has been approved by the CENAE, USEPA,
and NYSDEC and was prepared in accordance with but not limited to the following
technical documents which define among other items
split/duplicate/grab/composite, etc. sampling protocols:

USACE. 1994. USACE Requirements for the Preparation of Sampling and Analysis
Plans. EM-200-1-3.

USACE. 1996. Engineering and Design, Chemical Quality Management for
Hazardous Waste Remedial Activities. ER-1110-1-263.

These documents are not included with this transmittal but are accessible for review
via the Internet. A separate email (Attachment 5) is included that references the
specific procedures used at the Seneca Army Depot site for the collection of
stockpiled soil samples. Split samples are collected via the same procedure except
that the soil for the QA sample(s) and/or third party sample(s) is transferred and
proportioned into two or more sample containers simultaneously from the original
container to ensure samples are representative and homogeneous.

6. WESTON can assure E & E that the Standard Operating Procedures for all three
laboratories were scrutinized by WESTON and/or the CENAE prior to making any
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decisions.  Other parameters that have been reviewed include the extraction
preparation logs, tluid preparation logs and all laboratory procedures. As stated
previously. WESTON is bound by client/vendor confidentiality and cannot submit
standard operating procedures or documentation provided by other laboratories.

In summary, WESTON does not feel that it has in any way breached its subcontract
agreement with E & E. In addition. our basis for rejecting E & E’s TCLP metals data,
requesting credit for all outstanding TCLP Metals analysis, and for requesting
reimbursement of all previously remitted invoice amounts for TCLP metals analysis is
justified based on the technical information and supporting data presented to date by
WESTON. The action by WESTON to descope the balance of the TCLP metals analysis
was necessary in order to avoid additional cost and schedule impacts associated with the
reporting of invalid data. Furthermore. the nature of the Firm Fixed Unit Price bid
structure (Attachment II of the Subcontract) does not commit WESTON in any way to
guarantee performance of the quantities listed in the original bid.

E & E committed to provide high quality analytical services to WESTON and the
CENAE upon inception of the project. In addition, E & E assured WESTON that based
upon its commitment to excellence. that data quality, timeliness. and completeness
expectations would be achieved. It is unfortunate that the data submitted by E & E for
TCLP metals did not meet data quality objectives and therefore could not be accepted.
However, WESTON will not take responsibility for the analytical costs associated with
the invalid data and is requesting full reimbursement and/or credit (for all TCLP metals
analysis performed to date) as previously requested per letter dated 28 July 2000. Please
review the technical information and data provided and respond no later than
30 October 2000.

Please contact me at (603) 656-5428 if vou have any questions.

Very truly yours.
Roy F. WESTON. INC.

Christopher G. Kane
Project Manager

CGK/DQ

Attachments

ce: T. Bogalin (E & E) M. Wojtas (CENAE)
T. Battaglia (CENAN) M. Koenig (CENAE)
B. Ebersbach (CENAN) D. Quigley (WESTON)
M. Brock (CENAE) D. Mattioni (WESTON)
M. Wojtas (CENAE) P. Bishop (WESTON)
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MEMORANDUM

To: Chris Kane, Diane Quigley

From: Bob Bentley

Date: 9 December 1999

Subject: Audit of Ecology & Environment

On 2 December 1999, I traveled to Ecology & Environment’s (E&E) Analytical Services
Center in Lancaster, NY to perform an audit. This audit was performed to assure that the results
being generated, in particular for the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) and
total lead, were scientifically defensible. The particular reason for this audit was due to
discrepancies in reported results found between Weston’s contractor, E&E, and the Army Corps
of Engineers (ACOE) quality assurance lab (STL).

Upon arrival, I met David Lubianicz of the New England Office of the Corps. We then
met with the following representatives of E&E - Tony Bogolin, Program Manager, Gary Hahn,
Laboratory Director, Joseph Forti, General Manager and Raymond Piccone, Quality Assurance
Coordinator.

It was explained to the staff that this audit included a very generalized review of the
laboratory's procedures, and a more specific review of the TCLP extraction procedures, the
metals digestion procedures and the instrumental analysis procedures of these samples. No
attention was given to organic analyses. Prior to my arrival, I had selectively chosen certain
"problem" TCLP and total lead samples for specific review. They were also chosen specifically to
span the range of analysis dates associated with this program. The program manager took these
sample numbers and retrieved all of the raw data associated with them. During the rest of the
audit, we specifically selected these samples for further scrutiny. The samples selected were:

':Date‘ Ana]yzegl : ~ Reason forr,f;'siéil:éctionb g
i (E&E) ’ jae B .
SP-00S1-101-0 9909055-03A 09/13/99 TCLP - Ba, Cd, Pb results
much lower than STL
SP-00S1-034-0 9908008-04A 08/05/99 TCLP - Ba, Cd, Pb results
much lower than STL




Weston Sample # | E&E sample # ‘Date Analyzed Reason for selection-
-- e |

SP-00S1-003-0 9907086-04A 07/19/99 TCLP - Ba, Cd, Pb results
much lower than STL

CE-0G1B-B09-2 990813-44A 08/17/99 Pb only - E&E result 3960,
STL- 625

CE-0C1P-S10-0 9908190-23A 08/25/99 Pb only - E&E result 61 .4,
STL- 445

Subsequent to the general questions being answered, we proceeded to the laboratory, and
the TCLP extraction area.

Notes taken during the audit and transcribed after the audit follow. (TCLP logbook pages
are attached). The bottles used in the TCLP extraction at E&E are Teflon lined polyethylene.
These bottles, we were told, are used one time only, and then discarded.

. Comments -

Extraction fluid (4.93 £0.05-#1;2.88+ | Fluid # 1 was used for all samples. pH of fluid was

0.05 - #2] checked upon make-up and immediately prior to use.
pHs were fine. Amounts of reagents appear correct for
the fluid prep.

Amount of extraction fluid? 2 liters used for each sample.

Extraction apparatus

* Rotations 30 & 2 rpm? Visually checked (counted) with every set-up.
Particle size reduction? No particle size reduction performed. All soils were
{if no, must be capable of fitting thrua 9.5 noted as relatively homogeneous. Only one set

mm {0.375") sieve} reviewed was noted as clay or indicated any potential for

non-homogeneity. This was for sample 9908190-23
which was a clay sample. (Note that this was not run

for TCLP.)

Extraction - 18 + 2 hours? Yes. Time on and off noted. All times were found to be
appropriate.

pH initially In almost all instances, the pH was found to be in the

7.8-8.5 range.




(OS]

Jtem ' . R - Comments

pH of extract at end of tumbling? In almost all instances, the pH was found to be 6.4-7.8.

Post extraction - acidified to pH <2.0? Yes - consistently acidified to pH in the 1.9-2.0 range.

Filters? pore size = 0.6-0.8 um? Environmental Express, 0.7 um filters - bought already
acid washed.

TCLP blank? Done.

The TCLP extract was digested using a 3010A digestion procedure. Hot plate
temperature was noted as 90-95° F for all digestions. The color of all extracts was noted as clear
initially, and clear at the end of the digestion.

In terms of instrumentation, the laboratory uses both axial and radial ICP. For the TCLP
digestates, the laboratory used the Perkin Elmer Optima 3000XL, which was an axial instrument.
This was not done to attain lower detection limits, as the lab was acutely aware of the reporting
limits (which were significantly higher than the limits of detection on either an axial or radial ICP).
Discussions with the analyst indicated that all appropriate procedures were employed, and that no
corrections were made other than those prescribed by the manufacturer were employed.

Review of the raw data yielded no problems with the calculations.

In conclusion, we were unable to determine any cogent reason as to why the significant
differences between E&E and STL exist. It is recommended that a formal audit of STL be
performed so that all procedures will be compared. It should be noted that E&E offered to
“trade” extracts and/or digestates with the Corp’s lab. It is not my feeling that this will yield
answers to the questions since both Dave and I concurred that the discrepancies were more likely
due to a difference in sampling, extraction or digestion as opposed to instrumental analysis.

My transcribed notes are included as the "Audit Notes" attachment. In addition, copies of
any of the pertinent SOPs are attached.
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Ecology & Environment Audit
2 December 1999
by R. E. Bentley

General Facility

Organization and Personnel

Do personnel assigned to the project have the appropriate educational background (or experience)
to accomplish the objectives of the program? . ........ ... . ... ... Yes - they also have a
formal training program in place.

Is there a training program for personnel? . ....... ... .. ... ... .. ... .. above

[s the organization adequately staffed to meet the project commitments in a timely manner?

Yes
Does the lab QA/QC Officer report to senior management? . .. ....................... Yes
Was the lab QA/QC Officer available during the audit? .. ...... ... ... ... ... ... ... Yes
Was the program manager available during the evaluation? .......... ... .. ... ... .. ... Yes
Sample Receipt and Storage Area
[s a sample custodian designated? . ........... ... .. . ... .. ... .. Yes
Are written SOP's developed for receipt and storage of samples? . .. ............ ... ... Yes
Are samples stored so as to maintain their preservation? .......... ... .. ... ... Yes
Are volatile samples stored separately from semi-volatile samples? . . . .................. NA
Are facilities adequate for the storage of samples? . ... ... ... .. ... .. .. ... ..., Yes

Is the temperature(s) of the cold storage area(s) recorded daily (are excursions noted)? .. ... ...
Yes, actually twice daily.

Is this being reviewed periodically by a supervisor (or the QC Unit)? ........... ... ... .. Yes

Is the sample storage area SECUre? . .. . ........ . ... ... ... Yes



Audit Guidelines

page 2
2 December 1999

Sample Preparation Area/Facilities
Is the laboratory maintained in a clean and organized manner? . .. ... .. ... ... .. .. .... Yes
Does the lab appear to have adequate workspace (~120 sq. ft/analyst)? .. ... .. .. ... .. .. Yes
Are the toxic chemical handling areas either a stainless steel bench or an impervious material
covered with absorbent paper? . ... ... ... . ... ... . ..... Yes - where appropriate, they have
disposal drums in the particular area.
Are contamination-free work areas provided for the handling of toxic materials? ... ... . ... Yes
Are exhaust hoods provided for contamination free work? ... ... ... ... ... .. ... ... .... Yes
Are these hoods periodically checked and recorded?

........................ not reviewed

Are chemical waste disposal policies/procedures well-defined and followed by the laboratory?

........................................................................ Yes
Are voltage control devices on major instrumentation? .. ........................... Yes
Does the laboratory have a source of distilled/demineralized water (and is the conductivity
checked routinely)? . . .. ... . Yes®
Is the analytical balance located away from draft and areas subject to rapid temperature
fluctuations? . ... . .. ... Yes (of those checked)
Is the balance maintained by a certified technician? ... ... ... ... .. ... .. .. . . Yes - annually
[s the balance routinely calibrated? . . ... .............. ... ... ... Yes - daily or as needed
Are pH and ion selective meters properly maintained and recorded? . . .................. Yes
Are reagents dated uponreceipt? . . ... ... .. Yes
Are reagents verified priortouse? . ... ... ... ... ... L. not specifically reviewed
Are reference materials properly labeled? . . ... ... ... ... . ..o Yes

Are spiking/calibration standard logbooks properly maintained? . .................. ... Yes



Audit Guidelines

page 3
2 December 1999

Are logbooks maintained? . ... ... Yes
Are standards stored separately from sample extracts? ... ... ... ... ... ... Yes
Are volatile and semi-volatile compounds properly segregated? ... ......... ... . ... ... NA

Are SOP's readily available to laboratory personnel? . . ... ... ... Yes - by means of an extranet

Is the laboratory secure? . ... .. ... . ... Yes
Instrumentation
Are instrument operating manuals available? . ........ ... ... .. .. o L. Yes

Are there service contracts on instrumentation (and is a record maintained of the service)? .. Yes

Are in-house replacement parts available? .. ...... .. ... .. ... ... ... L. Yes
Have the instruments been modified inany way? . ....... ... .. ... ... ... .. .. ... ..., No
Is a split/splitless capillary injector in place? ... ...... ... ... ... . .. .. ... .. .. ... ... NA
Data Handling and Review

Are computer programs validated priortouse? .. ....... ... ... ... Yes

Security for LIMS reviewed with
David Dros of E&E - seems secure

Do analysts/technicians record data in a neat and accurate manner? ... ................. Yes
Has the analyst/technician obliterated entries (through crossouts or whiteout)? ........... No
Are data calculations spot checked by a second person (what percentage)? ... ........... Yes

based on their system - ~100%
[s raw data being archived and documented properly? .. .. ... ... . ... .. ... ... ... ... Yes
Do supervisory personnel review the data or QC results? .. .. ... .. ... .. ... ... .. ... Yes

Are in-house QC charts maintained and available for on-site inspection? .. ......... Not really



Audit Guidelines
page 4
2 December 1999

Do records indicate that appropriate corrective action has been taken when analytical results fail

to meet the QC criteria? . ... ... . Yes
QC Manual Checklist
Does the laboratory have a project specific QC Manual? . ... ......... ... ... .. .. .. .. Yes

Does the manual address the following:
-personnel...............c.ocooeiii
- facilities and equipment......................
- operation of instruments.....................
- documentation of procedures....................
- preventative maintenance.......................
- reliability of data.........................
- data validation................................
- feedback and corrective actions................
- record-keeping.............c..ccocooin

-internal @UdItS........oocooiiiii Yes to all
Summary
Do responses to the evaluation indicate that project/supervisory personnel are aware of QA/QC
and it's application to the project? ... ... ... . ... ... Yes
Is a positive emphasis placed on QA/QC? .. ... .. .. . Yes
Have the responses been open and direct? ... ....... .. ... .. ... .. ... .. .. . ... ... Yes
Has the attitude been cooperative? . .. . ... ... . .. Yes
Is the proper emphasis placed on quality assurance? . ... .............. .. ... .. ... ..., Yes
Footnotes:

* Type Il water is being used. Conductivity parameters checked indicate that it is consistently
below 1 umhos/cm.
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Table 2

Sample ID Sample Metal E&E STL ESS
Date Data QA Data Data
(mg/L)  (mg/l) (mgilL)
SP-00SP-007-0 12/21/99|As <0.3 <0.01 <0.1
Ba 0.368 7.03 6.5
Cd <0.015 0.05 0.02
Cr <0.03 <0.01 <0.05
Pb <0.15 9.03 2.2
Hg NR NR| <0.0005
Se <0.3 <0.01 <0.1
Ag <0.03 <0.01 <0.01
SP-00SP-008-0 12/21/99|As <0.3 <0.01 <0.1
Ba 0.66 6.23 7.5
Cd <0.015 0.03 0.06
Cr <0.03 <0.01 <0.05
Pb <0.15 12.3 7.1
Hg NR NR| <0.0005
Se <0.3 <0.01 <0.1
Ag <0.03 <0.01 <0.01
SP-00SP-009-0 12/21/99|As <0.3 <0.01 <0.1
Ba 0.74 8.42 5.8
Cd <0.015 0.03 0.02
Cr <0.03 <0.01 <0.05
Pb <0.15 3.88 0.6
Hg NR NR}| <0.0005
Se <0.3 <0.01 <0.1
Ag <0.03 <0.01 <0.01
SP-00SP-010-0 12/21/99|As <0.03 <0.01 <0.1
Ba 1.04 9.89 11.8
Cd <0.015 0.03 0.03
Cr <0.03 <0.01 <0.05
Pb <0.15 2.26 4.1
Hg NR NR| <0.0005
Se <0.3 <0.01 <0.1
Ag <0.03 <0.01 <0.01
SP-00SP-010-1(dup) 12/21/99|Ba 0.636 9.86 12.5
Cd <0.015 0.03 0.02
Pb <0.15 3.33 3.2
SP-00SP-011-0 12/21/99(Ba 0.54 10.8 6.5
Cd <0.015 0.03 0.02
Pb <0.15 1.63 1
SP-00SP-012-0 12/21/99(Ba 0.302 6.8 5.0
Cd <0.015 0.01 <0.01
Pb <0.15 0.5 <0.10
SP-00SP-013-0 12/21/99|Ba 0.287 4.9 3.6
Cd <0.015 0.04 <0.01
Pb <0.15 0.5 7.6
SP-00SP-014-0 12/21/99|As <0.3 <0.01 <0.05

MNH\G\PROJECT SY02886118\013\Table2
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Table 2

Sample ID Sample Metal E&E STL ESS

~ 'Dbate = Data QAData Data

B ) " (mglL) (mg/lL) (mglL)
Ba 0.477 6.2 4.9

Cd <0.015 0.02 <0.01

Cr <0.03 <0.01 <0.05

Pb <0.15 15.5 7.6

Hg NR NR| <0.0005

Se <0.3 <0.01 <0.1

Ag <0.03 <0.01 <0.005

SP-00SP-015-0 12/21/99|As <0.3 <0.01 <01
Ba 0.278 3.62 2.8

Cd <0.015 0.01 <0.01

Cr <0.03 <0.01 <0.05

Pb <0.15 6.37 2.7

Hg NR NR| <0.0005

Se <0.3 <0.01 <0.1

Ag <0.03 <0.01 <0.01

SP-00SP-016-0 12/21/99|As <0.3 <0.01 <0.1
Ba 0.227 3.1 2.3

Cd <0.015 0.01 <0.01

Cr <0.03 <0.01 <0.05

Pb <0.15 1.28 0.4

Hg NR NR| <0.0005

Se <0.3 <0.01 <01

Ag <0.03 <0.01 <0.01

SP-00SP-017-0 12/21/99]As NR <0.01 <0.1
Ba NR 4.25 3.6

Cd NR 0.017 <0.01

Cr NR <0.01 <0.05

Pb NR 6.46 1.6

Hg NR NR| <0.0005

Se NR <0.005 <0.1

Ag NR <0.01 <0.01

MNHG\PROJECTS\03886118\013\Table2
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. W ENVIRONMENTAL
RESOURCE ASSOCIATES
ARVADA, COLORADO 1-800-372-0122

Certification
TCLP Metals in Soil

Quality Control Standards

Catalog No. 544

Paramater

Antimony
Arsenic
Barium
Beryilium
Cadmium
Chromium
L.ead
Mercury
Nicket
Selenium
Silver
Zinc

Cortified
Value

mg/L

1.33
1.03
2.32
0.130
0.615
4.68
0.185
0.0332
1.48
1.16
0.736
124

Lot No. 85005

Performance

Acceptance Limits ™

mg/L

0.930 - 1.74
0.808 - 1.26

1.75 - 2.90
0.0952 - 0.165
0496 - 0.734

3.24 - 6.11
0.0856 - 0.305
0.0151 - 0.0513

1.17 - 1.75
0.825 - 1.50
0477 - 0.995
0.768 - 1.71

The TCLP Metals in Soll Cartifisd Valuas apply to the TCLP extract and not the soll itaelf. The certified

values are basad on the maan recoveries cbilained by muitiple laboratories performing the TCLP extraction and
analyzing the extracts by ICF and atomic absorption methodologies.

The Performance Acceptance Limits (PALs™) are listed as guidelines for acceptabie anahtical results given the
limitations of the TCLP extraction procedure and USEPA analyticad methodologies commonily used to determine
these paramaters. If your rasult falls oulside of tha FALs ™, ERA recommands thal you investigate possible
sources of érror in your preparation and/or analytical procadures. For furthes thechnical assistance, call ERA,

at 1-800-372-0122.
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ESS Laboratory

Division of Thielsch Engineering, Inc.

CERTIFICATE OF ANALYLIS

TCLP Metals
Client Name: RF. Weston ESS Project ID: 00030133
Client Project ID: Seneca Army Dept ESS Sample ID: 00030133-01
Client Sample ID: QA-00SP-003-01 Units: mg/L
Date Sampled: 03/10/2000 TCP1 Dilution; 1
Percent Solid: N/A Mercury Dilution: 200
TCLP Extraction Date: 03/13/2020
TCLP Date
Test Name Result , MRL Limit Analvzed Analyst  Method
Arsenic 0.07 0.05 5 03/16/00 ML 1311/6010
Barium 2.6 0.2 100 03/16/00 ML 1311/6010
Cadmium 0.375 0.005 1 03/16/00 ML 1311/6010
Chromium 0.6 0.05 5 03/16/00 ML 1311/6010
Lead 0.86 0.05 5 03/16/00 ML 1311/6010
Mercury 1.14 0.1 0.2 03/15/00 SAM1311/7470
Selenium 0.17 0.05 ] 03/16/0Q ML 1311/6010
Silver 0.412 0.005 5 03/10/00 ML (311/6010
MRL = Method Reporting Limit. ND = Not Detected above MRL.
Approved By: LS Date: 3 ) 1o J 6]
Page 1 of 1 '
185 Frances Avcnue, Cranston, R 02910-2211 Tel.: 401-461-718) Fax: 4)1-461-4486 hetp:irwww thieisch.com
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@ ENVIRONMENTAL e

RESOURCE ASSOCIATES -~

ARAVADA, COLORADQ 1-800-372-0122 ;

@® Certification s

A

TCLP Metals in Soil Quality Control Standards @

=

Catalog No. 544 Lot No. 85007 w

Parameter Certified Performance g‘

Vaiue Acceptance Limits ™

-~

magll. mg/L ..o.,

Antimony 0.245 0.172 - 0.318 g

Arsenic 0.0592 0.0324 - 0.0860

Barium 3.07 2.34 - 3.81 -Q

Beryilium 0.134 0.0985 - 0.170 g

Cadmijum 0477 0.316 - 0.638 <

Chromium 0.804 0.570 - 1.22 o
Lead 1.12 0.626 - 1.6
Mercury 1.34 0.626 - 2.05
Nickel 0.424 0.302 - 0.546
Selenium 0.202 0.103 - 0.302

Silver 0.438 0.268 - 0.609 b

Zinc 1.53 0.734 - 2.32 "

The TCLP Metals in Soll Certified Values apply to the TCLP extract and nat the sa.i itsalf. The certified
valuas are based on the mean recoveries obtained by muitple laboratories performmg the TCLP extraction and
analyzing the extracts by ICP and atomic absorption methodologies.

The Performance Acceptance Limits (PALs ™) are listed as guidelines for acceptable analytical resulls given the
limitations cf the TCLP extraction procadure and USEPA analytical methodologies commonly used to determing
these parameters. If your resuit falls outside of the PALs™, ERA recommends that you invastigate possible
sourcas of error in your preparation and/or analytical procedures. For further thechnical assistance, cail ERA

at 1-800-372-0122.

TOTAL P.82



Data Comparison Performance Evaluation TCLP Metals in Soil
Seneca Army Depot Activity
March 17, 2000
Sample ID; QA-00SP-004-0

Certified
Value
Metal mg/L QC Limits (mg/L) STL Results(mg/L) In/Out ESS Results(mg/L) In/Out

Arsenic 0.0592 | (0.0324 - 0.0860) 0.038 In 0.07 In
Barium 3.07 (2.34 - 3.81) 2.5 In 2.6 In
Cadmium 0.477 (0.316 - 6.38) 0.44 In 0.375 In
Chromium 0.894 (0.570 - 1.22) 0.60 In 0.6 In
Lead 1.12 (0.626 - 1.61) 1.1 In 0.86 In
Mercury 1.34 (0.626 - 2.05) 0.98 In 1.14 In
Selenium 0.202 (0.103 - 0.302) 0.13 In 0.17 In
Silver 0.436 (0.268 - 0.609) 0.37 In 0412 In
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Quigley, Diane

From: Kirejczyk, Steven

Sent: Wednesday, January 12, 2000 11:51 AM
To: Kane, Christopher G.

Cc: Quigley, Diane; McCarley, Mike
Subject: Sampling Procedure

Chris here is my procedure for sampling the stockpile for TCLP Metals you asked for.

Once | know where the sample locations are going to be located, | begin digging the five composite locations. |
dig each area to a depth of 18 inches. At the 18 inch mark, | dig two to three scoops at that location and place itin a
stainless steel bow! which has been properly decontaminated. Once | have done this at each of the five locations, | bring
the bowl with the soii to the back of the site pickup truck. There, | mix and stir the soil for anywhere between 8 and 12
minutes to insure that a homogeneous mixture is achieved. Sometimes a sample will take a little longer to homogenize
because the soil could be hard and lumpy. This happens from either the soil freezing or the soil being to dry.

After the soil has been thoroughly mixed, | then place the soil in the appropriate sampling jars. The sampling jars
are packed to the top to insure the correct volume for the analysis to be run. After the cap is placed on the jar, | put the
pre-printed label on the jar to insure that none of the samples get mixed up. The jar is then placed back into the box from
which it came, and after the sampling event, brought up to the site office where it is then packed.

The left over soil in the stainless steel sampling bowls is put back where it came from in the stockpile. The bowis
are then placed in a plastic trash bag and left in the exclusion zone for decontamination.

[ have a laborer which helps me in this process. His job is to help me move sandbags, tarps, and any other
objects which may be in our way. He is always under my supervision and does his job to my expectations.



ecology and environment, inc.

International Specialists in the Environment

BUFFALO CORPORATE CENTER
368 Pleasant View Drive, Lancaster, New York 14086
Tel: 716/684-8060, Fax: 716/684-0844

December 13, 2000

Christopher Kane, Project Manager
Roy F. Weston, Inc.

One Wall Street

Manchester, NH 03101-1501

Re:  Seneca Army Depot Site
Laboratory Services (your P.O. No. 99294L)

Dear Mr. Kane:

Ecology & Environment, Inc. (E & E) is in receipt of your letter and attachments dated
October 9, 2000, responding to E & E's letter of August 14, 2000, requesting documents
pertaining to the above referenced matter. E & E understands that Weston’s response
letter continues to make a claim against E & E and that Weston does not believe it has
terminated E & E. E & E still cannot fully respond to Weston’s claims without further
documentation that has been requested of Weston, but not yet providedto E& E. E&E
contends that the documents that Weston has provided do not support Weston’s claims.
Weston has consistently not addressed E & E’s claims that Weston did not follow the
~ terms and conditions of the contract in handling this matter. In order to attempt to
resolve this matter, Weston must openly address each of these issues.

E & E again requests requisite information (see E & E letter dated August 14, 2000) in
order to fully evaluate the argument Weston has set forth. Additionally, E & E contends
that Weston has not addressed Weston’s breach of this subcontract. Weston insists that it
has not terminated E & E even though it hired a third lab to finish the TCLP analysis and
there is no cther analytical work to be performed. Weston’s argument that the contract
does not provide for guaranteed quantities of work is irrelevant. Weston hired a third lab
to re-do and complete the work that Weston hired E & E to do. Weston effectively
terminated E & E. For the sake of argument only, even if Weston has not terminated E &
E and just chose to go to a third lab for convenience, Weston is obligated to pay E & E
for the work it has performed under the contract terms, especially in light of the fact that
Weston never provided proper notice of its intent pursuant to the terms of the contract
and that Weston has not demonstrated that E & E’s data is invalid.

Although, it is Weston’s prerogative whether it utilizes E & E’s data, Weston must prove
that E & E’s data was invalid in order not to pay for E & E’s services. E & E can only
conclude from Weston’s actions that Weston began to question E & E’s data when it
found E & E’s results were, more often than not, non-hazardous, even though results for

recycled paper



total lead were high. Pursuant to a conversation between Chris Kane and Andy Clifton in
or about November 15, 1999, E & E believes that Weston began to question E & E’s
results for TCLP because Weston believed that the low values for TCLP lead were
inconsistent with the high values for total lead that E & E was reporting. At that time,
Mr. Clifton pointed out to Mr. Kane that there were many situations under which a high
total lead value would not translate to a high TCLP value and that E & E’s results for
TCLP and total lead were in no way inconsistent. Under this false premise, and also
because of occasional differences between E & E results and those of the QA lab (STL),
Weston audited E & E’s laboratory. Although the audit of E & E’s TCLP analytical
practices confirmed that E & E was performing within the prescribed TCLP method
(EPA Method 1311), Weston went to ESS, a third lab, to find the results it subjectively
deemed desirable. Further, despite requests by E & E, Weston has not provided a copy of
the Audit performed upon this third lab to confirm their practices were within the
prescribed method. In fact, Weston admittedly requested that the QA lab and the third
lab revise their analytical practices and never asked E & E to revise its analytical methods
(See Weston letter dated October 9, 2000, p. 2, paragraph 5). The standard for
determining the validity of data is whether the prescribed method was followed in
reaching the results. There is no other criterion to determine the validity of data. E & E’s
practices were audited and found to be within the prescribed method, thus E & E’s data is

valid.

E & E specifically takes issue with a number of points and statements in Weston’s
October 9, 2000, as set forth below:

o Paragraph 1 and the last paragraph of the letter states that E & E “failed to meet
laboratory acceptance criteria” and “‘data quality objectives.” E & E’s review of the
Scope Of Work (SOW), including Exhibit 1, found only QA/QC criteria for data
generated by the subcontracted lab (E & E). The analytical quality control results
were within acceptance limits for matrix spikes, laboratory control samples, method
blanks, etc with only minor exceptions.

o Likewise, Paragraph 3 of the letter suggests that E & E could not produce valid data
in accordance with subcontract Item 17 “Data Validity” or correct deficiencies per
Item 7 “Standard of Care.” Again, upon E & E’S review of the Items 7 and 17, E & E
found each item states that data validity is determined on the “basis of the Quality
Assurance/Quality Control requirements contained in the scope of work herein.” The
SOW includes only laboratory generated requirements, which E & E met. Pursuant
to the subcontract terms, “Standard of Care” requires the analysis be performed “in
accordance with generally accepted analytical methods and protocols for laboratory
analyses.” Both E & E’s review and the audit performed by Mr. Robert Bentley on
Weston’s behalf found no deviations from EPA TCLP Method 1311. If Weston has
specific evidence of E & E’s deviation from generally accepted analytical methods
and protocols please provide such evidence. Also, kindly provide E & E with specific
reference to subcontract or SOW terms that list the requirements which Weston
contends E & E “failed to meet,” as well as, specific explanations of how E & E
allegedly did not met those requirements.



e Page 2, paragraph 5, indicates “minor differences” and “ambiguity” between the three
labs in performing method 1311. As Stdandard Operating Procedures (SOPs) were not
provided for the other two labs, E & E cannot review the differences to determine
what significance they may have in the sample results. E & E’s contention, supported
by theory, and some experiments is that very minor variations in pH, tumbling time,
etc may produce varying results.

o Inregard to page 3, item 2, the audit report states that “a very generalized review of
the laboratory’s procedures, and a more specific review of the TCLP extraction
procedures, the metals digestion procedures and the instrumental analysis procedures’
was performed. This is counter to Weston’s statement that there was no “one area of
concentration for the audit”. The “other potential causes” listed in Mr. Bentley’s
audit report were related to differences between the STL’s and E & E’s extraction or
digestion or field sampling protocols, not to specific causes found at E & E during his
audit.

b

o Inregard to Page 4, item 3, the only QA relative percent difference criteria mentioned
in Exhibit 1 is for laboratory acceptance criteria for MS/MSDs, blank spikes and
sample duplicates, which when performed by E & E were within E & E limits.

e Inregard to Page 4, item 4, the PE sample analyzed by E & E and by STL and ESS
were from different lots nearly five months apart. Comparisons drawn between labs
would hold more relevance if the same lot had been analyzed by all three labs.
Nevertheless, E & E’s exceedances for the PE sample were all slightly high which is
in contrast to Weston’s position from the beginning - that E & E consistently
underreported TCLP metals results. Was a PE sample analyzed by STL at the same
time and from the same lot as E & E? If so, E & E requests those results, as well. If
not, E & E requests an explanation as to why this was not done, in light of Weston’s
concerns over E & E’s data at that time.

It is not enough for Weston to say that E & E’s analytical results were invalid because not
enough samples were found to be hazardous, and therefore the results were invalid, in
order to justify Weston’s position that: Weston can hire a third lab that allegedly gave
Weston the results it desired; Weston does not have to pay E & E for results that Weston
deems undesirable; and Weston can charge E & E to pay for the third lab’s services that
meet Weston’s subjective needs. Weston’s limited disclosure reveals nothing to justify
Weston’s hiring a third lab in the first place, nor does it justify hiring the third lab to
complete the TCLP analysis for the above referenced site. Weston’s disclosure only
raises more questions.

E & E contends that the nature of the soil at the Seneca Army Depot site is such that if
the TCLP method is not performed exactly the same by each lab, data produced by each
lab may not be comparable. It is possible that minor variations within the prescribed
method may produce varying results. Specifically, the soil contains anions (probably
sulfate) which precipitate insoluble salts with lead and barium. The precipitated salts are



then filtered out of the TCLP extract prior to analysis resulting in low TCLP values even
though there may be high levels of lead and barium in the soil. The precipitation of lead
and barium sulfate is highly dependent on pH. If the pH of the extraction fluid is not
correct, vastly different results would be expected.

In order to assess this theory E & E performed a series of experiments with site samples,
at E & E’s expense. Extraction fluid was prepared by E & E and also purchased from the
Environmental Express Company. Extraction fluid with no sample added as well as
extraction fluid with field sample added was spiked with lead prior to TCLP extraction in
accordance with EPA TCLP Method 1311. The results of the experiments are
summarized below.

Fluid Sample no. Spike amount | Result mg/L % recovery
ing/LL

E &E-1 None 5 4.4 88

Purchased-1 None 5 4.7 94

E & E-1 OB-00SP-005-0 | None 0.04 NA

E&E-1 OB-00SP-005-0 |5 0.1 2

Purchased-1 OB-00SP-005-0 | None 0.05 NA

Purchased-1 OB-00SP-005-0 5 17 34

As can be seen by the data, acceptable recovery of a 5 mg/L spike was obtained from
both purchased and prepared extraction fluid processed through the entire TCLP
procedure. When the same fluids were spiked in the presence of soil from the Seneca
Army Depot site little or no lead was recovered.

Based on this data, it is E & E’s contention that the data produced by both ESS and STL
was biased high. The reason for a high bias could have been improper pH of the
extraction fluid, tumbling times longer than 18 hours, or an improper or defective filter,
which allowed the lead sulfate to pass through. In fact, Weston’s October 9, 2000 letter
indicated that in response to data audits, Weston had to mandate ESS and STL to prepare
extraction fluids daily, record the pH and adjust it only at preparation. Weston also
mandated that tumbling time be restricted to 18 +/- 0.5 hours. These deviations from
method requirements by the other two laboratories could account for differences in

results.

It must also be recognized that the TCLP test is intended to be simply a pass/fail test.
Analytical results are compared to a regulatory limit and are either above it or below it.
Any observed disparities in the amount of barium and cadmium in the extracts are
meaningless since all values are less than the regulatory limit. All results for these two



metals presented in Attachment 2 of Weston’s October 9, 2000 letter show that the
samples do not exhibit the toxicity characteristic for barium and cadmium.

The table in Attachment 2 of Weston’s October 9, 2000 letter, also shows lead results for
12 samples, 11 of which were analyzed by all three laboratories. Of these 11, six showed
complete agreement among the three laboratories as non-hazardous waste for lead. The
other five were all two against one: twice where E & E was in the minority; twice where
STL was in the minority; and once where ESS was in the minority. The twelfth sample,
analyzed only by STL and ESS, was classed as a failure by STL and a pass by ESS.
These results do not support Weston’s argument that E & E was “wrong,” while STL and

ESS were “right.”

The above discussion demonstrates a viable mechanism for lead to be precipitated from
solution by sulfate and points out how this mechanism is very dependent on ptl. E & E
notes that after inspection of E & E’s laboratory, there was no recommendation from
Weston for significant changes to E & E’s procedures. After inspection of ESS and STL
facilities, Weston required them to make significant changes to their analytical
procedures, as commented on above. Finally, the above evaluation of the sampling data
demonstrates that when the test results are used for their express and only purpose, it is
impossible to infer from the data that E & E is somehow “wrong” while other
laboratories are “correct.”

The validity of data is determined by method not the results. E & E has demonstrated
that it was in compliance with the method. Weston, however, has not demonstrated to E
& E whether the STL and ESS were in compliance with the prescribed method or that
they were subject to audit, as was E & E.

E & E has continuously cooperated and provided information to Weston regarding this
matter, while Weston has repeatedly withheld requested information or has provided only
partial disclosure. Weston has just now only provided a fraction of the information that E
& E reasonably requested in its August 14, 2000 letter. E & E understands the concern
for confidentiality in this matter regarding vendor information. E & E is willing to sign a
confidentiality agreement that would restrict E & E’s use and disclosure of said vendor
information to resolving this matter (A copy of a draft Confidentiality Agreement is
enclosed for consideration and comment).

Furthermore, Item 3 of E & E’s August 8, 2000 letter requested all split sample results. E
& E’s count of the number of TCLP samples submitted from the site from the period July
7, 1999 through December 21, 1999, is over 300. As conventional practice is to submit
10% of all samples to a split QA lab, over 30 samples should have been split with STL.
Weston has also indicated that they split a higher proportion of samples as evidence of
differences in results became apparent. Therefore, the number of split samples could be
much higher than 30. To date, data for only 22 split samples have been disclosed to E &
E, with 11 of those samples from December 21, 1999. Without all the split sample
results, including ESS’s, an appropriate evaluation of the data cannot be achieved.



Kindly now forward the following documentation to me by December 8, 2000, so that E
& E may appropriately comment on Weston’s claims:

1) A copy of the audit report(s) for STL and ESS is again requested.

2) Weston’s letter provides selected data from the samples split between E & E and STL.
There are no split samples provided for the three (3) month period between September -
15, 1999 and December 21, 1999. E & E again requests a full tabulation of all split
samples for all data including qualifiers: this would include samples split two ways (i.e.,
between E & E and STL; between STL and ESS; and between E & E and ESS) and
samples split three ways.

3) A copy of the STL’s performance evaluation "true values" for the QA sample "QC-
00SP-001-0 ERA Lot No. 85005, Cat. No. 544" that was also shipped to E & E on
November 5, 1999, if performed.

4) A copy of the standard operating procedure (SOP) for the splitting of samples between
E & E and STL and/or ESS as followed at the Seneca Army Depot Activity.

5) A copy of ESS and STL's SOP for performing the TCLP extraction as written in EPA
Method 1311 for comparison to E & E's SOP, which has been previously provided to
Weston. Actual copies of the TCLP extraction prep logs from STL and ESS for all
samples that were analyzed is also requested. Information on extraction fluid used, pH of
fluid, elapsed time of extraction, etc. can then be compared.

Only with this information can E & E properly evaluate Weston's position and offer a
prudent response. Weston argues that E & E's data are somehow flawed because they did
not agree with two other laboratories' data on similar samples. This is despite the fact
that E & E 's analytical procedures were opened fully to Weston and the Corps who
found no shortcomings or failures to comply with regulatory analytical methods. E & E
has not received confirmation of any similar scrutiny of procedures at the other
laboratories. Weston's decision to dismiss E & E's data, at very considerable cost to E &
E, is not justified by the facts available to E & E. Conclusively, E & E has found no
specific subcontract requirement which E & E failed to meet for TCLP metals analysis.
We request the opportunity to evaluate properly and fully the data against which our data
are being compared. "



Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions you may have at (716) 684-8060,
ext. 2750. Thank you for your anticipated cooperation in resolving this matter.

Very truly yours,
Ecology & Environment, Inc.

(o T

Colleen C. Mullaney-Westfal

Cc: Donald Bauer, Esq., Weston
Dominic Mattioni, Weston
Diane Quigley, Weston
Robert Bentley, Weston
R. Rico, Weston
Tom Battaglia, CENAN
William Ebersbach, CENAN
Michelle Brock, CENAE
Mark Koenig, CENAE
Tony Bogolin, E & E



CONFIDENTIALITY DISCLOSURE AGREEMENT

This Agreement, effective upon execution by both patties, is between Ecology and Environment, Inc.
(E&E) and Insert Name and Location Here; WHEREAS the parties, for their mutual benefit desire that
proprietary information relating to Insert Subject Matter Here be disclosed to each other. It is

THEREFORE hereby agreed that:

Proprietary Information means all written information disclosed hereunder including orally disclosed

information and that which is stated by the disclosing party to be considered as Proprietary Information,

except any such information that was:

(a) in the possession of the receiving party before receiving it from the disclosing party,

(b) is or becomes part of the public knowledge or literature by acts other than those of the receiving party
after receiving it,

(c) is or becomes available to the receiving party from a source other than the disclosing party,

(d) is or becomes available to a third party without restriction from the disclosing party, or

(e) is developed independently by an employee of the receiving party with no access to the received
information.

A party receiving Proprietary information from the other shall treat it as confidential for a period of five
years from the effective date hereof, and shall handle it with the same degree of care that it uses with its
own proprietary information. In particular, during this period, the receiving party shall not (without
written consent of the disclosing party):

(a) divulge any such information to any third party, or

(b) make any commercial use thereof.

No other rights or obligations are implied by this agreement. In particular, no license is granted or
implied under any patent that many now or hereafter be licensable by either party.

If the above meets with your approval, please return one fully executed original of this agreement to the
attention of Linda Zablotny-Hurst at the address below. If you have any questions, please contact Linda
Zablotny-Hurst at 716-684-8060.

Ecology & Environment, Inc. Insert Company Name and Address
Corporate Headquarters

369 Pleasant View Drive

Lancaster, NY 14086

Signature Signature
Name Name
Title Title

Date Date



