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ANALYTICAL DATA VERIFICATION CHECKLIST 

Project Name:  Idaho Pole 
Company 

Laboratory: Analytical Resources, Inc., (ARI), Tukwila, WA 

Project Reference: April 2012 Groundwater Sample Matrix:  Groundwater with Water QC 

Project No.:  5029, RETEC (MCFR2-03423-414) Sample Start Date:  04/18/2012 

Verified By/Date Verified:  Angela Roddy 02/13/2013 Sample End Date:  04/19/2012  

Samples Analyzed:   

 Matrix Sample ID Remarks Sample Date Lab Project ID Lab Sample ID 

 Groundwater 22  4/17/2012 UQ99 UQ99A 

 Groundwater 22D Field Duplicate 4/17/2012 UQ99 UQ99B 

 Groundwater 15A  4/17/2012 UQ99 UQ99C 

 Groundwater 5C  4/17/2012 UQ99 UQ99D 

 Groundwater 5A  4/17/2012 UQ99 UQ99E 

 Groundwater RES8  4/17/2012 UQ99 UQ99F 

 Groundwater GM8  4/17/2012 UQ99 UQ99G 

 Groundwater 27B  4/17/2012 UQ99 UQ99H 

 Groundwater 28B  4/17/2012 UQ99 UQ99I 

 Groundwater 11A  4/17/2012 UQ99 UQ99J 

 Groundwater 11F Field Blank 4/17/2012 UQ99 UQ99K 

 Groundwater GM4  4/17/2012 UQ99 UQ99L 

 Groundwater GM5  4/17/2012 UQ99 UQ99M 

 Groundwater 16B  4/18/2012 UQ99 UQ99N 

 Groundwater 25B  4/18/2012 UQ99 UQ99O 

 Groundwater 25A  4/18/2012 UQ99 UQ99P 

 Groundwater 26C  4/18/2012 UQ99 UQ99Q 

 Groundwater 26B  4/18/2012 UQ99 UQ99R 

 Groundwater 26A  4/18/2012 UQ99 UQ99S 

 Groundwater 9C  4/18/2012 UQ99 UQ99T 

 Groundwater SP-2  4/18/2012 UR01 UR01A 

 Groundwater SP-7  4/18/2012 UR01 UR01B 

 Groundwater 9B  4/18/2012 UR01 UR01C 

 Groundwater 9A  4/18/2012 UR01 UR01D 

 Groundwater 23B  4/18/2012 UR01 UR01E 

 Groundwater 23A  4/18/2012 UR01 UR01F 

 Groundwater 24B  4/18/2012 UR01 UR01G 

 Groundwater 24D Field Duplicate 4/18/2012 UR01 UR01H 

 Groundwater GM6  4/18/2012 UR01 UR01I 

 Groundwater BFEG  4/18/2012 UR01 UR01J 

       

       

Parameters Verified: PCP Pentachlorophenol by SW-846 GC/ECD Method SW8041 and Semi-volatile Organic 
Compounds (SVOCs) by SW-846 Method SW8270C. 

Laboratory Project IDs:  UR01 and UQ99 
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PRECISION, ACCURACY, METHOD COMPLIANCE, AND COMPLETENESS ASSESSMENT 

Precision: X Acceptable  Unacceptable AR Initials 

Comments: Precision is the measure of variability of individual sample measurements. Field precision was 
determined by comparison of field duplicate sample results.  Laboratory precision was determined by examination of 
laboratory duplicate results. Evaluation of field and laboratory duplicates for precision was done using the Relative 
Percent Difference (RPD).  The RPD is defined as the difference between two duplicate samples divided by the 
mean and expressed as a percent.  RPD limits referenced EPA published QC limits or laboratory control charted QC 
limits.  No data require qualification based on these measurements, and overall field and laboratory precision is 
acceptable.  Precision measurements are reviewed in items 17 and 21. 

Accuracy: X Acceptable  Unacceptable AR Initials 

Comments: Field accuracy, a measure of the sampling bias, was determined by reviewing field blank results for 
evidence of sample contamination stemming from field activities.  Laboratory accuracy, a measure of the system 
bias, was measured by evaluating standard reference or laboratory control sample and laboratory control sample 
duplicate (LCS, LCSD), matrix spike (MS), and organic system monitoring compounds (surrogate) percent 
recoveries (%Rs).  Standard reference, LCS, and LCSD %Rs demonstrated the overall performance of the analysis.  
MS %Rs provided information on sample matrix interferences.  System monitoring compound or surrogate 
recoveries measured system performance and efficiency during organic analysis.  These measurements were 
compared to data validation and laboratory control charted QC limits.  Field and laboratory accuracy is acceptable 
since a majority of the data is unqualified.  Accuracy measurements are reviewed in items 12, 14, 15, 16, and 20. 

Method Compliance: X Acceptable  Unacceptable AR Initials 

Comments: Method compliance was determined by evaluating sample integrity, holding time, reporting limits, and 
laboratory blanks against method specified requirements.  No data required qualification based on holding time limits 
and overall method compliance is acceptable based on the supplied data.  Method compliance measurements are 
reviewed in items 4, 6, 8, 11, 13, 18, 19, 20, and 22.   

Completeness: X Acceptable  Unacceptable AR Initials 

Comments: Completeness is the overall ratio of the number of samples planned versus the number of samples with 
valid analyses. Completeness goals are set at 90-100%.  Determination of completeness included a review of chain 
of custody records, laboratory analytical methods and detection limits, and laboratory case narratives.  
Completeness also included 100% review of the laboratory sample data results and QC summary reports.  All of the 
data received by the laboratory are usable with qualification, and no data were missing or rejected.  Completeness 
of the data is calculated to be 100% and is acceptable.   

VERIFICATION CRITERIA CHECK 

Data validation qualifiers used in this review: 

D – sample result taken from dilution 

The following comments identifying sample results requiring qualification are in bold type.  The other comments are 
of interest, but qualification of the sample results is not necessary. 

Refer to the table of Qualified Analytical Results for a listing of the samples, analytes, and concentrations 
qualified (attached at the end of this checklist).    

1.  Did the laboratory identify any non-conformances 
related to the analytical results? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments:  Yes.  Any problems with these analyses were noted in the laboratory case narratives.  All results for 
these analyses are considered valid. 

2.  Were sample Chain-of-Custody forms complete? X Yes  No AR Initials 
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Comments: COC records from field to laboratory were complete, and custody was maintained as evidenced by field 
and laboratory personnel signatures, dates, and times of receipt.  If dashes (-) were used on COC and not on 
sample bottle, Sample ID reflects what was written on sample bottle, as written by laboratory on cooler receipt form. 

3.  Were all the analyses requested for the samples 
on the COCs completed by the laboratory? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments:  All requested analyses were completed. 

4.  Were samples received in good condition and at 
the appropriate temperature? 

 Yes X No AR Initials 

Comments:  Cooler temperatures were received outside the 4C + 2C acceptance ranges. Cooler 1 was received 
at 11.4C but was judged to be acceptable as the samples were received at the laboratory within 24 hours of the 
sampling times and no volatile analytes were requested for these samples.  All other samples were received intact 
and in good condition. Sample Batch ID UQ99:  two 500-mL amber bottles were broken upon receipt for Sample IDs 
5C and 26C.  However, there was enough sample to do analyses requested. 

5.  Were the requested analytical methods in 
compliance with WP/QAPP, permit, or COC? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Reported methods were in compliance with those requested on the COC records, or the reported 
methods are comparable and appropriate for the analysis requested and the sample matrix. 

6.  Were detection limits in accordance with 
WP/QAPP, permit, or method? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Reported detection limits are achievable by the quoted methods.  Some samples required dilution due 
high sample concentration.  The reporting limits for diluted results were raised appropriately.   In particular, Sample 
ID 9B was flagged with Laboratory qualifier “E” for the analyte PCP (Pentachlorophenol) for Method SW8041, as an 
estimated concentration calculated for an analyte response above the valid instrument calibration range.  A dilution 
is required to obtain an accurate quantification of the analyte, which is reflected in the attached table of validation 
qualifiers.   

7.  Do the laboratory reports include only those 
constituents requested to be reported for a specific 
analytical method? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments:  The laboratory reports include only those constituents requested.   

8.     Were sample holding times met? X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Extraction and/or analytical holding times were met for all samples and analyses. 

9.     Were correct concentration units reported? X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments:  Correct concentration units were reported.  For Methods SW8041 and SW8270C results were reported 
as µg/L (ppb). 

10.  Were the reporting requirements for flagged 
data met? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Data validation qualifiers override any assigned laboratory flags. 

11.  Were laboratory blank samples free of target 
analyte contamination? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Reported laboratory blanks were free of target analyte contamination. 

12.  Were trip blank, field blank, and/or equipment 
rinse blank samples free of target analyte 
contamination? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments:  All blanks submitted were free of target analyte contamination. 

13.  Were instrument calibrations within method or 
data validation control limits? 

NA Yes  No AR Initials 
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Comments: Not applicable for this level of data verification – Instrument calibration data were not supplied in 
analytical laboratory reports and were therefore not included in this data review. 

14.  Were surrogate recoveries within control limits?  Yes X No AR Initials 

Comments:  Surrogate 2,4,6 Tribromophenol (Method SW8041) was diluted out in Sample ID 5A and flagged with 
laboratory qualifier “D”.  Surrogate 2,4,6 Tribromophenol (Method SW8041) had a %R (percent recovery) of 105% 
and flagged with laboratory qualifier “*” for being outside of LCS/MB limits of 41-98%.  However, it was within QC 
control limits of 26-113%.  In addition, the same surrogate in the LCS was within control limits.  No validation 
qualifier was used.   

15.  Were laboratory control sample recoveries 
within control limits? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Reported LCS and LCSD %Rs for organic analytes were within data validation QC limits of 70-130% for 
organics and 80-120% for inorganics, and were within laboratory control charted QC limits for all target analytes.  
Inorganic standard reference %Rs were within data validation QC limits of 80-120%. 

16.  Were matrix spike recoveries within control 
limits? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments:  Organic matrix spike sample results were not reported, but LCS and LCSD %Rs were used to 
demonstrate analytical accuracy (see item 15).  Inorganic MS %Rs were within data validation QC limits of 75-125% 
for all reported target analytes. 

17.  Were duplicate RPDs and/or serial dilution %Ds 
within control limits? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Laboratory RPDs for target analytes in LCS/LCSD and laboratory duplicate samples were within the 0-
20% data validation QC limits, or were not applicable due to undetected results in both samples. 

Serial dilution data is not applicable for the reported methods or for this level of data verification.   

18.  Were organic system performance criteria met? NA Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Not applicable for this level of data verification – Organic system performance data was not supplied in 
analytical laboratory reports and was therefore not included in this data review. 

19.  Were internal standards within method criteria 
for GC/MS sample analyses? 

NA Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Not applicable for the reported methods or for this level of data verification. 

20. Were inorganic system performance criteria 
met? 

NA Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Not applicable for this level of data verification –Inorganic system performance data was not supplied in 
analytical laboratory reports and was therefore not included in this data review. 

21.  Were blind field duplicates collected?  If so, 
discuss the precision (RPD) of the results. 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Duplicate Sample No. 22D  (4/17/2012) 

24-D  (4/18/2012) 

 Primary Sample No. 22  (4/17/2012) 

24-B  (4/18/2012) 

Comments: For the field duplicate sets collected, the RPDs for pentachlorophenol were within the 0-30% QC limits.   

22. Were qualitative criteria for organic target analyte 
identification met? 

NA Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Not applicable for this level of data verification – GC quantitation reports and chromatograms were not 
supplied in analytical laboratory reports and were therefore not included in this data review.  

23. Were 100% of the EDD concentrations and 
reporting limits compared to the hardcopy data 
reports? 

NA Yes  No AR Initials 
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Comments: Not applicable – An EDD was not supplied and is therefore not included in this data review. 

24.  General Comments:  Data were evaluated based on validation criteria set forth in the USEPA Contract 
Laboratory Program National Functional Guidelines for Organic/Inorganic Data Review, document numbers 
EPA540/R-99/008 and EPA540/R-01/008 of October 1999 (Organic) and July 2002 (Inorganic), as they applied to 
the reported methodology.  Field duplicate RPD control limits were taken from the USEPA Region I Laboratory Data 
Validation Functional Guidelines for Evaluating Organics Analyses, February 1988, upheld in DRAFT 1993.     

Refer to the table of Qualified Analytical Results for a listing of the samples, analytes, and concentrations 
qualified (attached at the end of this checklist).    

 

Additional Comments:  In the event of samples analyzed at more than one dilution, result was taken from the lowest 
dilution within instrument calibration range and a qualifier of D was put on the data. 
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Sample ID Matrix Lab SDG Method Analyte Concentration Units Qualifier 

9B Groundwater UR01C 8041 Pentachlorophenol
 

18 
ug/L D 

        

Qualifier definitions:  

D – sample result taken from 

dilution       
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ANALYTICAL DATA VERIFICATION CHECKLIST 

Project Name:  Idaho Pole 
Company 

Laboratory: Analytical Resources, Inc., (ARI), Tukwila, WA 

Project Reference: October 2012 Groundwater Sample Matrix:  Groundwater with Water QC 

Project No.:  5029, RETEC (MCFR2-03423-414) Sample Start Date:  10/01/2012 

Verified By/Date Verified:  Angela Roddy 02/13/2013 Sample End Date :  10/31/2012  

Samples Analyzed:   

 Matrix Sample ID Remarks 
Sample 

Date 
Lab Project ID Lab Sample ID

 Groundwater 22  10/01/2012 VL87 VL87A 

 Groundwater 15-A  10/01/2012 VL87 VL87B

 Groundwater 5-C  10/01/2012 VL87 VL87C

 Groundwater 5-D Field Duplicate 10/01/2012 VL87 VL87D

 Groundwater 5-A  10/01/2012 VL87 VL87E

 Groundwater GM-5  10/01/2012 VL87 VL87F

 Groundwater GM-6  10/01/2012 VL87 VL87G

 Groundwater 11-A  10/01/2012 VL87 VL87H

 Groundwater 16-B  10/02/2012 VL87 VL87I

 Groundwater 25-B  10/02/2012 VL87 VL87J

 Groundwater 25-A  10/02/2012 VL87 VL87K

 Groundwater 26-C  10/02/2012 VL87 VL87L

 Groundwater 26-B  10/02/2012 VL87 VL87M

 Groundwater 26-A  10/02/2012 VL87 VL87N

 Groundwater 9-C  10/02/2012 VL87 VL87O

 Groundwater 9-B  10/02/2012 VL87 VL87P

 Groundwater 9-A  10/02/2012 VL87 VL87Q

 Groundwater 9-D Field Duplicate 10/02/2012 VL87 VL87R

 Groundwater 23-B  10/02/2012 VL87 VL87S

 Groundwater 23-A  10/02/2012 VL87 VL87T

 Groundwater 24-B  10/02/2012 VL89 VL89A 

 Groundwater Res 8  10/02/2012 VL89 VL89B

 Groundwater GM-8  10/02/2012 VL89 VL89C 

 Groundwater 27-B  10/02/2012 VL89 VL89D

 Groundwater 27-F Field Blank 10/02/2012 VL89 VL89E

 Groundwater 28-B  10/03/2012 VL89 VL89F

 Groundwater IP-0409-339  10/03/2012 VL89 VL89G

 Groundwater IP-0409-335  10/03/2012 VL89 VL89H

 Groundwater IP-0409-334  10/03/2012 VL89 VL89I

 Groundwater IP-0409-337  10/03/2012 VL89 VL89J

 Groundwater IP-0409-333  10/03/2012 VL89 VL89K

 Groundwater IP-0409-332  10/03/2012 VL89 VL89L

 Groundwater IP-0409-331  10/03/2012 VL89 VL89M

 Groundwater IP-0409-336  10/31/2012 VQ58 VQ58C 
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Parameters Verified: PCP Pentachlorophenol by SW-846 GC/ECD Method SW8041 and Semi-volatile 
Organic Compounds (SVOCs) by SW-846 Method SW8270C. 

Laboratory Project IDs:  VL87, VL89, and VQ58 
 
 
 

 

PRECISION, ACCURACY, METHOD COMPLIANCE, AND COMPLETENESS ASSESSMENT 

Precision: X Acceptable  Unacceptable AR Initials 

Comments: Precision is the measure of variability of individual sample measurements. Field precision was 
determined by comparison of field duplicate sample results.  Laboratory precision was determined by examination of 
laboratory duplicate results. Evaluation of field and laboratory duplicates for precision was done using the Relative 
Percent Difference (RPD).  The RPD is defined as the difference between two duplicate samples divided by the 
mean and expressed as a percent.  RPD limits referenced EPA published QC limits or laboratory control charted QC 
limits.  No data require qualification based on these measurements, and overall field and laboratory precision is 
acceptable.  Precision measurements are reviewed in items 17 and 21. 

Accuracy: X Acceptable  Unacceptable AR Initials 

Comments: Field accuracy, a measure of the sampling bias, was determined by reviewing field blank results for 
evidence of sample contamination stemming from field activities.  Laboratory accuracy, a measure of the system 
bias, was measured by evaluating standard reference or laboratory control sample and laboratory control sample 
duplicate (LCS, LCSD), matrix spike (MS), and organic system monitoring compounds (surrogate) percent recoveries 
(%Rs).  Standard reference, LCS, and LCSD %Rs demonstrated the overall performance of the analysis.  MS %Rs 
provided information on sample matrix interferences.  System monitoring compound or surrogate recoveries 
measured system performance and efficiency during organic analysis.  These measurements were compared to data 
validation and laboratory control charted QC limits.  Field and laboratory accuracy is acceptable since a majority of 
the data is unqualified.  Accuracy measurements are reviewed in items 12, 14, 15, 16, and 20. 

Method Compliance: X Acceptable  Unacceptable AR Initials 

Comments: Method compliance was determined by evaluating sample integrity, holding time, reporting limits, and 
laboratory blanks against method specified requirements.  No data required qualification based on holding time limits 
and overall method compliance is acceptable based on the supplied data.  Method compliance measurements are 
reviewed in items 4, 6, 8, 11, 13, 18, 19, 20, and 22.   

Completeness: X Acceptable  Unacceptable AR Initials 

Comments: Completeness is the overall ratio of the number of samples planned versus the number of samples with 
valid analyses. Completeness goals are set at 90-100%.  Determination of completeness included a review of chain 
of custody records, laboratory analytical methods and detection limits, and laboratory case narratives.  Completeness 
also included 100% review of the laboratory sample data results and QC summary reports.  All of the data received 
by the laboratory are usable with qualification, and no data were missing or rejected.  Completeness of the data is 
calculated to be 100% and is acceptable.   

VERIFICATION CRITERIA CHECK 

Data validation qualifiers used in this review: 

D – sample result taken from dilution 

The following comments identifying sample results requiring qualification are in bold type.  The other comments are of 
interest, but qualification of the sample results is not necessary. 

Refer to the table of Qualified Analytical Results for a listing of the samples, analytes, and concentrations 
qualified (attached at the end of this checklist).    

1.  Did the laboratory identify any non-conformances 
related to the analytical results? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 
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Comments:  Yes.  Any problems with these analyses were noted in the laboratory case narratives.  All results for 
these analyses are considered valid. 

2.  Were sample Chain-of-Custody forms complete? X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: COC records from field to laboratory were complete, and custody was maintained as evidenced by field 
and laboratory personnel signatures, dates, and times of receipt. 

3.  Were all the analyses requested for the samples 
on the COCs completed by the laboratory? 

 Yes X No AR Initials 

Comments:  For Sample Batch ID VL87A, Sample ID 23-A was only analyzed for Method SW8041 (PCP) but was 
marked on the COC to run Methods W8270C (SVOCs) and SW8041 (PCP).  

4.  Were samples received in good condition and at 
the appropriate temperature? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments:  All samples were receive3d in good condition and at the appropriate temperature. 

5.  Were the requested analytical methods in 
compliance with WP/QAPP, permit, or COC? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Reported methods were in compliance with those requested on the COC records, or the reported 
methods are comparable and appropriate for the analysis requested and the sample matrix. 

6.  Were detection limits in accordance with 
WP/QAPP, permit, or method? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Reported detection limits are achievable by the quoted methods.  Some samples required dilution due 
high sample concentration.  The reporting limits for diluted results were raised appropriately.  In particular, Sample ID 
5-A was flagged with Laboratory qualifier “E” for the analyte PCP (Pentachlorophenol) for Method SW8041, as an 
estimated concentration calculated for an analyte response above the valid instrument calibration range.  Sample ID 
5-A was also flagged with laboratory qualifier “S” for the analyte PCP (Pentachlorophenol) which indicates an analyte 
response that has saturated the detector, and therefore the calculated concentration is not valid.  A dilution is 
required to obtain an accurate quantification of the analyte, which is reflected in the attached table of validation 
qualifiers.   

7.  Do the laboratory reports include only those 
constituents requested to be reported for a specific 
analytical method? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments:  The laboratory reported only the constituents requested. 

8.  Were sample holding times met? X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Extraction and/or analytical holding times were met for all samples and analyses. 

9.  Were correct concentration units reported? X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments:  Correct concentration units were reported.  Method 8041 results were reported as µg/L (ppb). 

10.  Were the reporting requirements for flagged 
data met? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Data validation qualifiers override any assigned laboratory flags. 

11.  Were laboratory blank samples free of target 
analyte contamination? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Reported laboratory blanks were free of target analyte contamination. 

12.  Were trip blank, field blank, and/or equipment 
rinse blank samples free of target analyte 
contamination? 

 Yes X No AR Initials 
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Comments:  Pentachlorophenol was detected in Field Blank 27-F (Batch VL89) with a result of 1.1 ug/L.   This 
sample is flagged with validation qualifier “U” for Blank Exceedance.   All associated raw samples that were detected 
for Pentachlorophenol are flagged with validation qualifier ‘J” for QC Exceedance and should be considered 
estimated values. 

13.  Were instrument calibrations within method or 
data validation control limits? 

NA Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Not applicable for this level of data verification – Instrument calibration data were not supplied in 
analytical laboratory reports and were therefore not included in this data review. 

14.  Were surrogate recoveries within control limits? X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments:  Provided surrogate %Rs for organic analyses were within laboratory control-charted QC criteria for all 
project samples and QC samples.  However, for sample 5-A the surrogates d10-2-Methylnaphthalene and d14-
Dibenzo (a,h) anthracene (Method SW8270C); and 2,4,6-Tribromophenol (Method SW8041) was diluted out and 
flagged with laboratory qualifier “D”.  No validation qualifier was used. 

15.  Were laboratory control sample recoveries 
within control limits? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Reported LCS and LCSD %Rs for organic analytes were within data validation QC limits of 70-130% for 
organics and 80-120% for inorganics, and were within laboratory control charted QC limits for all target analytes.  
Inorganic standard reference %Rs were within data validation QC limits of 80-120%.  In the case narrative the 
laboratory reports % recoveries for the LCS and LCSD for Method SW8041 were high but were within their QC limits.  

16.  Were matrix spike recoveries within control 
limits? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments:  Organic matrix spike sample results were not reported, but LCS and LCSD %Rs were used to 
demonstrate analytical accuracy (see item 15).  Inorganic MS %Rs were within data validation QC limits of 75-125% 
for all reported target analytes. 

17.  Were duplicate RPDs and/or serial dilution %Ds 
within control limits? 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Laboratory RPDs for target analytes in LCS/LCSD and laboratory duplicate samples were within the 0-
20% data validation QC limits, or were not applicable due to undetected results in both samples. 

Serial dilution data is not applicable for the reported methods or for this level of data verification.   

18.  Were organic system performance criteria met? NA Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Not applicable for this level of data verification – Organic system performance data was not supplied in 
analytical laboratory reports and was therefore not included in this data review. 

19.  Were internal standards within method criteria 
for GC/MS sample analyses? 

NA Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Not applicable for the reported methods or for this level of data verification. 

20. Were inorganic system performance criteria 
met? 

NA Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Not applicable for this level of data verification –Inorganic system performance data was not supplied in 
analytical laboratory reports and was therefore not included in this data review. 

21.  Were blind field duplicates collected?  If so, 
discuss the precision (RPD) of the results. 

X Yes  No AR Initials 

Duplicate Sample No. 5-D  (10/01/2012) 

9-D  (10/02/2012) 

 Primary Sample No. 5-C  (10/01/2012) 

9-A  (10/02/2012) 

Comments: For the field duplicate sets collected, the RPDs for pentachlorophenol were within the 0-30% QC limits.   
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22. Were qualitative criteria for organic target analyte 
identification met? 

NA Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Not applicable for this level of data verification – GC quantitation reports and chromatograms were not 
supplied in analytical laboratory reports and were therefore not included in this data review.  

23. Were 100% of the EDD concentrations and 
reporting limits compared to the hardcopy data 
reports? 

NA Yes  No AR Initials 

Comments: Not applicable – An EDD was not supplied and is therefore not included in this data review. 

24.  General Comments:  Data were evaluated based on validation criteria set forth in the USEPA Contract 
Laboratory Program National Functional Guidelines for Organic/Inorganic Data Review, document numbers 
EPA540/R-99/008 and EPA540/R-01/008 of October 1999 (Organic) and July 2002 (Inorganic), as they applied to the 
reported methodology.  Field duplicate RPD control limits were taken from the USEPA Region I Laboratory Data 
Validation Functional Guidelines for Evaluating Organics Analyses, February 1988, upheld in DRAFT 1993.     

Refer to the table of Qualified Analytical Results for a listing of the samples, analytes, and concentrations 
qualified (attached at the end of this checklist).    

 

Additional Comments:  In the event of samples analyzed at more than one dilution, result was taken from the lowest 
dilution within instrument calibration range and a qualifier of D was put on the data. 
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Sample ID Matrix Lab SDG Method Analyte Concentration Units Qualifier 

5-A Groundwater VL87E 8041 Pentachlorophenol
 

1000 
ug/L D 

27-F Water VL89E 8041 Pentachlorophenol 1.1 ug/L U 

24-B Groundwater VL89A 8041 Pentachlorophenol 9.8 ug/L J 

Res 8 Groundwater VL89B 8041 Pentachlorophenol 5.2 ug/L J 

GM-8 Groundwater VL89C 8041 Pentachlorophenol 11 ug/L J 

27-B Groundwater VL89D 8041 Pentachlorophenol 38 ug/L J 

        

 

Qualifier definitions:  

D – sample result taken from dilution 

U – Blank Exceedance 

J – QC Exceedance 

    

 

      

     
 

 




