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lips'

, The analytical data objective for baseline risk assessments is that uncertainty is known and
acceptable, not that uncertainty be reduced to a particular level. (p. 3)

",. To maximize data useability for the risk assessment, the risk assessor must be involved from
the start of the RI. (p. 7)

",. All data can be used in the baseline risk assessment as long as their uncertainties are clearly
described. (p. 11)

.. Uncertainty in the ana/yaeal data, compounded by uncertainty caused by the selection of the
transport models, can yield results that are meaningless or that cannot be interpreted. (p. 14)

, Uncertainties in toxicological measures and exposure assessment are often assumed to be
greater than uncertainties in environmental analytical data; thus, they are assumed to have a
more significant effect on the uncertainty of the risk assessment. (p. 17)

", Analytical data collected solely for other purposes may not be of optimal use to the risk
assessment. (p. 20)

", Effective planning improves the useability of environmental analytical data in the final risk
assessment
(p.25)

", Use historical analytical data and a broad spectrum analysis to initially identify the chemicals
ofpotential concern or exposure areas. (p. 26)

". To expedite the risk assessment preliminary data should be provided to the risk assessor as
soon as they are available. (p. 35)

", To protect human health, place a higher priority on preventing false negatives in sampling
and analysis than on preventing false positives. (p.41)

". Use preliminary data to identify chemicals of potential concern and to determine any need to
modify the sampling or analytical design. (p.41)

... Specific analysis for compounds identified during library search can be requested. (p.41)

". The closer the concentration of concern is to the detection limit, the greater the possibility of
false negatives and false positives. (p. 47)

", The wide range of chemical concentrations in the environment may require multiple analyses
or dilutions to obtain useable data. Request results from all analyses. (p. 47)

.. Define the type of detection or quantitation limit for reporting purposes,' request the sample
quantitation limit for risk assessment. (p. 47)

... When contaminant levels in a medium vary widely, increase the number ofsamples or
stratify the medium to reduce variability. (p. 50)

.... Sampling variability typically contributes much more to total error than analytical variability.
(p. 50)

". Field methods can produce legally defensible data if appropriate method QC is available and
if documentation is adequate. (p. 57)

.... To minimize the potential for false negatives, obtain data from a broad spectrum analysis
from each medium and exposure pathway. (p. 58)

or The CLP or other fixed laboratory sources are most appropriate for broad spectrum analysis
or for confirmatory analysis. (p. 58)

irr Solicit the advice of the chemist to ensure proper laboratory selection and to minimize
laboratory and/or methods performance problems that occur in sample analysis. (p. 58)

",. Use of the Sampling Design Selection Worksheet will help the RPM or statistician determine
an appropriate sampling design. (p. 65)

*For further information, refer to the text. Page numbers are provided.
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Tips
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.. While other designs may be appropriate in many cases, stratified random or systematic
sampling designs are always acceptable. (p. 65)

i# If the natural variability of the chemicals ofpotential concern is large (e.g., greater than 30%),
the major planning effort should beto collect more environmental samples. (p. 72)

,.,.. At least one broad spectrum analytical sample is required for risk assessment, and a
minimum of two or three are recommended for each medium in an exposure pathway. (p.
73)

.... Collect and analyze background samples prior to the final determination arthe sampling
design since the number ofsamples is significantly reduced if little background
contamination is present. (p. 75)

... Systematic sampling supplemented by judgmental sampling is the best strategy for
identifying hot spots. (p. 75)

-- Focus planning efforts on maximizing the collection of useable data from critical samples. (p.
78)

-- The ability to combine data from different sampling episodes or different sampling
procedures is a very important consideration in selecting a sampling design but should be
done with caution. (p. 78)

",.. Ensure that critical requirements andpriorities are specified on the Method Selection
Worksheet so that the mostappropriate methods can be considered. (p. 83)

-- Use routine methods wherever possible since method development is time-consuming and
may result in problems with laboratory implementation. (p. 83)

-- Analyte-specific methods that provide better quantitation can be considered for use once
chemicals ofpotential concern have been identified by broad spectrum analysis. (p. 84)

-- All results should be reported for samples analyzed at more than one dilution. (p. 85)

-- Field analysis can be used to decrease. cost and turnaround time providing data from a broad
spectrum analysis are avaifable. (p.89)

.. Focus corrective action on maximizing the useability of data from critical samples. (p. 97)

-- Use preliminary data as a basis for identifying sampling or analysis deficiencies and taking
corrective action. (p. 100)

,.,.. Problems in data useability due to sampling can affect a/l chemicals involved in the risk
assessment; problems due to analysis may only affect specific chemicals. (p. 100)

",.. Qualified data can usually be used for quantitative risk assessments. (p. 105)

.. Anticipate the need to combine data from different sampling events and/or different
analytical methods. (p. 107)

",.. Determine the distribution of the data before applying statistical measures. (p. 109)

-- Determine the statistical measures ofperformance most applicable to site conditions before
assessing data useability. (p. 110)

. .. Use data qualified as U or J for risk assessment purposes. (p. 113)

-- The major concern with false negatives is that the decision based on the risk assessment may
not be protective of human health. (p. 117)

.. False negatives can occur if sampling is not representative, if detection limits are above
concentrations ofconcern, or if spike recoveries are very low. (p. 117)

-- False positives can occur when blanks are contaminated or spike recoveries are very high. (p.
118)

-- Statistical analysis may determine if site concentrations are significantly above background
concentrations when the differences are not obvious. (p. 120)

.. The primary planning objective is that uncertainty levels are acceptable, known and
quantitatable, not that uncertainty be eliminated. (p. 121)
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PREFACE
The u.s. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has
established a Data Useability Workgroup to develop
national guidance for determining data useability
requirements needed for environmenml data collection
on hazardous waste sites under the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, andLiability
Act of 1980 (CERa...A) as amended by the Superfund
Amendmentsand Reauthori'Z<1.tion Actof1986 (SARA).
Datauseability is the processofassuring ordetermining
that thequalityofdata generatedmeets the intended use.
Thisguidancehasbeendesignedby the RiskAssessment
Subgroup of the DataUseability Workgroup to provide
datausers with a nationally consistent lx'1sis for making
decisions about the minimum quality and quantity of
enviro~mental analytical d:'1ta that are sufticient to
supportSuperfundriskassessmentdecisions, regardless
of which parties conduct the investigation. This
document is the lirst prut (Part A) of the two-prut
Guidancefor Data Useability in RiskAssessment. Ptut
B of this guidance addresses radioanalytical issues.

Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund (RAGS),
Volume I: Human Health Evaluation Manual, Part A
(EPA 1989a) serves asa geneml guilLmce document for
the risk assessment process. Building upon RAGS,an
"interim final" version ofGuidanceforData Useability
in Risk Assessment was issued by the Risk Assessment
Subgroupofthe Data Useability Workgroup in October
1990. The guidance was issued as "interim final" in
order to obtain and incorporatecomments mId I.'fiticisms
from data. users who tested it in real·world situations.

The authors acknowledge thesignit1canthelp ofall who
have provided comments ami criticisms. The results
indicatethatmanypeoplereact favorably to theguidance
and find it useful in planning a risk assessment or in
eValuating assessments already underway. Issues were
identified where guidance in the interim final needed to
be supplemented or discussed iIi more detail. These
issues include providing a mote det'liled discussion of
sampling strategies, incorporating groundwater factors,
addressing soil depth for exposure, and obt.'l.inillg
background data. Issues concerning data reporting
fonnats, .validation and use of non-CLP data, and
tentatively identified compounds were also identitied.
The [malversion ofthe guidance provide.'i greater det1.il
in the discussion of these and other issues.

This guidance provides direction for planning and
assessing analytical datH collection activities for the
baseline human health· risk assessment, conducted as
part of the remedial investigation (RI) process.
Although the guidance addresses the baseline risk
assessment within the RI, it is appropriate for use in
the new Superfund Accelerated Cleanup Model
(SACM) where data needs for ri"k assessment are
considered at the onset of site evaluation. Site-

xi

specitic conditions may often require sampling or
analysis beyond the basic recommendations given in
this guidance. The guidance does not directly address
the use of ecological data for purposes other than
baseline risk assessments for human health, although
someconsiderations havebeen includedwhen datamay
beused forbothecologicaland hllIIl3nhealthevaluation.

Thisguidancecomplementsguidanceprovided inRAGS
(EPA 1989a), Guidance for Conducting Remedial
Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA
(EPA 1988a), andDlita QualityObjeetivesforRemedial
ResponseActivities: DevelopmentProcess(EPA1987a).
RAGS provides the framework for making data quality
assessments in baseline risk assessments, and this
guidance supplements and strengthens important
technicaldetailsofthe frameworkby providingdirection
on minimwn requirements forenvironmentalanalytical
data used in baseline risk assessments. As such, it
complements and builds upon Agency guidance for the
development and use of data quality objectives in all
data collection activities.

This guidance i'i addressed primarily to the remedial
project managers (RPMs) who have the principal
responsibility for leading the data collection and
assessmentactivities that support thehuman health risk
assessmentand, secondarily, toriskassessors who must
effectively communicate their data needs to the RPMs
and use the data provided to them. Chemists, quality
a"sunmce specialist", statisticians, hydrogeologists and
other technical experts involved in the RI process can
use this guida.nce to optimize the nseability of data
collected in the RI for use in ba"eline risk assessments.

Comments on the guidance should be sent to:

Toxies Integration Branch
Oftice of Emergency and Remedial Response
401 M Street, SW (OS-230)
Washington, DC 20460
Phone: 202·260-9486
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Chapter 1
Introduction and Background

Thisguidancewasdevelopedby the U.S. Environmental
ProtectionAgency (EPA) for remedialprojectmanagers
(RPMs), risk assessors, and contractors. It is published
in two partS; this document is Part A. Part B solely
addresses useability issues in radioanalytical sampling
and analysis for risk assessment. Both parts of this
guidance are designed to assist RPMs in maximizing
the useabilityofenvironmental analyticaldatacollected
in the remedial investigation (RI) process for baseline
human health risk assessments. Since RPMs, with
assistancefrom technical experts,overseethepreparation
of workplans and sampling and analysis plans for RI
data collection, it is important for them to understmd
the types, quality and quantity of data needed by risk
a<;sessors, and the impact that their data collection
decisions have on the level ofcertainty ofbaseline risk
assessments for human health. This guidance provides
detailed approaches and basic recommendations for
both obtainingand interpreting data for risk assessment
that specifically address:

How to design RI samplingand analytical activities
that meet the data quantity and data quality needs
of risk assessors,

Procedures for assessing the quality of the data
obtained in the RI,

Options for combining environmental analytical
data of varying levels of quality from different
sources and incorporating them into the risk
assessment,

Procedures for determining the level of certainty
in the risk assessment based on the uncertainty in
the environmental analytical data. and

Guidelines on the timing and execution of the
various activities in order to most efficiently
produce deliverables.

Although the guidance addresses the baseline risk
assessment within the RI, itis appropriate for use in the
new Superfund Accelerated Cleanup Model (SACM)
where data needs for risk assessment are considered at
the onset of site evaluation.

and recommend sampling designs and analytical
methods that will maximize the quality of the baseline
risk assessment for human health within the site·related
and budgetary constraints of the RI, and will prodnce
consistent risk assessments nseful to risk managers.

This guidance provides a number of worksheets and
exhibits that can be used as bases for the organization of
samplingoranalyticalplanning or assessmentprocesses.
However, implementation of guidance will be site-­
specific, and site personnel should develop and modify
these guidance materials to best suit the conditions at
,their site.

Although ecological data useability is not addressed
specifically in this guidance, the chemicaldata obtained
from sitecharacterizationare useableforcertainelements
of the ecological assessment. In an ecological
assessment, the chemicalsofpotential concernand their
priorities may be different than those of the human
health risk assessment. For example, iron is rarely of
concern in human health risk assessments, but high
levels of iron may pose a threat to aquatic species. Eoo­
guidance documents relevant to riskassessment include
Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume l/:
Environmental EvaluationManual (EPA 1989b), ECO
Update (EPA 1991a) and Ecological Assessment of
Hazardous Waste Sites: A Field and Laboratory
Reference (EPA 1989c).

1.1 CRITICAL DATA QUALITY ISSUES
IN RISK ASSESSMENT

Five basic environmental data quality issues are
frequently encountered in risk assessments. This
guidance provides procedures, minimum requirements,
and other infonnation to resolve or minimize the effect
of these issues on the assessment of uncertainty in the
risk assessment. The issues affectboth the planning for
and the assessment of analytical data for use in RI risk
assessments. The following sections describe these
issues and their impacton data useability, and highlight
the resolutions of these issues.

Risk assessors should be an integral part of the RI
planning process to ensure that adequate environmental
analytical dataofacceptable quality and quantity for the
risk assessment are collected during the RI. This
guidance assists risk assessors in communicating their
environmental analytical data needs to the RPMs. Risk
assessors shouldwork closely with the RPMs to identify

1

CLP
EPA
QAPjP
RAGS
RI
RPM
SACM

Acronyms

Contract Laboratory Program
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
quality assurance project plan
Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund
remedial investigation
remedial project manager
Superfund Accelerated Cleanup Model



1.1.1 Data Sources
Data users must select sampling and analytical
procedures and providers appropriate to the data needs
of each risk assessment. Practical tradeoffs among
detection limits, response time, documentation,
analytical costs, and level of uncertainty should be
consideredpriortoselecting samplingdesigns, analytical
methods. and service providers.

The Contract Laboratory Program (CLP) has been the
principal source ofanalytical data for investigations at
hazardous waste sites. The CLP requires adherence to
specificdata acceptance criteriawhich results in data of
known analytical quality produced in a standardized
package. Anotherprincipal source ofanalytical data is
the EPA Regional laboratory, which often produces
data similar in quality to that of the eLP. Other
analytical sources, such as field analysis or fixed
laboratories (EPA, state, or private), can also produce
dataafacceptablequality . Accordingly,RPMs and risk
a<;sessors should seek the sourceofdata that best meets
the data quality needs of the risk assessment Section
4.2 provides guidance for selecting analytical sources.

Field analytical data have been used primarily to aid in
making decisions dwing sampling. However, recent
advances in technology, whenaccompaniedbysufficient
and appropriate quality control measures, allow field
analytical data to be used in risk assessments with more
frequency and more confidence than in the past By
using field analyses, RPMs can increase the number of
samples to better characterize the site and significantly
decrease sample turnaround time (to provide real-time
decision-making in the field) as long as acceptable data
quality is maintained. Guidance for assessing the
useabilityandapplicability offieldanalyticaldata in the
risk assessment process is also provided in Section 4.2.

For any source ofmonitoring data, RPMs must ensure
that dataquality objectives, analytical methods, quality
control requirementsandcriteria, levelofdocumentation,

. and degreeandassignmentofresponsibilities forquality
assuranceoversightarecIearlydocumente<linthequality
assurance project plan (QAPjP). In addition, the RPM
is responsible for the enforcement of these parameters.
For non-Superfund-lead analyses, the potentially
responsible party, state, or federal agency detennines
and docwnents these parameters. The QAPjP is then
submitted tothe RPM for review. In all cases involving
risk assessment, the RPMshouldalways seek thesource
ofdata that bestmeets the data quality needs of therisk
assessor. Thedatasource chosen must generate data of
known quality.

2

1.1.2 Detection Limits
Selecting the analytical method to meet the required
detection limits is fundamental to the useability of
analyticaldata in risk assessments. In addition, the type
of detection limit, such as method detection .limit or
sample quantitation limit, used in making data quality
decisions affects the certainty of the risk assessment.
Guidance for. making these decisions is provided in
Section 4.2. Preliminary remediation goals, as defined
in Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund (RAGS)
Volume I: Human Health Evaluation Manual, Pan B
(EPA 1991b), provide criteria to be considered in
evaluating the adequacy of detection limits.

1.1.3 Qualified Data

Laboratories, and individuals conducting independent
data review, affix coded qualifiers to data when quality
control requirements or otherevaluation criteriaare not
met Data reviewers assess these and many other
criteria to detennine the useability of data. Qualified
data must be used appropriately in risk assessments.
Data are almost always useable in the risk assessment
process, as long as the uncertainty in the data and its
impacton the risk assessmentare thoroughlyexplained.
Section 5.6 describes procedures for incorporating
qualified dataand data ofvarying analyticalquality into
the risk assessment.

1.1.4 Background Samples

In conductingariskassessment, itiscriticaltodistinguish
site contamination from background levels due to
anthropogenic or naturally occurring contamination in
order to determine the presence or absence of
contamination and to compare with background risk.
Analytical data reported near method detection limits
and sample results qualified during data review
complicate the use of background sample data to
determinesitecontamination. Planningforthe collection
of a sufficient number of background samples from
representative locations increases the certainty in
decisions about the significance of site contamination.
Section 4.1 discusses how statistical analysis and
professional judgment can be combined to design a
sampling program for collecting adequate background
data.

1.1.5 Consistency in Data Collection
Data collection activities may vary among parties
conducting RIs. Consistency in ail Superfund activities
is increasingly crucial. All· parties collecting



environmental analytical data for baseline risk
assessments for human health should use guidance
provided in Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund
(RAGS) Volume I: Humt1J1, Health Evaluation Manual,
Part A (EPA 1989a) and this guidance to ensure that
baselineriskassessmentsforhumanhealth areconducted
conSistently and are protective of the public health.

1.2 FRAMEWORK AND ORGANIZA·
TION OF THE GUIDANCE

This guidance is organized following the usual sequence
used to detennine the useability of environmental
analytical data for baseline human health risk
assessments. Exhibit 1 illustrates the conceptual
framework for the guidance. Six criteria· are used to
evaluate data useability for baseline risk assessments
for human health:

Data sources,

• Documentation,

Availableanalytical services in tennsofanalytical
methods and detection limits,

Data quality indicators,

Data review, and

Reports to risk assessor.

These criteriaaddress the five major data quality issues
described in SeCtion 1.1 and otherissues that impact
datauseability in therisk assessment.·The datauseability
criteriaare applied in RI planning to guide the design of
sampling plans and select analytical methods for the
data collection effort. The criteria are employed again
to assess the useability of the analytical data collected
during the RI, and of data from other studies and
sources, such as site inspections. This guidance also
describes how to detennine the uncertainties in the risk
assessment based on the level of uncertainty of the
environmental analytical data, determined using the
data useability criteria.

.. The analyticaldata objective for baseline
risk assessments is that the uncertainty is
known and acceptable, not that the
uncertaintybe reduced to a particular level.

EXHIBIT 1. DATA USEABILITY CRITERIA TO PLAN SAMPLING,
ANALYSIS AND ASSESSMENT EFFORTS

IN BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT

DEFINING PLANNING ASSESSING DETERMINING

SAMPLING
DATA USEABILITY CONSIDERATIONS DATA USEABILITY
CRITERIA (3.1) CRITERIA (5.0),. · Preliminary Sampling l-· Data Sources Issues (3.2) · Reports to Risk

· Slmtegies for Assessor

· Documentation Designing LEVELS

· Documentation OF

· Analytical Methods Sampling Plans (4.1)
CERTAINTY

and Detection Limits · Data Sources - FOR
BASELINE

· Data aUality · Analytical Methods RISK
Indicators ANALYTICAL andOelection Limits ASSESSMENT

CONSIDERATIONS (6.1)

· Data Review · Data Review· Preliminary Analytical

· Reports to Risk r- Issues (3.2) - · Data auality
Assessor Indicators

• Strategy for Selecting
Analytical Methods
(4.2)

21-<102-001
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Exhibit 2 summarizes the purpose of each chapter of
this guidance and highlights how the chapters can best
assistRPMs andriskassessors. Worksheets, assessment
tables, and other aids are used extensively throughout
the guidance. These are tools that can be used "as is,"
or they can be modified for use or used as the basis for
site-specific worksheets orsummaries. Chaptercontents
are summarized below.

Chapter 2-The Risk Assessment Process: This
chapter explains the purpose and objectives of a
baseline human health risk assessment and
describes the four basic elements of a risk
assessment: data collection and evaluation,
exposure assessment, toxicity assessment, and
risk characterization. The chapter discusses the
uncertainties associated with the risk assessment
process and emphasizes the impact of analytical
data quality on, each element The roles and
responsibilitiesof the RPM, the risk assessor, and
others involved'in planning and conducting data
collection activities to support therisk assessment
are described.

Chapter 3-UseabiIity Criteria for Baseline Risk
Assessments: Six criteria are deimed in this
chapter for interpreting the importance of sample
collection, analytical techniques, and data review
procedures to the useability of analytical data in
risk assessments. The sampling and analytical
issues that need to be addressed in using these
criteria are discussed. The chapter stresses the
need to consider and plan for risk assessment data
requirements in the early design stages of the RI.

Chapter4-Stepsfor Planning for the Acquisition
of Us'eable Environmental Data in Baseline Risk
Assessments: This chapter provides explicit
guidance for designing sampling plans and
sele«ting analytical methods based on the data
quality requirements ofbaseline risk assessments.
Worksheets for sampling design selection, soil
depth sampling, andmethod selectionareprovided
as part of the step~by-step guidance for making
data collection decisions for individual sites.

Chapter 5-Assessment of Enviromnental Data
for Useability in BaselineRisk: Assessments: This
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chapter explains how to assess the useability of
site-specific data for risk assessments after data
collection according to the six criteria defined in
Chapter 3. For each assessment criterion, the
chapter defines minimum data requirements and
explains how to determine actual performance
compared to performance objectives and execute
appropriate corrective actions for data critical to
the risk assessment The chapter also describes
options availabletorisk assessorsfor incorporating
analytical data from different sources and varying
levels ofquality into the baseline risk assessment.

Chapter 6-Application of Data to Risk
Assessments: This chapter details procedures for
dete~inin~ the ~verall level of uncertainty
asSOCIated WIth thenskassessment. The discussion
addresses characterization of contaminant
concenlrations within exposureareas, determining
the presence or absence ofchemicals of potential
concern, and distingnishing site contamination
from background levels.

Appendices-The appendices provide analytical
and sampling technical reference materials
including descriptions of generic organic and
inorganic data review packages; listings of
common industrial pollutants; analytical methods
and detection or quantitation limits (see Section
3.2.4 for definitions); common laboratory
contaminants; calculation formulas for statistical
evaluation; information on analytical data
qualifiers; a summary of Contract Laboratory
Program methods with corresponding Target
C?mpound List comJXlunds and Target Analyte
Ltst anaytes; and an example ofa conceptual site
model.

Index-The index provides cross-references
throughoutthe guidance. Thisis imJXlrtantbecause
Chapters 3, 4, and 5 present planning and
assessment issues as complementary discussions
that can be vieWed independently.

Tips-Tips, marked with a", are incorporated
into the text of the chapters. These tips draw
attention to key issues in the text but are not
intended to summarize the discussion in thechapter.



EXHIBIT 2. ORGANIZATION OF THE GUIDANCE

Chapter 1
Introduction and Background

• Presents critical data useabmty issues.

· Specifies audience to be primarily RPMs and risk assessors.

· Defines scope and specifies organization of the guidance.

Chapter 2
The Risk ASS88sment Process. Explains the elements of a risk assessment and the impact of analytical data quality on each

-- element.
0 Defines the uncertainties in the risk assessment process.. Describes the roles of the risk assessor, RPM and others involved with the risk assessment

planning and assessment process.

Chapter 3
Useability Criteria for Baseline Risk Assessments

'- 0 Defines six criteria for assessing data useability: data sources, documentation. analytical
methods/detection limits, data quality indicators, data review, and reports to the risk assessor.. Applies criteria to sampling and analytical issues.

Chapter 4
Steps for Planning for the Acquisition of Useable Environmental Data in Baseline Risk
Assessments

• Provides guidelines for designing sampling plans and selecting analytical methods.. Provides worksheets to support sampling design selection, soil depth sampling,
and analytical method selection.

-- Chapter 5
Assessment 01 Environmental Data for Useability in Baseline Risk Assessments

.... 0 Describes minimum requirements for useable data.
• Explains how to determine actual performance compared to objectives.

· Recommends corrective acUons for critical data not meeting objectives.

· Describes options for combining data from dillerent sources and of varying quality into the risk
assessment.

Chapter 6
Applicalion 01 Data to Risk Assessments. Provides procedures to determine the uncertainty of the analytical data.
0 Explains how to distinguish site from background levels of contamination and determin• the

"- presence (absence) of chemicals of potential concern.. Discusses how to characterize contaminant concentrations within exposure areas,

Appendices

• Provide technical reference materials for sampling and analysis.-• Describe data review packages and meanings of selected data qUalifers.

21-0020002
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Chapter 2
The Risk Assessment Process

... To maximize data useability for the risk
assessment, the risk assessor must be
involved from the start of the RI.

uncertainty in the risk assessment as a whole. This
chapter reviews the issues that detennine the level of
uncertainty in each component of risk assessment.

The importance of obtaining analytical data that fulfill
the needs of risk assessment cannot be overstated. The
risk assessor must be involved from the start of the risk
assessment process to help establish the scope of the
investigationand thedesign ofthesamplingandanalysis
program.

All analyticaldatacollectedforbaselinerisk assessment
must be evaluated for their useability. The procedures
for evaluating theadequacyofthe dataaredocumented,
along with the resulting estimates of the levels of
certainty. Limitations in the analytical data are not the
only source of uncertainty in risk assessment Exhibit
4 identifiessome typical sourcesofuncertainty. inherent
ineach componentofthe risk assessment, which restrict
the depth and breadth of the evaluation. This guidance
dealsonlywiththeuncertaintyinherentindatacollection
and evaluation. Consult RAGS, Part A, for a more
complete discussion of these and other uncertainties.

This chapter is an overview of the data collection and
evaluation issues thataffect thequalityand useabilityof
baseline human health risk assessments. Ecological
risk assessment is not discussed in this guidance. The
discussion focuses onhow the qualityofenvironmental
analytical data influences the level of certainty of the
risk assessment and stresses the importance of
understanding data limitations in characterizingrisks to
human health.

The chapterhas twosections. Section2.1 is an overview
of baseline human health risk assessment and the
significance of uncertainty in each stage of the risk
assessment process. Section 2.2 summarizes the roles
and responsibilities of key participants in the risk
assessment process.

2.1 OVERVIEW OF BASELINE
HUMAN HEALTH RISK
ASSESSMENT AND THE
EVALUATION OF UNCERTAINTY

The approach to the baseline human health risk
assessment process llsed for exposure to chemicals of
potential concern is well established. The National
Research Council (NRC) prepared a comprehensive
overviewofthis process (NRC 1983), which has become
the foundation for subsequent EPA guidance (EPA
1986a.EPA 1989a,EPA 1989b). RAGS, Part A (EPA
1989a), discusses in detail the human health baseline
risk assessment process which is used in the Superfund
program.

The risk assessment process has four components:

Data collection and evaluation,

Exposure assessment,

Toxicity assessment, and

Risk characterization.

Exhibit3 lists infonnation sought in each componentof
the baseline risk assessment.

Uncertainty analysis is often viewed as the last step in
the riskcharacterizationprocess. However, as discussed
in detail in RAGS, Part A, uncertainty analysis is a
fundamental element of each component of risk
assessment, and the results for each component require
an explicitstatementofthe degreeofuncertainty. These
results are the bases for estimating the degree of
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ATSDR

DQO
EPA
GIS
HEAST
IRIS
LOAEL
NOAEL
NRC
PAH
PCB
QA
QAPjP
QC
RAGS
RfC
RID
R1
RME
RPM
SAP
SOP
UCL

Acronyms

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry

data quality objective
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Geographical Infonnation System
Health Effects Assessment Sununary Tables
Integrated Risk Information System
lowest-observable-adverse-effect level
no-observable-adverse-effect level
National Research Council
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon
polychlorinated biphenyl
quality assurance
quality assurance project plan
quality COntrol
Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund
reference concentration
reference dose
remedial investigation
reasonable maximum exposure
remedial project manager
sampling and analysis plan
standard operating procedure
upper confidence limit



EXHIBIT 3. DATA RELEVANT TO COMPONENTS OF
THE RISK ASSESSMENT PROCESS

Risk Assessment
Component Data

Data Collection and 0 Background monitoring data for all affected media.
Evaluation

0 Environmental data for all relevant media.

0 List of chemicals of potential concern.

0 Distribution of sampling data.

0 Confidence limits surrounding estimates of
representative values.

Exposure Assessment 0 Release rates.

0 Physical, chemical and biological parameters, for
evaluating transport and transformation of site-
related chemicals.

0 Parameters to characterize receptors according to their
activity, behavior and sensitivity.

0 Estimates of exposure concentrations ·for all
chemicals, environmental media and receptors
at risk.

. Estimates of chemical intake or dose for all
exposure pathways and exposure areas.

Toxicity Assessment 0 Toxicity values for all chemicals, exposure
pathways, and exposure areas of concern.

0 Uncertainty factors and confidence measures for
RfDs; weight-of-evidence classifications for cancer
slope factors.

Risk Characterization . Hazard quotients and indices.

0 Estimates of excess lifetime cancer risk.

0 Uncertainty analysis.

21-002 003
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EXHIBIT 4. BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND
TYPICAL SOURCES OF UNCERTAINTY

Data Collection and
Evaluation

• Use of inappropriate method
detection limits may result in
underestimates of risk.

Exposure Assessment

• Assumptions regarding intake
factors, population characteristics,
and exposure patterns may not
adequately characterize exposure
and may result in underestimates or
overestimates of risk,

• The degree to which release or
transport models are represen­
tative of physical reality may
overestimate or underestimate risk.

• Inappropriate selection of detection
limit can result in overestimate or
underestimate of risk.

• Assumption of 100% bioavail-
ability of chemicals in environ­
mental media (soil in particular) may
result in overestimates of risk.

• Assumption that chemicals of
potential concern do nol degrade or
transform in the environment may
result in underestimates or
overestimates of risk.

• Incremental risks associated with
exposure to site-related chemicals
of potential concern cannot be fully
characterized and may result in
underestimates of risk.

• Methods used to estimate inhalation
exposure to volatiles, suspended
particulates or dust may
overestimate intake and risk.

• Very few percutaneous absorption
factors are available for chemicals
of potential concern. Exposure
from dermal contact may be over­
estimated using conservative
default values.

I
Source: Adapted from EPA 1989a.

• Results may overestimate or
underestimate risk When an
insufficient number of
samples are taken.

• Contaminant loss during
sampling may result in
underestimates of risk.

• Extraneous contamination
introduced during sampling
or analysis may result in
overestimation of risk.

Risk Characterization

• Risk/dose estimates are
assumed to be additive in the
absence of information on
synergism and antagonism.
This may result in over­
estimates or underestimates
of risk.

• Toxicity values are not
available for all chemicals of
potential concern. Risks
cannot be quantitatively
characterized for these
compounds and may result in
underestimates of risk.

• For some chemicals or
classes (e.g., PCBs, PAHs),
in the absence of toxicity
values, the cancer slope
faclor or RfD of a highly toxic
class member is commonly
adopted. This approach may
overestimate risks.

9

Toxicity Assessment

• Critical toxicity values are
derived from animal studies
using high dose levels.
Exposures in humans occur
at low dose levels.
Assumption of linearity at
low dose may result in
overestimates or under­
estimates of risk.

• Inappropriate selection of
detection limit can result in
overestimates or under­
estimates of risk.

• Extrapolation of results of
toxicity studies from
animals to humans may
introduce error and
uncertainty, inadequate
consideration of
differences in absorption,
pharmacokinetics, and
target organ systems, and
variability in popUlation
sensitivity.

• There is considerable
uncertainty in estimates of
toxicity values. Critical
toxicity values are subject
to change as new evidence
becomes available. This
may result in overestimates
or underestimates of risk.

• Use of conservative high to
low dose extrapolation
models may result in
overestimation of risk.

I
21-002·004



Risk assessment can be a simple operation, using only
screening-leveldata, or can beCOOlprehensive. requiring
a robust data setdesigned to support statistical analyses.
Exhibit 5 discusses the range ofuncertainty ofbaseline
risk assessment The fIrst column in Exhibit 5 deimes
the range of the analysis from a low to ahigh degree of
uncertainty. Thesecondcolumndescribes the associated
data useability and limitations in the risk analysis.

The ilrst level of analysis in Exhibit 5 is a
quantitative risk assessment based on a sampling
program that can be statistically analyzed. The
assessment explicitly bounds and quantitates the
uncertainty in all estimates. This analysis may
strive to attain an ideal based upon the complexity
ofthe site. Theassessmentis "quantitative" in that
numeric estimates are derived for potentially
adverse non-carcinogenic andcarcinogeniceffects,
and in that the level of certainty is quantitated.

The second level of analysis in Exhibit 5 is a
quantitative assessmentbasedonalimitednumber
of samples or on data that cannot be fully

quantitated. Thetiskcharacterizationmayinclude
numeric estimates of excess lifetime cancer risks
and the calculation of hazard indices. However,
the level of analytical uncertainty for these
measures may be signifIcant but is either not
quantitated or is estimated. Given the limitations
ofthe analytical data. only a qualitative evaluation
of the analytical uncertaintY is feasible. Most
baselinerisk assessments fall within this category.
Bias may need to be determined for its effect on
predicted exposures .and consequent risk.

The third level of the continuum is a qualitative
assessment of risk. The assessment is qualitative
because no numeric measures can be derived to
indicate the potential for ooverse effects, and the
level of certainty cannot be assessed. The risk to
human health is considered only in general tenns.
Qualitative assessments are based upon limited
sources ofhistorical information, such as disposal
records, circumstantial evidenceofcontamination,
or preliminary site assessment data.

EXHIBIT 5. RANGE OF UNCERTAINTY OF RISK ASSESSMENT

Range of Analyses Description/Limitations

Quantitative Assessment of Risk; Risk assessment conducted using weU-designad,
robust data sets and models directly applicable to site

Uncertainty minimized, quantified, conditions. Sampling program, based on geostatistical
and explicitly stated. Resulting or or random design, will support statistical analysis of
final uncertainty may be highly results. Statistical analysis used to characterize
variable (either high or low). monitoring data. Confidence limits or probability

distributions may be developed for all key input
variables.

Quantitative Assessment of Risk: Risk assessment conducted using data set of limited
quality and size. No meaningful statistical analysis can

MagnitUde of uncertainty be conducted. Results of risk assessment may be
unknown. No explicit Quantitative quantified but uncertainty surrounding these measures
estimates provided. Qualitative, cannot be Quantified. Only a qualitative statement is
tabular summary of factors possible. The majority of baseline risk assessments
influencing risk estimates may be typically fall within this category.
provided for determination of
possible bias in error.

Qualitative Assessment of Risk: Risks cannot be quantified due to insufficient monitoring
or modeling data. Qualitative statement of risks based

Only qualitative statement of on historical information or circumstantial evidence of
uncertainty is possible. contaminantion is provided. This evaluation must be
Uncertainty is high. considered a preliminary, screening level assessment.

21-002-OOS
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... All data can be used in the baseline risk
assessment as long as their uncertainties
are clearly described.

Risk assessments must sometimes be conducted using
data of limited quantity and of differing quality. When
RPMs and other technical experts involved in the RI
understand the quantity and qUality of data required in
risk assessments, they are better able to design data
collection programs to meet these requirements.

2.1.1 Data Collection and Evaluation
Overview of methods for data collection and
evaluation. Datacollection begins with a statementof
the risk assessment purpose and a conceptual model of
thecurrentunderstanding oftheproblemstobe addressed
for the site under investigation. The model draws from
all available historical data (EPA 1989a). It is first
created with a best estimate of the types and
concentrations of chemicals. or of key chemicals that
are likely to be present, given the history of the site. Site
records, site maps, the layout of existing structures,
topography, and readily observable soil, water and air
characteristics on and off the site help to estimate
chemicalsofpotential concern, likely importantexposure
pathways, potentially exposed populations,. and likely
temporal and spatial variation, All of these elements
comprisetheconceptualmodel (Exhibit 6 and Appendix
IX). Once the conceptual model has been developed
and infonnation has been disseminated to project staff,
the site is scoped to identify data gaps and requirements
for the baseline risk assessment.

Several key issues that are part of the development of
data quality objectives (DQOs) should be addressed at
scoping (Neptune, et, at. 1990):

The types of data needed (e,g., environmental,
toxicological),

How the data will be used (e,g" site character­
ization, extent of plume, etc" what chemicals of
concern will drive the risk~baseddecision), and

The desired level of certainty for the conclusions
derived from the analytical data (e,g" what are the
probabilities of false positive and false negative
results as a function of risk and concentration).

CarefUlly designed sampling and analysis programs
minimize the subsequent need to qualify the
environmental data during the data assessment phase.
The objective of the data collection effort is to produce
data thatcan be used to assess risks to human health with
a known degree of certainty,
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A complete list of chemicals of potential concern is
produced when the analytical data have been collected
and evaluated. This list of analytes is the focus of the
risk assessment. EPA no longer advocates the selection
of "indicator compounds," because this practice may
not accurately reflect the total risk from exposure to
mUltiple site chemicals ofpotential concern, nordoes it
improve the quality or accnracy of the risk assessment
(EPA 1989.).

Uncertainty in data collection and evaluation. Four
principal decisions must bemade during data collection
and evaluation in the risk assessment:

The presenceand levels ofcontaminants atthe site
at a predefined level of detail,

If the levels of site-related chemicals differ
significantly from their background levels,

Whether the analytical dataare adequate to identify
and examine· exposure pathways and exposure
areas, and

Whether the analytical data are adequate to fully
characterize exposure areas,

These decisions are examined in detail in subsequent
chapters, The discussion in this section introducesbasic
concepts,

Determining what contamination is present and at
what level. Once a site is suspected to becontaminated
andchemicals ofpotential concern havebeen identified.
the levels of chemical contamination in the affected
environmental media must be quantitated to derive
exposure and intake estimates, Estimates of the site
contamination must be produced, with explicit
descriptions of the degree of certainty associated with
the concentration values.

Variability in observed concentration levels arises from
a combination ofvariance in sampling characteristicsof
the site, in sampling techniques, and in laboratory
analysis. The key issue in optimizing the useability of
data for risk assessment is to understand, quantify, and
minimize these variabilities,

EPA's objective is to protect human health and the
environment. Therefore, the design of RI programs is
intended to minimize two potential errorS:

Not detecting site contamination that is actually
present (i.e., false negative values), and

Deriving site concentrations thatdanot accurately
characterize the magnitude of contamination,



EXHIBIT 6. DEVELOPMENT OF CONCEPTUAL SITE MODEL

~

'"

Identify Chemicals of Potential Concern

• Historical data on former useage of site.

• Results from earlier analyses.

• Potential background chemicals.

• Mobility, toxicily and degradation
characteristics.

• Sources of release.

Identify Exposure
Pathways (e.g., Soil

Ingestion)

Identify Site Characteristics

• Detailed site map, locating areas of
storage, use and disposal of chemicals
of potential concern.

• Geological, hydrogeological and soil
characteristics information.

• Surface and subsurface topography.

• Meteorological data.

Identffy Exposure
Pathways (e.g., Air

Inhalation)

Identify Population Characteristics

On-site and nearby off-site
population.

Land use (current and future)
(e.g., residential, industrial,
recreational).

Receptors at risk.

Identify"E"xposure
Pathways (e.g., Dermal

Contact)

Identify Exposure
Areas

Develop Conceptual Site Model

Identify Exposure
Areas

Identffy Exposure
Areas
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Determiningifsiteconcentrationsdiffersignificantly
from background concentrations. A fundamental
decision in baseline risk assessments is whether the site
poses an increased risk to human health and the
environment. The decision depends on the degree of
certainty that the background concentrations are
significantly different from the concentrations of the
chemicals of potential concern at the site. Generally,
this question can be confidently answered only if the
design of the sampling program accommodates the
collection of both site and background samples and if
the selection of analytical methods is appropriate.

The differences between site and background
concentrations is evaluated by comparing observed
levels of chemicals ofpotential concern at the site with
measured background concentrations of the same
chemicals in the same environmental media.
Statistically, this is atest of the null hypothesis, that the
mean concentration ofa chemicalat the study area is not
significantly different from the mean concentration of
the chemicalat the background location. (Historica1on~
site levels or nearby off-site levels may be used to
supplementbackgrounddata. An example ofan off-site
area is the 4~mile radius used for the air exposure
pathway in the Hazard Ranking System.) Ifdata from
backgroundsamplesareclearlydifferentfrom the results
of site monitoring (e.g., mean chemical concentrations
differ consistentlybytwoordersofmagnitude), statistical
analysis of the data may not be necessary. Under such
circumstances, RAGS indicates thatthe primary issue is
establishing areliable representationof the extentofthe
contaminatedarea. Deternriningextentofcontamination
is not discussed in this guidance and involves different
decisions, DQOs, and sampling designs. If the results
of site monitoring are less than two orders ofmagnitude
above background, the procedures used for sampling
and analysis for risk assessment should follow the
recommendations of Chapter 4.

The null hypothesis is always evaluatedand accepted or
. rejected with aspecifiedlevelofcertainty. This level of
certainty is defmed by the significance, or confidence,
level. A type I error is the probability that the null
hypothesis is rejected when in fact it is true (which
contributes to false positive conclusions). A type II
erroris the probability thatthenull hypothesis is accepted
when it is false (a false negative conclusion). How
sampling and analysis design affects the likelihood of
these two types of errors is described in Chapter 4.

Evaluating whether analytical data are adequate to
identify and examine eXposure pathways and their
exposure areas. Identifying and delineating exposure
pathways and their exposure areas are important in
identifying potentially exposed populations and for
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developing intake estimates. In the baseline risk
assessment, the risk assessor combines data on
contamination with information. on human activity
patterns to identify exposurepathways and todetermine
the exposure area. The ability to accomplish this
depends on the adequacy of analytical data.

Sampling should be designed to provide representative
data for exposure areas at a site, to address hot spots, to
evaluate the transport of site-related chemicals of
potential concern, and to facilitate the identification of
all exposure pathways. A well-designed sampling and
analysis program results in data of known quality and
quantification of spatial and temporal variability; it
specifies how to interpret the magnitude of observed
values (such as by comparison with background levels
or some other benchmark). Analytical data should
characterize the extent of contamination at the site in
three dimensions.

Evaluating whether analytical data are adequate to
fully characterize eXposure areas. Heterogeneity
should be considered in the environmental medium
under evaluation. Hot spots need to be identified and
characterized. Neptune, et. aI. 1990, have proposed the
concept of an "exposure unit" as the area over which
receptors integrate exposure. This concept establishes
a basis for summarizing the results of monitoring and
transportmodeling. The samplingand analysis program
must bedesigned to enable the risk assessor to refine the
initial characterization of exposure pathways and to
spatially and temporally identify the critical areas of
exposure.

2.1.2 Exposure Assessment

Overview of methods for exposure assessment. The
objectives of the exposure assessment are:

To identify or define the source of exposure,

To define exposure pathways along with each of
their components (e.g., source, mechanism of
release, mechanism of transport, medium of
transport, etc.),

To identify potentially exposed populations
(receptors), and

To measure or estimate the magnitude, duration,
and frequency ofexposure to sitecontaminants for
each receptor (or receptor group).

Actions athazardous waste sitesarebasedonan estimate
of tile reasonable maximum exposure (RME) expected
to occur underbothcurrentand future conditionsofland
use (EPA 1989a). EPA defines the RMEas the highest
exposure that is reasonably expected to occur at a site



over time. RMEs are estimated for individual pathways
and combinedacross expOsure pathways ifappropriate.
Once potentially exposed populations are identified,
environmental concentrations at points of exposure
must be determined or projected. Intake estimates (in
mg/kg~day) are then developed for each chemical of
potential concern using a conservative estimate of the
average concentration to which receptors are exposed
over the exposure period. (RAGS recommends a 95%
upper confidence limit (VCL) on the arithmetic mean.)
Theconcentration estimate is then combined with other
exposure parameters (e.g., frequency, duration, and
body weight) to calculate intake.

In the risk assessment report, estimates of intake are
accompanied by a full description (including sources)
of the assumptions made in their development. This
infOlmation may be used subsequently in sensitivity
and uncertainty analyses in the risk characterization.

Uncertainty analysis in exposure assessment.
Exposure assessments can introduce a great deal of
uncertainty into the baseline risk assessment process.
SmaIl measures of uncertainty in each of the input
parmneters which comprise an exposure scenario may
result in substantial uncertainty in thefinal assessment.
The largest measure of uncertainty is associated with
characterizing transport andtransformation ofchemicals
in the environment, establishing exposure settings, and
deriving estimates of chronic intake. The ultimate
effect of uncertainty in the exposure assessment is an
uncertain estimate of intake.

The following sections discuss the significance of the
uncertainty in the analyticaldata seton selected aspects
ofexposureassessment. Foramore completediscussion
ofthe exposureassessmentprocess, the readetis referred
to RAGS, Part A.

Characterizing environmental fate, identifying
exposure pathways, and identifying receptors at
risk. An evaluation ofthe transport and transfonnation
ofchemicals in the environment is conducted for several
reasons:

Toundersland the behavior of site~related

chemicals of potential concern,

To project the ultimate disposition of these
chemicals,

To identify exposure pathways and receptors
potentially at risk, and

To characterize environmental concentrations at
the point ofexposure.

These evaluations cannot be accomplished with any
degreeofcertainty if the analytical data are inadequate.

14

Monitoring dataare most appropriately used to estimate
current or existing exposure when direct contact with
contaminated environmental media is the primary
concern. Modeling may be required, however, in order
toevaluate the potential for future exposure,orexposure
at a distance from the source of release, or to predict
present concentrations where measurement is too costly.
In each case, success in estimating potential exposures
depends heavily on the adequacy ofthe analytical data.

Environmental fate and lransportassessmentoften uses
models to estimate concentrations in environmental
media at points distant from the source of release.
Models, of necessity, are simplifications of a real,
physical system. Consequently, it is critical that the
limitations of the model (the way that the model differs
from reality) be understood and considered when
applying the model to a particular site. The degree to
which the model differs from reality (in critical areasof
theanalysis) contributesto the uncertaintyoftheanalysis.
Transportmodelsare commonly selectedfor theirutility
in describing or interpreting a set of monitoring data.
Chemical transport models must be carefully selected
fortlleir ability tomeaningfully characterize the behavior
of chemicals in the environmental medium foc the
specific site under investigation. Models that are
inappropriate for the geophysical conditions at the site
will result in errors in the exposure assessment. For
example, the model may be designed to predict
contaminant movement through sand, while salls at the
site are primarily made upofclay. Additionally. if the
analytical data set is severely limited in size or does not
accurately characterize the nature of contamination at
the site, a transport model cannot be properly selectedor
accurately calibrated. This introduces additional
uncertainty.

.. Uncertainty in the analytical data,
compounded by uncertainty causedby the
selection of the transport models, can yield
results that are meaningless or that cannot
be interpreted.

Estimating chemical intake. Uncertainties in all
elements of the exposure assessment come together,
and are compounded, in the estimate ofintake. Itishere
that the professional judgment of the risk a<>sessor is
particularly important. The risk assessor must examine
and interpret a diversity of information:

Thenature, extentandmagnitudeofcontamination,

Results of environmental transport modeling,

Identification of exposure pathways and areas,



IdentificationofreceptOr groups currentlyexposed
and potentially exposed in the future, and

Activity patterns and sensitivitiesofreceptors and
receptor groups.

Basedon this information, theriskassessorcharacterizes
the exposure settingandquantifiesall parametersneeded
in the equations to estimate intake (EPA 1989a).
Chemical intakeis a function ofthe concentration ofthe
chemical at the point of contact, the amount of
contaminated medium contacted per unit time or event,
the exposure frequency and duration, body weight, the
ability of the chemical to penetrate the exchange
boundary, and the average time period during which
exposure occurs. Exhibit 7 is the generic form of the
intake equation used in exposure assessment.

Thespedficformoftheintakeequationvariesdepending
upon the exposure pathway under considemtion (e.g.,
ingestion, inhalation, dermal contact) (EPA 1989a).
Each of the variables in these equations, including
chemical concentration, is commooly characterized as
a point estimate. However, each intake variable in the
equation has a range of possible values. Site-specific
characteristics determine the selection of the most
appropriate values. In an effort to increase consistency
among Superfuudrisk assessments, EPAhas established
standardizedexposure parameters to be used when site­
specific data are unavailable (EPA 1991b). Note that
the combination of all factors selected should result in
an estimate of reasonable maximum exposure for each
chemical in each pathway (EPA 1989a).

For most risk assessments, it may not be possible, nor
necessarily advantageous, to develop a quantitative
uncertainty analysis. In these cases, a summary of
major assumptions and their anticipated effects on-fmal
exposure estimates should be included to provide a
qualitative characterization of the level of certainty in
the intake estimates.

2.1.3 Toxicity Assessment
Overview of methods for toxicity assessment. The
objectives of toxicity assessment are to ev~uate the
inherent toxicity of the compounds at the Site, and to
identify and select toxicity values to evaluate the
significance of receptor exposure to these compounds.
Toxicity assessments rely on scientific data available in
the literature on adverse effects on humans and
nonhuman species.

Several valuesoftoxicity are important in human health
riskassessments. Reference doses (RIDs) andreference
concentrations (RfCs) are used for oral and inhalation
exposure, respectively, to evaluate non-carcinogenic

15

anddevelopmental effects; cancer slope factors andunit
risk estimates are used for the oral and inhalation
pathways for carcinogens.

RIDs and RfCs are values developed byEPA to evaluate
the potential for non-carcinogenic effects in humans.
The RID is defined as an estimate (with uncertainty
spanning an order of maguitude or more) of a daily
exposure level for human populations, including
sensitive sub-populations, thatis likely to be without an
appreciable risk of adverse health effects over the
periodofexposure (EPA 1989a). SUbchronicorchronic
RIDs may be derived for a chemical for intermediate or
long-teonexposure scenarios. These vaIuesare typically
derived from the no-observable-adverse-effect level
(NOAEL) orthe lowest-observable-adverse-effectlevel
(LOAEL) and the application of uncertainty and
modifying factors (EPA 1989a). Uncertainty factors
are used to account for the variation in sensitivity of
human sub-populations and the uncertainty inherent in
extrapolating the results of animal studies to humans.
Modifying factors account for additional uncertainties
in the studies used to derive the NOAEL or LOAEL.

Cancer slope factors and unit risk values are defined as
plausible, upper-bound estimates of the probability of
cancer response in an exposed individual, per unit
intake over a lifetime exposure period (EPA 1989a).
EPA commonly develops slope factors for carcinogens
with weight-of-evidence classifications that reflect the
likelihood that the toxicant is ahuman carcinogen (EPA
1989a).

To reduce variability in toxicological values used for
risk assessment, a standardized hierarchy of available
toxicological data is specified for Superfund. The
primary source of information for these data is the
Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) database
(EPA 1989d). IRIS consists of verified RIDs, RfCs,
cancer slope factors, unitrisks, and other health risk and
EPA regulatory information. Data in IRIS areregularly
reviewed and updated byanEPA workgroup. Iftoxicity
values arenotavailable in IRIS, the EPA Health Effects
Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST) (EPA 1990a)
are used as a secondary current source of information.
Additional sources oftoxicity information are provided
in RAGS.

The toxicity assessment is conducted parallel with the
exposure assessment, butmay begin as early as the data
collection and evaluation phase. As chemicals of
potential concernareidentified atthe site, the toxicologist
begins to identify the appropriate toxicity values. A
well-designedsamplingand analysisprogramfacilitates
timely identification of the chemicals that will be the
focus of the risk assessment.



Where:

EXHIBIT 7. GENERIC EQUATION FOR
CALCULATING CHEMICAL INTAKES

intake; the amount of chemical at the exchange
bounda!)' (mglkg body weight-day)

Chemical-related variable

C = chemical concentration; the average
concentration contacted over the exposure
period (e.g., mglliter water)

Variables that describe the exposed population

CR = contact rate; the amount of contaminated
medium contacted per unit time or event (e.g.,
liters/day)

EFD = exposure frequency and duration; describes how
long and how often exposure occurs. Often
calculated using two terms (EF and ED):

EF = exposure frequency (days/year)

ED =exposure duration (years)

BW = body weight; the average body weight over the
exposure period (kg)

Assessment-determined variable

AT = averaging time; period over which exposure is
averaged (days)

Source: RAGS (EPA 1989a).
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Uncertainty analysis and toxicity assessment. The
toxicity assessmentis another contributorto uncertainty
in risk assessment. Limitations in the analytical data
from environmental samples affect the results of the
toxicity assessment; but notto theextentthat they affect
other components of the risk assessment process. Data
onphysical and chemical parametersthatmay influence
bioavailabilitycan influenceroute-to-routeandvehicle­
related adjustments to toxicity values. The selection of
appropriate toxicity values is influenced by monitoring
data from environmental samples to the extent that this
informationassists in identifyingchemicalsofpotential
concern, exposure pathways, and the time periods over
which exposure may occur. Based on this infonnation,
the toxicologist identifies sub-chronic or chronic RIDs,
RfCs, and cancer slope factors for oral, dennal, and
inhalation exposure pathways.

A list of toxicity values for risk assessment should
includean indicationofthedegree ofcertaintyassociated
with these values. Weight-of-evidence classifications
provide a qualitative estimateofcertainty and shouldbe
included in the discussion of cancer slope factors.
Uncertainty and modifying factors used in deriving
RIDs andRfCs should also beincludedin thediscussion
of non-earcinogenic effects.

2.1.4 Risk Characterization
Overview of methods for risk characterizati.on. The
last step in the baseline risk assessment is risk
characterization. This is the process of integrating the
results of the exposure and toxicity assessments, by
comparing estimates of intake with appropriate
toxicological values to determine the likelihood of
adverse effects inpotentiallyexposedpopulations. Risk:
characterization is considered separately for
carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic effects, because
organisms typically respond differently following
exposure to carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic agents.
For non-carcinogenic effects, toxicologists recognize
the existence of a threshold of exposure below which

'there is likely to be no appreciable riskofadverse healtb
impacts in an exposed individual. It is the currentEPA
position that exposure to any level of carcinogenic
compounds is considered to carry a'risk of adverse
effect. and that exposure is not characterized by the
existence of a threshold.

EPA's procedure for calculating risk from exposure to
carcinogenic compounds (EPA 19800, EPA 1989a,
EPA 1989b)uses a non-threshold, dose·responsemodel.
The model is used to calculate a cancer slope factor
(mathematically, the slope of the dose-response curve)
for each chemical. Generally, the cancer slope factoris
used in conjunction with the chronic daily intake to
derive a probabilistic upperbound estimate of excess
lifetime cancer risk to the individual.
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Thedose-responsemodelmostcommonly usedbyEPA
in deriving the cancer slope estimates is linearized and
multistage. Themathematicalrelationshipofthemodel
assumes that the dose-response relationship is linear in
the low-dose portion of the curve (EPA 1989a). Given
this assumption, the slope factor is a constant, and rtsk
is directly proportional to intake.

The recommended practice forevaluating the potential
for non-carcinogenic effects is to compare the RID ofa
given chemical to theestimated intakeofthe potentially
exposed population from a· given exposure pathway
(EPA 1989a). This ratio (intakeIRtD) is termed the
"hazard quotient." It is not a probabilistic estimate of
risk, but simply a measure ofconcern, oran indicatorof
the potential for adverse effects. A more detailed
discussion ofriskcharacterization ispresented in RAGS.
Furtherdiscussion ofmethods for risk characterization,
and of specific factors such as metabolic rate factors,
gender differences, and variable effects due to multiple
chemicals of potential concern, is available frommany
sources (EPA 1988a, EPA 1989b, EPA 1989c).

Uncertainty analysis in risk characterization. No
risk assessment is certain. Riskassessment is a process
that provides an estimate of potential (present and
future) individual risk, along with the limitations or
uncertainties associated with the estimates. The most
obvious effect of limitations in the analytical data on
risk characterization is the ability to accurately estimate
the potential for adverse effects in potentially exposed
individuals. Clearly, iftheavailablemonitoring data do
notfacilitateameaningfuldetermination ofRMEvalues,
the risk estimates will directly reflect this uncertainty.

... Uncertainties in toxicological measures
and exposure assessment are often
assumed to be greater than uncertainties in
environmental analytical data; thus, they
are assumed to have a more significant
effect on the uncertainty of the risk
assessment.

Resourceand time constraints oftenlimittheopportunity
to develop a well-designed and comprehensivedata set.
Risk assessments mustbeconducted using the available
information, even when there is no opportunity to
improve the data set. However, the results should be
presentedwithan explicit statementregarding limitations
and uncertainty.

Ifpossible, asensitivity analysisshduldbeconducted to
bound theresults ofrisk assessments. Asimple approach
might consist of establishing the range of potential
values (e.g., minimum, most likely, and maximum) for
key input variables and discussing the influence on the
resulting risk estimates. The key variables can then be
ranked with respect to tbemagnitude ofpotential effect
on the risk estimates. In certain instances, more



quantitative approaches to uncertainty analysis may be
useful if they can be supported by the available
infonnation. Combining probabilitydistributions using
MonteCarlo techniques is onecommonlycitedexample
(EPA 1988b, EPA 1989a, Finkel 1990). An overview
ofrecommended methods for assessmentofuncertainty
in risk characterization is presented in RAGS.
Risk*Assistant, a software tool developed for EPA,
provides an uncertainty analysis that determines the
effect on the rmal risk estimate of nsing alternative
parameter values, indicates the relative contribution of
each pathway to risks from thecontaminatedmedia, and
(for carcinogenic risks) determines the percentage of
total risk from a contaminant in each medium (Thistle
Publishing 1991). A more detailed consideration of
uncertainty analysis in risk assessment may be found in
Methodology for Characterization of Uncertainty in
Exposure Assessment (EPA 1985) and COnfronting
Uncertainty inRiskManagement: AGuideforDecision­
Makers (Finkel 1990).

2.2 ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES
OF KEY RISK ASSESSMENT
PERSONNEL

The risk assessor generally enlists the participation of
individuals with specific skills and technical expertise.
The quality and utility of the baseline risk assessment
will ultimately depend on the planning and interaction
ofthese technicalprofessionals. Keyparticipants include
the RPM and the risk assessor, who are primarily
responsible for ensuring that data collected during the
RI are useable for risk assessment activities. Other
participants include hydrogeologists, chemists,
statisticians, quality assurance staff, and other technical
support personnel involved in planning and conducting
the RI. Exhibit 8 summarizes the roles and
responsibilities of the risk assessment participants.

. 2.2.1 Project Coordination

All .data collection activities that support the risk
m;sessment are coordinated by the RPM. The RPM's
responsibilities begin upon site listing and continue
through deletion of the site from the National Priorities
List. A network of technical experts, including
representatives of other agencies involved in human
health or environmental/ecological assessments or
related., issues, is established at the start of the RI. This
ensures that the potential for adverse effects to human
health and theenvironmentisadequatelyassessed during
theRI. To successfully plan and direct the sampling and
analysis effort, the RPM must facilitate interaction
among key participants.

18

2.2.2 Gathering Existing Site Data
and Developing the Conceptual
Model

The RPM is responsible for gatheringand evaluating all
historical and existing site data. This is an important
element in planning the scopeoftherisk assessment and
data collection, andin detemtining additional dataneeds.
Sources of infonnation especially pertinent for risk
assessment include data from potentially responsible
parties, industrial records identifying chemicals used in
processes, preliminary natural resource studies, Agency
for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR)
health studies, environmental impact statements,
transport manifests, site records, site inspection
documents, and site visits. Aerial photographs and site
maps showing past and present locations of structures
and transportation corridors should also be collected.
The RPM should also consider the application of a
computer-based Geographical Information System
(GIS) as a major tool.

The RPM should ensure that a broad spectrum analysis
was conducted at the site for all media and should
review industry-specific records to minimize the
potential for false negatives. From the inspection of
historical data and broad spectrum analyses, a
preliminary list of the chemicals ofpotential concern is
prepared to assist in scoping and in developing the
conceptual model of the site. Once all the existing
historical site data have been collected, the RPM works
with the risk assessor to develop a conceptual model.
The conceptual model is a depiction and discussion of
the current understanding of the contamination, the
sources of release to the environment, transport
pathways, exposure pathways, exposure areas and
receptors atrisk. Preliminary identificationofpotentiaI
exposure pathways at the site under investigation is
particularly important for the design ofa thorough data
collection effort The conceptual site model should be
provided to all key participants in the RI during the
projectscoping and should beincluded in the workplan.
As work progresses and the site is better characterized,
the RPM and the risk assessor should update the
conceptual model.

2.2.3 Project Scoping

The adequacy of the sampling and analysis effort
detennines the quality oftherisk assessment. Therefore,
it is imperative that the risk assessor be an active
member of RI planning and continue to be involved
during the entire course of the project.



EXHIBIT 8. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF
RISK ASSESSMENT TEAM MEMBERS

Remedial project manager
.. Directs, coordinates and monitors all activities•
.. Establishes network with other data users including federal, stale and lceal agencies,
.. Creates conceptual model.
.. Gathers existing site data.
• Organizes scoping meetings•
.. Controls budget and schedule.
.. Guides preparation of QA documents.
.. Ensures that the risk assessor receives preliminary analytical data.
• Contributes to data assessment.
.. Develops preliminary list of chemicals of potential concern.
.. Resolves problems affecting RI objectives, including risk assessment issues (e.g., resampling,

reanalysis).

Risk assessor
.. Reviews all relevant existing site data.
• Assists the RPM in developing the conceptual model and the preliminary list of chemicals of potential

concern.
• Contributes to recommendations on sampling design, analytical requirements, including chemicals of

potential concern, detection limits and quality control needs during project scoping.
• Helps to refine the conceptual model.
• Communicates frequently with the RPM, hydrogeologist and chemist to ensure that data collection

meets needs.
• Reviews and contributes to SAP and QA documents.
• Assesses preliminary data as soon as available to verify conceptual site model.
• Specifies additional needs.
• Assesses reviewed data for useability in risk assessment.
• Communicates all site activities with specific groups, such as chemists.
• Prepares risk assessment.

Hydrogeologist, chemist and other technical support
Provides technical input to scoping.

• Prepares/provides input to SAP and QA documents in support of risk assessment data needs.
• Communicates frequently with the RPM and/or risk assessor on status of data collection and issues

affecting data.
• Provides preliminary data to the RPM and/or risk assessor for review.
• Supports fate and transport modeling for the exposure assessment.
• Implements corrective actions to improve data useability.

Quality assurance specialist
• Responsible for data quality review and technical assistance in preparing QA documents.
• Provides historical pertormance QA data or recommendations for appropriate QC.
• Ensures adequate QA procedures are in place, inclUding field and analytical audits.
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.. Analytical data collected solely for other
purposes may not be ofoptimal use to the
risk assessment.

Data obtained solely with the aim ofcharacterizing the
nature and extent of contamination at a site may not
fully snpport theneeds oftheriskassessorinquantitating
exposure, and therefore the potential for adverse effects
in human and nonhuman receptors. Data on the nature
and extent of contamination may therefore be rejected
by the risk assessor, requiring an additional round of
sampling. Forexarnple, data identifying theboundaries
of the site may not be representative of the level of
contamination within an exposure area. Therefore, itis
important to maintain the risk assessment data
requirements as a high priority throughout remedial
investigations.

Samplingand analysismethods discussed dUring scoping
should ultimately be based on site~specificdata needs.
The RPM, risk assessor, hydrogeologist, statistician,
andproject chemist must maintain opencommunication

during scoping and throughout the RI to ensure that this
occurs. Datareviewand deliverablereqni1'ements should
bedetermined during the scoping meetings so thatthese
specifications can be included in the sampling and
analysis plan (SAP) for the RI. The RPM should
prepare a checklist of considerations for the scoping
meetings. and provide it to all individuals involved.
Exhibit 9 presents an example checklist of items useful
for risk assessment to be considered by the RPM during
scoping. Chapters 3 and 4 give specific guidance for
planning the data collection efforts to support risk
assessments.

2.2.4 Quality Assurance Document
Preparation and Review

After scoping, the RPM guides the preparation of the
workplan and quality assurance documents. The
workplan, the SAP, and the quality assurance project
pLm (QAPjP) should document the combineddecisions
of the RPM, risk assessor, and other project staff.

EXHIBIT 9. EXAMPLE RISK ASSESSMENT
CHECKLIST FOR USE IN SCOPING

• Has all historical information been gathered and characterized
and is it appropriate and avallable for use?

• What sample matrices should be investigated?

• What analytical methods should be used?

• Are the methods appropriate for risk assessment, given
specific contaminants present and their toxicity?

• Will any special quality control requirements be necessary?

• Who will conduct the analysis (e.g., which type of laboratory)?

• What analytical data sources should be used (fixed laboratory
and/orfield analysis)?

What sampling designs are appropriate?

How many samples will be needed?

• How will the data review be accomplished?

What types of deliverables will be reqUired? Specify the types of
deliverables reqUired from both laboratory and data validation.

• What bUdget or other limitations constrain data collection (e.g.,
due date, contractor avaiiability)?
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Particularemphasis is placedonestablishing confidence
limits, acceptable error, and level of quality control
(discussed in Chapter 3). This facilitates cost-effective
design of the sampling and analytical program and
minimizes the collection ofdata of limited use for risk
assessment.

The risk assessor reviews the workplan and SAP to
ensure that the relevant data quality issues, sampling
design, analytical needs, and data assessmentprocedures
are adequately addressed for risk assessment. Exhibits
10 and 11 provide checklists to aid the review of the
workplan and SAP.

2.2.5 Budgeting and Scheduling

As the overall site manager, the RPM must address and
balance risk assessment data needs with other data use
lleeds, such as health and safety, treatability studies,
transport, and the nature and extent of contamination.
The risk assessor is responsible for identifying specific
data requirements for risk assessment and
communicating these needs to the RPM. The RPM is
responsible for developing and implementing the
schedule for acquiring the data. Balancing costs and
services while adhering to the schedule is a major
responsibility of the RPM.

The RPM mustcoordinate the use ofanalytical services.
Data from different analytical sources provide the

flexibility needed to balance cost with sampling needs
andtlmeconstraints. Theadvamagesanddisadvantages
of field analyses and fixed laboratory analyses should
be considered, as described in Chapters 3 and 4. The
risk assessmentparticipantscanassistin the development
of field sampling plans and the selection of appropriate
analytical methods that will provide the risk assessor
with a set of useable data, within the budgeting and
scheduling constraints of the RPM.

2.2.6 Iterative Communication

Continuiug, open, and frequent conununication among
the participants is critical to the success of the RI and
baseline riskassessment. A singlemeetingordiscussiOli
is rarely adequate to ensure that all releVffilt issues have
been addressed. Development of the risk a<;sessment
within the RI report is an iterative process of action,
feedback, and correction or adjusnnent.

Afterreview of the workplan. the SAP, and the QAPjP,
the RPM monitors the flow of infonnation. The risk
assessor assists the RPM to ensure that thedataproduced
are incompliancewith therequirements ofthe workplan
and SAP. Key questions they consider once the data
become available are:

Have correct sampling protocols been followed?

Have all critical samples been collected?

EXHIBIT 10. CHECKLIST FOR REVIEWING THE WORKPLAN

Does the workplan address the objectives of baseline risk assessment?

Does the workplan document the current understanding of site history and the physical setting?

• Have historical data been gathered and assessed?

Has information on probable background concentrations been obtained?

Does the workplan prOVide a conceptual site model for the baseline risk assessment, including a
summary of the nature and extent of contamination, exposure pathways of potential
concern, and a preliminary assessment of potential risks to human health and the environment?

Does the workplan document the decisions and evaluations made during project scoping,
including specific sampling and analysis requirements for risk assessment?

Does the workplan address all data requirements for the baseline risk assessment and explicitly
describe the sampling, analysis and data review tasks?

21-002-010
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EXHIBIT 11. CHECKLIST FOR REVIEWING THE SAMPLING
AND ANALYSIS PLAN

• Do the objectives of the QAPjP and the field sampling plan meet risk assessment needs
established in the seeping meeting?

• Are QA/QC procedures provided for in the SAP adequate for the purposes of the baseline
risk assessment?

• Have the data gaps for risk assessment that were identified in the RI workplan been
adequately addressed in the SAP?

• Are there sufficient QC samples to measure the likelihood of false negatives and false
positives, and to detennine the precision and accuracy of resulting data?

• Have analytical methods been selected that have detection limits adequate to quantitate
contaminants at the concentration of concern?

• Have SOPs been prepared for sampling, analysis and data review?

• Will the sampling and analysis program result in the data needed for the baseline risk
assessment:

to address each medium, exposure pathway and chemical of potential concern,
to evaluate background concentrations,
to prOVide detail on sample locations, sampling frequency, statistical design and analysis,
to evaluate temporal as well as spatial variation, and
to support evaluation of current as well as future resource uses?

2HlO2-o11

Have the samples been analyzed as requested?

Are data arriving in a timely fashion?

Have appropriate samplequantitation limitsldetec~

tion limits been achieved?

Has quality assurance been addressed as stated in
the SAP and QAPjP?

Have the data been reviewed asstatedin the SAP?

Is the quality of the analytical data acceptable for
their intended use?

Based upon these considerations, the RPM,riskassessor
and otherteehnical teammembers mustjointlydetermine
if any corrective actions are needed, such as requesting
additional sampling, using alternative analytical
methods, or reanalyzing samples.

2.2.7 Data Assessment
The RPM and risk assessor work with otherparticipants
to identify a list of chemicals of potential concern and
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decide on data review procedures. This information is
developed during project scoping and incorporated into
the workplan and SAP. The RPM, risk assessor, and
project chemist should agree on thetype and level of
data review required for both positive and ''non-detect''
results. Typically, the RPM assesses the overall data
reviewed by the chemist, and the risk assessor reviews
data relevant to risk assessment, unless other
arrangementshavebeenestablishedand explicitlystated
in the SAP.

The risk assessor may request preliminary data, or
results that have received only a partialreview, in order
to expeditetheriskassessment to savetimeand resources.
Preliminary data can be nsed to validate the conceptual
model or tobegin the toxicity assessment. Thedatamay
also indicateaneed for modifying samplingoranalytical
procedures. However, preliminary data should not be
usedin calculating risk. Once the full analytical data set
is obtained, the RPM and risk assessor should consult
with the project chemist and statistician to assess the
utility of all available information.



2.2.8 Assessment and Presentation
of Environmental Analytical
Data

Once environmental data are evaluated in the data
review process, the risk assessor develops a final data
setforuse in the baselineriskassessment. Allchemicals
ofpotential concern should now be identified. The risk
assessor prepares summary tables containing the
following information:

Site Dame and sample locations,

Number of samples per defined, representative
areaofeachmedium(e.g.• donotcountbackground
samples together with other samples),

Sample-specific results,

Analyte-specific sample quantitation limits,

Number of values above the quantit.ation limit,
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• Measures of central tendency (e.g.• 95% UCL on
the arithmetic mean of the environmental
concentration),

Specifications for the treatment of detection or
quantitation limits and treatmentofqualified data,
and

Ranges of concentrations.

All assumptions, qualifications, and limitations should
be explicitly stated in the tables. The risk assessor
provides the tmal data summary tables to the RPM,
project hydrogeologist, project chemist, and other
appropriate project staff for review. These are the data
that will be used in the baseline risk assessment to
detennine the potential risk to human health. It is
essential, therefore, that this information consists of the
best data available and reflects the collective review of
the key participants in the risk assessment. An example
of such a set of data is given in Appendix I.
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Chapter 3
Useability Criteria for Baseline Risk Assessments

background levels of contamination. Are site
concentrations sufficiently elevated from true
background levels to indicatean increased risk for
human health due to site contamination?

All exposure pathways and exposure areas must
be identified and examined. The two decisions
concerningexposure pathwaysand areas primarily
involve identifying and sampling the media of
concern.

The final decision involves characterizingexposure
areas. Sampling and analysis must be
representative and satisfy performanceobjectives
determined during the planning process.

RI planning and implementation of RI plans affect the
certainty of chemical identification and quantitation.
Therefore, theRlneeds tocollectuseableenvironmentaI
analytical data to enable the risk assessor to make these
decisions.

This chapter applies data useability criteria to data
collection planningefforts tomaximizetheuseabilityof
environmental analytical data in baseline risk
assessments. It also addresses preliminary issues in
planning sampling and analysis programs.

Thechapterhas twosections. Section 3.1 discusses data
useability criteria involved in risk assessment and
suggests ways they can be applied to ensure data are
useable. Section 3.2 presentspreliminary sampling and
analysis issues including identification ofchemicals of
potential concern, available sampling and analytical
strategies or methods, and probable sources of
uncertainty.

Beforescoping the Rl, his critical for successfulplanning
that the RPM develop a conceptual site model (Exhibit
6) in consultation with the risk assessor and all
appropriate personneL This chapter provides the
background infOImation necessary to plan for the
acquisition of envir01uuental data for baseline risk
assessments. The quality of a risk assessment is
intimately tied to the adequacy of the sampling and
analysis plan (SAP) developed during the RI.

.... Effectiveplanningirnprovestheuseability
ofenvironmentalanalytical data in the final
risk assessment.

Data needs for baseline risk assessments are not
necessarily metbydata the RPM acquires to identify the
nature and extent of contamination at a Superfund site.
Forexample, a sampling strategy designed to determine
the boundaries of a contaminated area may not provide
data to quantitate concentrations within an exposure
area. The risk assessment may also require more
precision and accuracy, and lower detection limits.
Accordingly, the risk assessor should be an active
member of the team planning the RI and must be
consulted from the St.:'llt of the planning process.

Four fundamental decisions for risk assessment are to
be made with the data acquired during the Rl, as
discussed in Chapter 2.

If the sampling design is representative, the
question of what contamination is present and at
what concentration is an analytical problem. Key
concerns are the probability of false negatives and
false positives. Theselectionofanalyticalmethods,
laboratory performance, and type and amount of
data review affects these issues for both site and
background samples.

Assuming that chemicals of potential concern
have been identitled, the secondquestion involves
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AA
CLP
CRDL
CRQL
DQI
DQO
GC
RRS
ICP
IDL
LOL
LOQ
MDL
MS
OVA
PAlSI
PAR
PCB
PQL
QA
QC
QAPjP
QIM
RI
RIIFS
RPM
RRP
RRT
SAP
SOP
SQL
TIC
TRIS
XRP

Acronyms

atomic absorption
Contract Laboratory Program
contract required detection limit
contract required quantitation limit
data quality indicator
data quality objective
gas chromatography
Hazard Ranking System
inductively coupled plasma
instrument detection limit
limit of linearity
limit of quantitation
method detection limit
mass spectrometry
organic vapor analyzer
primary assessment/site inspection
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon
polychlorinated biphenyl
practical quantitation limit
quality assurance
quality control
quality assurance project plan
Quick Turnaround Method
remedial investigation
remedial investigation/feasibility study
remedial project manager
relative response factor
relative retention time
sampling and analysis plan
standard operating procedure
sample quantitation limit
tentatively identified compound
Toxic Release InventOry System
X-ray flnorescence



3.1 DATA USEABILITY CRITERIA

Exhibit 12 lists the six data useability criteria involved
in pImming for the risk assessment, summarizes the
importance of each criterion to risk assessment, and
suggests actions to take during the planning process to
improve the useability of data. The following sections
deCme each criterion and describe its effect on risk
assessment.

3.1.1 Data Sources

ThedatasourcesselectedduringtheRI planning process
depend on the type of data required and their intended
use. Data collected prior to the RI are considered
historical; data collected during the RI are considered
current and are usually specified in the RI planning
process. Data may be analytical ornon~analytical The
same analytical data requirements apply, whether the
data are current or historical. Field screening methods
can be used, and sufficient documentation produced, to
aetas an initial sourceofdata. Theminimum criteria for
analytical data are discussed in Chapter 5.

Exhibit 13 identifies available data sources and their
primary uses in the risk assessment process. Historical
and current analytical da.ta sources are brieflydiscussed
below.

Data sources prior to remedial investigation.
Historical data sources are useful for determining
sampling locations and analytical approaches in the RI.
Early site inspections may locate industrial process
information thatsuggests chemicals ofpotential concern.
Historical data indieate industry~specificanalytes and
general levels of contamination and trends that are
useful foridentifying exposurepathways, fordeveloping
the samplingdesign, andforselecting analyticalmethods.
Historical analytical data are often available from the
preliminary assessment/site inspection (PAlSI),
including reports on the physical testing, screening, and
analysisofsamples. Othersources ofanalytical <latafor
baseline risk assessment include the Hazard Ranking
System (HRS) documentation, site records on removal
anddisposal,andindustry-specificsystemsforchemical
discharge permits. Results from analyses by state or
local governments may also indicate chemicals of
potential concern. Exact loeational data for historical
samples should be obtained whenever possible.

.. UsehistoricaJ analytical data anda broad
spectrum analysis to initially identify the
chemicals ofpotential concern or exposure
areas.

The quality of historical data must be determined prior
to their use in the RI. For historical analytical data to be

EXHIBIT 12. IMPORTANCE OF DATA USEABILITY CRITERIA
IN PLANNING FOR BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT

Data
Useability
Criterion Imporlance Suggested Action

Data Sources Data sources must be comparable if data are combined for Use data from different data sources together to
(3.1.1) quantitative use in risk assessment. Plans can be made in balance turnaround time, quality of data, and

the Rllor use of appropriate data sources so that data cost. Consult with a chemist or statistician to
compatibility does not become an issue. assess compatibility of data sets.

Documentation Deviations Irom the SAP and SOPs must be documented Review the workplan and SAP and. if
(3.1.2) so that the risk assessor will be aware of potential appropriate, SOPs. As the data arrive, check

limitations in the data. The risk assessor may need for adherence to the SAP so that corrective
additional documentation, such as field records on weather action such as resampling may be taken and still
conditions, physical parameters and site-specific geology. adhere 10 the project timetable.
Data useable for risk assessment must be linked to a
specific location. Stress importance of chain-ol-custody for

sample point identification in RI planning
meetings.

Analytical The method chosen must test for the cI1emical of potential Participate with chemist in selecting methods
Methods and concern at a detection limit that will meet the concentration with appropriate detection limits during AI
Detection levels 01 concern in applicable matrices. Samples may planning. Consultation with a chemist is
limits have to be reanalyzed at a lower detection limit if the required when a method's detection limit is at or
(3.1.3) detection limit is not low enough to confirm the presence above the concentration level of concern.

and amount of contamination.

21-002-012
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EXHIBIT 12. IMPORTANCE OF DATA USEABILITY CRITERIA
IN PLANNING FOR BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT

(Cont'd)

D...
Useability
Criterion Importance Suggested Action

Data Quality
Indicators
(3.1.4)

Completeness Completeness for orilieal samples must be 100%. Define completeness in the SAP for both the
Unforeseen problems during sample collection (as defined number of samples and quantity of useable dala
in Chapter 4) and analysis can affectdala completeness. needed to meel perfonnanCB obJectives.
If a sample dala sel for risk assessment is not complete, ldenlify critical saflllies during scoping. The
more samples may have to be analyzed, affecting RI time SAP should be reviewed by the RPM before
and resource constraints. initiation of sampling.

Comparability The risk levels generated in quan1itative risk assessment Plan to use comparable methods, sufficient
may be questionable if incompatible data sets are used quality control, and common units of measure for
together. different data sets that will be used together, to

facilitate data compatability. Consult with a
chemist to ensure comparibility of data sets.

Aepresenta- Sample data must accurately reflect the site Discuss plans for collection of sufficient number
tiveness characteristics to effectively represent the site's risk to of samples, a sample design that accounts for

human health and the environment. Hot spots and exposure area media, and an adequate number
exposure area media must have representative data. of samples for risk assessment during scoping

and document plans in the SAP. This guidance
may be modified by Region-specific guidelines.

Precision If the reported result is near the concentration of concern, Plan for the use of QC samples (duplicates,
it is necessary to be as precise as possible in order 10 replicates and/or collocated samples) applicable
quantify the likelihood of false negatives and false to risk assessment before sampling activities
positives. begin. Assess confidence limits from the QC

data on the basis of the sampling design or
analytical method used.

Accuracy Quantitative accuracy information is critical when results Plan and assess QC dala (blanks, spikes,
are reported near the level of concern. Contamination in performance evaluation samples) to measure
the. field, during shipping, or in the laboratory may bias the bias in sampling and analysis. Consult a
analytical results. Instruments that are not calibrated or chemist to interpret dala qualified as
tuned according to Statement 01 Work requirements may "eslimated" that are near a concentration of
also bias results. The use of data that is biased may affect concern.
the interprelation of risk levels.

Data Review Use of preliminary dala or partially reviewed data can Decisions regarding level and depth 01 review will
(3.1.5) conserve time and resources by allowing modification of conserve time and project resources and should

the sampling plan while the AI is in process. Critical be made in conjunction with the RPM and
analytes and samples used for quantitative risk analytical.chemist. "Non-detecf results require
assessment require a lull data review. a full review.

Reports Data reviewers should report data in a format that provides Prescribe a report format during seoping. and

to Risk readability as well as darilying information. SQLs, a include it in the SAP. Communicate with the
Assessor narrative, and qualifiers that are fully explained reduce the potential data reviewer to aid the definition ot a
(3.1.6) time and effort required in interpreting and using the specific report format. Region-specific

analytical results. limitations can be readily Identllied and guidelines may apply.
documented in the risk assessment report.
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EXHIBIT 13. DATA SOURCES AND THEIR
USE IN RISK ASSESSMENT

Mobile laboratories often have the same instrumentation available as fixed laboratories,
with the exception of ICP or MS.

Available Data
Sources

PAiSI data

HRS
documentation

Site records on
removal and disposal

Toxic Release
Inventory System
(TRIS) (Industry­
Specific)

Site, source and
media characteristics
as found in PAISI data
and reference
materials

Field screening

Field analytical

Fixed laboratory,* both
CLP and non-CLP
(EPA, state, PRP,
commercial)

Data Type

Analytical

Site records,
manifests,
PAlSI,
analytical

Administrative

Chemical
discharge

Physical
parameters
(e.g., meteor·
ologieal,
geological)

Analytical

Analytical

Analytical

Primary Use{s)

• Seaping and planning
• Identifying data trends
• Determining historical background levels

• Quantitating the risk assessment
• Identifying trends
• Planning (by identifying the chemicals present)

• Planning (by identifying the chemicals present)

• Planning (by identifying the chemicals present)

• Determining fate and transport
• Defining exposure pathways

• Performing a preliminary assessment
• Characterizing the site

• Quantitating the risk assessment
• Characterizing the site

• Quantitating the risk assessment
• Providing a reference
• Broad screen
• Confirming screening data
• Characterizing a site

useful in the quantitative risk assessment, sampling
design, samplingand analyticaltechniques, anddetection
limits mustbe documented, and the datamusthave been
reviewed.

Historical analytical ck'1ta of unknown quality may be
used in developing the conceptual model or as a basis
for scoping, but not in determining representative
exposure concentrations. Analytical datafrom the PAl
81 thatmeet minimum data useability requirements (see
Section 5.1.1) can becombined with datafrom the RI to
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estimate exposure concentrations. Similarly, historical
data oflower quality may be used if the concentrations
are confirmed by subsequent RI analyses.

Data sources for the remedial investigation. It may
be efficient to usea variety ofdata sources during an RI.
For example, analytical services providing a rapid
turnaroundofestimateddata can be used to estimate the
three-dimensional extentofcontaminationorto"chase"
a groundwater pollutant phune. Rapid turnaround
analytical services include field analysis or Quick



TurnaroundMethod(QTM) analysesunder the Contract
Laboratory Program (CLP). On the other hand, if an
unexpected situation arises, such as the discovery of
buried drums On the site, it may be appropriate to
procure the analytical services of a local commercial
laboratory. Data requiring a rapid turnaround are
typicallyproduced from streamlinedanalyticalmethods,
and a certain percentage should be analyzed using a
confirmatory method, such as CLP analytical services.

The planning process for the RI identifies gaps in the
available analytical data and determines additional data
collection requirements. Three types ofanalytical data
sources can be used during the RI to acquire analytical
dataforariskassessment. Theseincludefieldscreening,
field analyses, and fixed laboratory analyses.

Field screens are peIfonned using chemical freld
testkits, ion-specific probes, and othermonitoring
equipment, but should be confirmed by other
techniques. Field screening is USUally perfonned
to provide a preliminary assessment of the type
and level of concentration of the chemicals of
potential concern.

Field analyses are perfonned using instruments
and procedures equiValent to fixed laboratory
analyses; they produce legally defensible data if
QC procedures are implemented. Field analyses
are usually perfonned as part of an integrated
sampling and analysis plan to quantitate risk
assessment and site characterization.

Fixed laboratory analyses are particularly useful
for broad spectrum and conftmlation aualyses.
They often provide more detailed infonnation
over a wider range ofanalytes than field analyses.
Fixedlaboratoryanalysesarecriticaltoquantitative
risk assessment and site characterization.

A discussion ofissuesrelatedto fieldand fixed laboratory
analyses is presented in Section 3.2.9.

Analytical services constitute a significant portion of
tlle Superfund budget and should be conserved when
possible. eLP costs do not appear on the remedial
investigation/feasibility study (RIfFS) project budget.
Analyte-specific methods may be used for chemicals
identified after a broad spectrum analysis by CLP or
other fixed laboratory analysis, and may provide more
accurate results. Site samples analyzed by CLP routine
analytical services take an average of35days to produce
results and datareview will add to the overall turnaround
time. Otherdata sources, such as amobile laboratoryor
CLP Q1M or special analytical services, can quickly
produce good "firstlook"results which can be followed
upimmediatelywhileonsite. Mobilelaboratoryservices
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can replace someCLP services ifanalytical capabilities
are adequately demonstrated by method validation data
andifminimumQCrequirementsaremet(seep. 59). At
least 10% of sample analyses should be confumed by
fixed laboratory analysis in all situations.

3.1.2 Documentation
Data collection and analysis procedures must be
accurately documented to substantiate the analysis of
the sample, conclusions derived from the data, and the
reliability of thereported analytical data. Plans should
be prepared during the RI scoping to document data
collection activities. This RI documentation can be
used later to evaluate completeness, comparability,
representativeness, precision, and accuracy of the
analytical data sets. Four major types ofdocumentation
are produced during an RI:

Thesamplingand analysisplan, including aquality
assurance project plan (QAPjP),

Standard operating procedures (SOPs),

Field and analytical records, and

Chain-of·custody records.

Sampling and analysis plan. The scoping meetings
and the SAP must clearly establish the end use
requirements for data. The data quality indicators for
assessing results against stated performance objectives
should also be documented in the SAP (see Section
3.1.4). The SAP includes the QAPjP and information
required in the SOPs, field and analytical records, and
chain-of-custody records (EPA 1989a).

Standard operating procedures and field and
analytical records. SOPs for fIeld and analytical
methods must be written for all fIeld and laboratory
processes. Adherence to SOPs provides consistency in
samplingandanalysisandreduces thelevelofsystematic
errorassociatedwithdatacollectionandanalysis. Exhibit
14 lists the types of SOPs, field records, and analytical
records thatare usually associatedwith RI datacollection
and analyses, and relates the importance of each to the
risk assessment.

Alldeviations from the referenced SOPs should bepre­
approved by the RPM and documented. Samples that
are not collected or analyzed in accordance with
establisbed SOPs may be of limited use because their
quality cannot be detennined.

Chain-of-custody. The technical team must decide
during scoping what dataroay be used for costrecovery
actions, and plan accordingly for the use of full-scale
chain-of~custody or less formal chain-of-custody
procedures. Full·scale chain-of-custody is required for



EXHIBIT 14. RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF
DOCUMENTATION IN PLANNING AND ASSESSMENT

Documentation Importance

Sampling and Analysis Plan

· Seleclion and idenflfication of sampling pO·lnls Criflcal

· Sample collection SOP High

· Analytical procedures or protocols High

· SOP for data reporting and review High

· QA project plan High

· Method-specific QC procedures Medium

· QAfOe procedures Medium

· Documented procedures for corrective action Medium

· SOP for corrective action and maintenance Medium
• Sample preservation and shipping SOP Medium

· SOPs for sample receipt, custody, tracking and storage Low

· SOP for installation and monitoring of equipment Low

Chain-of-Custody

· Documentation records linking data 10 sample location Critical

· Sampling date Critical

· Sample tags High

· Custody seals Low

· Laboratory receipt and tracking Low

Field and Analytical Records

· Field log records High

· Field information describing weather conditions, physical parameters High
or site-specific geology

High· Documentation for deviations from SAP and SOPs

· Data from analysis - raw data such as instrument output, spectra, High
chromatograms and laboratory narrative

Low· Internal laboratory records

KEY Critical = Essential to the useability of data lor risk assessment.
High = Should be addressed in planning for risk assessment.
Medium = Primarily impacts how data are qualified in risk assessment.
Low = Usually has little ellect on useability of data for risk assessment.
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cost recovery and enforcement actions, but does not
affect a quantitative detennination of risk. FuIl-scale
chain-of-custody includes sample labels and fonnal
documentation that prove the sample was not tampered
with or lost in the data collection and analysis process.
Srunple identity must be veriItable from the collector's
notebook and laboratory data sheets, as well as from a
formal chain-of-custody.

3.1.3 Analytical Methods and
Detection Limits

The choice of analytical methods is important in RI
planning. Appropriate analyticalmethods have detection
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limits that meet risk assessment requirements for
chemicals of potential concern and have sufficient QC
measmes to quantitate target compound identiItcation
and measurement. The detection limit of the method
directly affects the useability ofdata because chemicals
reported nearthedetection limithaveagreaterpossibility
of false negatives and false positives. The risk assessor
orRPMmustconsulta chemistforassistancein choosing
an analyticalmethodwhen those availablehave detection
limitsnear therequired action level. Wheneverpossible,
methods should not be used if the detection limits are
above the relevant concentrations of concern.



3.1.4 Data Quality Indicators
Data quality indicators (DQIs) are identified during the
development of data quality objectives (DQOs), to
provide quantitative measures of the achievement of
quality objectives. This section discusses each of five
DQIs as they relate to the assessment of sampling and
analysis.

Completeness

Comparability

Representativeness

Precision

Accuracy

These indicators are evaluated through the review of
sampling and analytical data and accompanying

documentation. The risk assessor may need to
communicatewitha chemistorstatistician after the data
collectionprocesshas beencompleted to evaluateDQIs.
Therefore, the SAP, field and analytical records, and
SOPs should be accessible. Exhibits 15 and 16
summarize the importance of DQIs to sampling and
analysis inriskassessmentandsuggestplanning actions.

Each DQI is defined in this section. Note that the
specific use of the indicators to measure data useability
is different for sampling and analysis. For example,
completenessasappliedtosampling refers to thenumber
of samples to be collected. Completeness as applied to
analytical performance primarily refers to the number
of data points that indicate an analytical result for each
chemical of interest (e.g., 10 samples analyzed for 25
chemicals will produce a total of 250 data points, 10
data points for each chemical).

EXHIBIT 15. RELEVANCE OF SAMPLING DATA QUALITY INDICATORS

Data Quality
Indicators Importance Suggested Planning Action

Completeness Complete materials enable assessment StipUlate SOPs for sample
of sample representativeness for collection and handling in
identification of false negatives and the SAP to specify requirements for
estimation of average concentration. completeness.

Comparability Comparable data give the ability to Use the same sample design across
combine analytical results across sampling episodes and similar time
sampling episodes and time periods. periods.

Representativeness Representative data avoid false negatives Use an unbiased sample design.
and false positives (field sampling
contamination). Collect additional samples as

required.
Non-representative data may result in
bias of concentration estimates. Prepare detailed SOPs for handling

field equipment.

Precision Variability in concentration estimates may Increase number of samples.
increase uncertainty.

Use appropriate sample designs.

Use QC results for monitoring.

Accuracy Contamination during sampling process, Use SOPs for sample collection,
loss of sample from improper collection or handling, and decontamination.
handling (loss of volatiles) may result in
bias, false negatives, or false positives Use QC results for monitoring.
and inaccurate estimates of
concentration,

21·"",,--<llS
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EXHIBIT 16. RELEVANCE OF ANALYTICAL DATA
QUALITY INDICATORS

Data Quality
Indicators

Completeness

Comparability

Representativeness

Precision

Accuracy

Importance

Poor data quality or lost samples
reduces the size of the data set
and decreases confidence in
supporting information.

Comparable data allow the ability
to combine analytical results
acqUired from various sources
using different methods for
samples taken over the period of
investigation.

Non-representative data or
non-homogeneity of sample
increases the potential for false
negatives or false posllives.

Potential for change in sample
before analysis may decrease
representativeness.

Monitoring can indicate the level
of precision.

Precision provides the Jeve! of
confidence to distinguish
between site and background
levels of contamination. It is of
primary importance when the
concentration of concern
approaches the detection limit.

Accuracy also provides the level
of confidence to distinguish
between site and background
levels of contamination. As
concentraflon of concern
approaches the detection limit,
the differentiation includes
confidence in determining
presence or absence of chemical
of potential concern.
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Suggested Planning Action

Prepare SOPs to support sample
tracking and analytical procedures,
review, and reporting aspects
of laboratory operations.

Reference analyte-specific method
perforrnance characteristics.

Reference applicable fale and transport
documentation.

Anticipate field and laboratory
variability.

Include requirement for broad spectrum
analyses across site area.

Ensure sample is mixed and adequately
represents the environment (not
applicable to volatiles).

Include provision for blank (transport,
storage and analytical) ac monitoring.

Use field methods when applicable,
since they have an advantage in
minimizing variability from transport and
storage.

Method ac component and site-specific ac
samples that use external reference are the
best monitoring techniques.

Consider in method selection whether
anticipated site levels are near the MOL and
above action limits.

Broad spectrum screening methods may
have significant negative bias for chemicals
of potential concern. Consider method
accuracy and detection limits if site levels
approach concentrations of concern.
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Completeness. Completeness is a measure of the
amount of useable data resulting from a data collection
activity. The required level of completeness should be
defined in the QAPjPfor thenumberofsamplesrequired
in the sampling design and for the quantity of useable
data for chemical·spedfic data points needed to meet
performance objectives. All required data items must
be obtained for critical samples and chemicals, which
are identified in the QAPjP. Incompleteness in any data
item may bias results as well as reduce the amount of
useable data.

Problems that occur during data collection and analysis
affect the completeness of a data set. Fewer samples
may be collected and analyzed than originally planned
becauseofsiteaccess problems. Laboratory performance
may be affected ifcapacity is exceeded, causing data to
be rejected. Some samples may not be analyzed due to
matrix problems. Samples that are invalid due to
holding time violations may have to be re~collectedor
the data set may be detennined as useable only to a
limited extent. Therefore, both advance planning in
identifying critical samples and the use of alternative
sampling procedures are necessary to ensure
completeness of a data set for the baseline risk
assessment.

Comparability. Comparability expresses the
confidence with which data are considered to be
equivalent. Combined data sets are used regularly to
develop quantitative estimates of risk. The ability to
compare data sets is particularly critical when a set of
data for a specific parameter is applied to a particular
concentration of concern.

Comparabilityfor sampling primarily involvessampling
designs and time periods. Typicalquestions to consider
in detennining sampling comparability include:

Was the same approach to sampling taken in two
sampling designs?

Was the sampling perfonned at the same time of
year and under similar physical conditions in the
individual events?

Were samples filtered or unfiltered?

Were samples preserved?

Typical questions to consider in detennining analytical
comparability include:

Were different analytical methodologies used?

Were detection limits the same orat least similar?
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Were different laboratories used?

Were the units of measure the same?

Were sample preparation procedures the same?

Use routine available methods and consistent units of
measure when datacollection will spanseveraldifferent
sampling events and laboratories, to increase the
likelihood that analytical results will be comparable.
For field analyses confumed by laboratory analyses,
careful attention must be taken to ensure that the data
from field and fixed laboratories are comparable or
equivalent (see Section 3.2.9), When precision and
accuracy are known, the data sets can becompared with
confidence. Planning ahead for comparable sampling
designs, methods, quality control, and documentation
will aid the risk assessor in combining data sets for each
exposure pathway.

Representativeness. For risk assessment,
representativeness is the extent to which data define the
true risk to human health and the enviroument. Samples
must becollected to reflect the site's characteristics and
sample analyses must represent the properties of the
field sample. The homogeneity of the sample, use of
appropriate handling, storage, preservation procedures,
and the detectionofany artifacts oflaboratory analyses,
suchas blank.contamination, are particularly important.
For risk assessment, sampling and analyses must
adequatelyrepresenteachexposurearea orthedefmition
of an exposure boundary.

Representativeness can be maximized by ensuring that
sampling locations are selected properly, potential hot
spots are addressed, and asufficient number ofsamples
are collected over a specified time span. The SAP
should describe sampling techniques and the rationale
used to select sampling locations.

Precision. Precision is a quantitative measure of
variability, comparing results for site samples to the
mean, and is usually reported as acoefficientofvariation
ora standard deviation of the arithmetic mean, Results
ofQC samples are used to calculate the precision of the
analytical or sampling process. Measurementerroris a
combinationofsamplecollection andanaiytical factors.
Field duplicate samples help to clarify the distinction
between uncertainty from sampling techniques and
uncertainty from analytical variability. Analytical
variability can be measured through the analysis of
laboratory duplicates or through multiple analyses of
perfonnance evaluation samples. If analytical results
arereportednear aconcentrationofconcern, the standard
deviation orcoefficientofvariation can be incorporated
in standard statistical evaluations to detennine the
Confidence level of the reported data A statistician or



a chemistshouldbe consulted tomake this determination.
Total variability mustbeevaluated toassess theprecision
of data used to define parameters in risk assessment.

Accuracy. Accuracy is a measure ofthe closeness ofa
reported concentration to the true value. This measure
is usually expressedas bias (high orlow) and determined
by calculating percent recovery from spiked samples.
The risk assessor should know the required level of
certainty for the end use ofthe data, expressed as DQOs,
when reviewing accuracy information. When results
are reported at or near a concentration of concern,
accuracy information is critical.

Accuracy of identification may be affected by sample
contamination introduced in the field, during shipping,
oratthelaboratory. Fieldandtripblanks should be used
during theRl toidentifycontaminationand theassociated
bias related to sample collection or shipment. Method
blanks, audit samples, and calibration check standards
should be used to monitor laboratory contamination.
Accuracy information may be of less importance if the
precision (bias) is known.

3.1.5 Data Review

This section discusses tl:le importance of alternative
levels of data review to the risk assessment. The two
major effects of data review on dam useability are:

The timeliness of the data review and

The level and depth of review (e.g., entire site,
specific sample focus, specific ana1yte focus,
amount of QC data assessed).

A tiered approach involving combinationsofdatareview
alternatives is reconunended so that the risk assessor
can use preliminary data before extensive review. The
RPM, in conjunction with the risk assessor and the
project chemist, must reach a consensuson the level and
depth of data review to be performed for each data
source, to balance useability of data and resource
constraints. Exhibit 17 summarizes the characteristics
and uses of different levels of data review.

Timing of review. Plans for the timing of the data
review should be made prior to data collection and
analysis. The risk assessor uses preliminary data in a
qualitative manner to identify compounds for toxicity
studies and, initially, to ascertain lrends in concentrations
and distributions of the analytes of concern, to pIan for
additional sampling, and to request additional analyses.
Using dataas they becomeavailable will usually reduce
the time needed to complete the risk assessment.
However, all data must receive a minimum level of
review before use in the quantitative aspects of risk
assessment. Iterations on data review is resource
intensive; if they are used, they should be planned
carefully as part of a structured process.

EXHIBIT 17. ALTERNATIVE LEVELS OF REVIEW OF ANALYTICAL DATA

Level of
Review Samples Analytes Parameters Potential Uses

None Initial All Analytical results Qualitatively identify risk
assessment analytes.

Modify SAP.

Full Initial samples All All analytical results, Quantitatively perform risk
analyzed for broad QC, and raw data assessment. Modify SAP.

spectrum components Modify review process.

Partial Critical samples for all analytes Selected analytical Improve timeliness,
or results, QC, or raw overall efficiency,

AU samples for critical analytes data save resources.
Focus on chemicals
of potential concern.

Automated All All Parameters available Improve timeliness,
to the automated consistency, cost

system. No raw data effectiveness. If data are
are evaluated. electronically transferred to

a database, eliminates
transcription errors.
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... To expedite the risk assessment,
preliminary data should be provided to the
risk assessor as soon as they are available.

Level and depth of review. The RPM may select
different levels of datareview, in consultation with the
risk assessor or otherdata users and the project chemist.
An data must have a minimum level of review. Data
review levels can range from all site samples with all
reported data to specific key analytes and samples and
may be specified in EPA Regional policies. Careful
consideration is required in selecting a level of review
that is consistent with data quality requirements.

A full data review minimizes false positives, false
negatives, calculation errors, and transcription errors.
"Non-detect" results must be reviewed to avoid "false
negative" conclusions. Partialreviewshouldbeutilized
only after broad spectrum analysis results have
undergone full review; it may be useful afterchemicals
of potential concern have been identified. A flexible
approach to data review alternatives allows the RPM to
balance time and resource constraints.

Depth ofdata review refers to which evaluation criteria
are selected, ranging from generalizedcriteria that may
affect an entire data set (e.g., holding time) to analyte-

specific criteria that may affect only a portion ofresults
from one sample (e.g., recovery ofa surrogate spike for
organics or analyte spike recovery for inorganics). The
RPM decides the depth of review for each data source,
to provide a balance between useability of data and
resource constraints. Chemicals ofpotential concern in
thequantitative riskassessment shouldnotbe eliminated
from concern without a full data review.

Automated data review systems. Automated data
review systems can be used to assess all samples and
anaIytes for which there are computer-readable data in
thefonnatrequiredbytheautomatedsystem. Theclepth
of review depends on both the data and the assessment
system. The primary advantages of automated data
review systems for the risk assessor are timeliness, the
eliminationoftranscriptionerrors thatcanbe introduced
during manualreview processes, andcomputer-readable
output which usually includes results and qualifiers.
This infonnation canbe transferred to computer-assisted
risk assessmentand exposuremodeling systems. Exhibit
18 provides a list of software that aid data review and
evaluation.

EXHIBIT 18. AUTOMATED SYSTEMS·
TO SUPPORT DATA REVIEW

System EPA Contact Description

CADRE Gary Robertson An automated evaluation system
Computer Assisted Data Quality Assurance Div. that accepts files from CLP format
Review and Evaluation USEPA, EMSL-LV disk delivery or mainframe transfer

(702) 798-2215 and assesses data based on
National Functional Guidelines for
Organic (or Inorganic) Data Review
(EPA 1991e, EPA 1988e) (default
criteria). System accepts manual
entry of other data sets, and rules for
evaluation can be user-defined to
reflect specific information needs.
(Inorganic system is in development.)

eDATA William Coakley An automated review system
Electronic Data Transfer USEPA, Emergency developed to assist in rapid
and Validation System Response Team evaluation of data in emergency

(908) 906-6921 response. May be applicable for both
CLP and non-CLP data. System
combines DaDs, pre-established
site specifications, OC criteria, and
sample collection data with laboratory
results to determine useability.

.
Both systems operate on an IBM-compatible PC AT with a minimum of 640K RAM.
A fixed disk is recommended.

21-(102-018
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3.1.6 Reports from Sampling and
Analysis to the Risk Assessor

Preliminary data reports assist the risk assessor in
identifying samplingoranalyticalproblemsearlyenough
so that corrective actions can be taken during data
collection, before sampling or analysis resources are
exhausted. The risk assessor shouldrequestpreliminary
data during RI planning andformalize the request in the
SAP. The use of such information may reduce the
overall timerequired for theriskassessmentandincrease
the quality of a quantitative risk assessment.

Exhibit 19 lists the fmal dataand documentation needed
to support risk assessment, and rates the importance of
each item. Data are most useable when reported ina
readable format and accompanied by additional,
clarifying information. Regional policyusuallydefines
report structures which specify the format for manual
summaries, formachine-readabledata(whererequired),
andforsummatytables fromdatareview. TheRPMcan
request the data reviewers to provide a data summary
table listing sample results. sample quantitation limits,
and qualifiers on diskette for downloading into Risk'"
Assistant(anautomatedtool to supportriskassessment),
spreadsheets, or other software programs that the risk

EXHIBIT 19. DATA AND DOCUMENTATION NEEDED
FOR RISK ASSESSMENT

Data and Documentation Importance

· Site description with a detailed map indicating site location, showing Critical
the site relative to surrounding structures, terrain features, popUlation or
receptors, indicating air and water flow, and describing the operative industrial
process if appropriate.

· Site map with sample locations (including soil depths) identified. Critical

· Description of sampling design and procedures Including rationale. Critical

• Description of analytical method used and detection limits including Critical
SOls and detection limits for non..cJetect data.

• Results given on a per-sample basis, quaflfled for analytical limitations
and error, and accompanied by SOls. Estimated quantities of Critical
compoundsltentatlvely identified compounds.

• Field conditions and physical parameter data as appropriate for the media
involved in the exposure assessment. Critical

• Narrative explanation of qualified data on an analyle and sample basis,
indicating direction of bias. High

· QC data results for audits, blanks, replicates and spikes from the field and
laboratory. High

• Definitions and descriptions of flagged data.
High

• Hardcopy or diskette results.
Medium

• Raw data (instrument output. chromatograms, spectra).
High

• Definitions of technical Jargon used In narratives.

.
Low

KEY Crilical " Essential to the useability of data for risk assessment
High " Should be addressed in planning for risk assessment.
Medium = Primarily impacls how data are qualified in risk assessment
Low " Has little effect on useability of data for risk assessment.

21-002·019
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assessor may use. An example'of a recommended
report format for tabular results appears in Appendix I.

The data reviewer should provide anarrative summary,
which is comprehensible. to a noncheIIlist, describing
speCific sampling or analytical problems, data
qualification flags, detection limit definitions, and
interpretation ofQC data. This summary must always
be followed and supported by a detailed commentary
that explicitlyaddresses each itemfrom thenarrative on
a technical basis. Theexplanation for data qualification
inthecommentary facilitates datause. Ifa nontechnical
narrative is unavailable, the risk assessor must (at a
minimum) be provided with explanationsofqualification
flags, detection limits, and interpretation of QC data
(see Appendices I, V and VI for examples). A chemist
familiar with the site can be requested to interpretthe
analytical review with site-specificinfonnation, suchas
physical site conditions that affect sample results.

3.2 PRELIMINARY SAMPLING AND
ANALYTICAL ISSUES

This guidance cannotencompasssampling design in the
assessment of environmental sampling and analysis
procedures; however, this section does sketch a
framework for these activities. It discusses key issues
for detennining the potential impact of sampling and
analysisprocedureson datauseability forriskassessment
and for· identifying situations that require statistical or
methodological support. The sampling'discussion
primarily focuses onsoil issues, butsomegeneralizations
can be made to other media such as sediment or
groundwater. Rulesofthumb, referencetables, statistical
formats and checklists support the statistical
understanding and sophistication of RPMs and risk
assessors. A SamplingDesign Selection Worksheet, a
SoilDepthSamplingWorksheet,andaMethodSelection
Worksheet are tools, presented with step-by-step
instructions in Chapter 4, to focus planning efforts.

Sampling issues. Resolving statistical and non­
statistical sampling issues provides the risk assessor,
project. chemist, and QA personnel with a basis for
identifying sampling design and data collection
problems, interpreting the significance of analytical
error, 'and selecting methods based on the expected
contribution of sampling and analytical components to
total measurement error. Comprehensive discussions
of environmental sampling procedures are given in
Principles of Environmental Sampling (Keith 1987),
Environmental Sampling and Analysis (Keith 1990a),
Methods for Evaluating the Attainment of Cleanup
Standards (EPA 198ge), and the Soil Sampling Quality
Assurance User's Guide (EPA 1989f).
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Severalassumptionsconcemingsamplingandassociated
statistical procedures have been made to simplify the
discussion in this section:

The RPM and risk assessorare familiar with basic
environmental sampling and statistical terms and
logic and have access to a statistician.

Sampling designs ate mainly based on stratified
random or systematic random sampling (grid.), or
variations thereof. Systematic sampling requires
special variance calculations for estimating
statistical performance parameters such as power
and confidence level; these calculations are not
provided in this guidance.

Statisticians are consulted for any significant
problems or issues not covered in this guidance.

• Superfund contaminant concentrations for a site
generally fit a log-normal distribution.
Measurements of variability are generally given
in log~transfonnedunits. Overviews ofstatistical
methodology include Gilbert (1987) and Koch
and Link (1971). Parametric tests in transfonned
units (Aitchison andBrown 1957)have logaritlnnic
fonus (Seichel 1956). Graphical methods of
determining re-transfonned means and their 95%
confidence levels are available (Krige 1978).

Quality assurance procedures for sampling and
analysis are not separate, even though the
discussion addresses them separately.

Exhibit 20 summarizes the importance of each of the
preliminary sampling planning issues to the risk
assessment, propOses planning actions to reduce or
eliminate their effect on data useability, and refers the
reader to further discussion in the text Information
relevant to preliminary sampling planning can be
obtained by collecting site maps, photographsand other
historical and current documents which depict
production, buildings, sewageandstonn drains, transport
corridors, dump sites, loading zones, and storage areas.
Areliable andclUTentbasemap is particularly important.

Data adequacy. AIl data users should clearly state the
level of data adequacy they desire. These statements,
and the· resources that will be committed, should be
incorporated into the sampling plan objectives. If an
appropriate levelofuncertainty cannotbe determined at
this stage, an initial goal should be agreed on for the
final level of reliability, which may be revised during
the iterativesamplingprocess. Sinceeach siteis unique,
it may be extremely difficult to attain a given level of
data adequacy. An iterative sampling program may



EXHIBIT 20. IMPORTANCE OF SAMPLING ISSUES IN RISK ASSESSMENT

Issue Importance Suggested Actlon

Chemicals of Potential Chemicals have different rates of Increase the number of samples for
Concern occurrence and coefficients at variation. chemicals wRh low occurrence and/or
(3.2.1) This impacts the probability 01 false high coell1cients of variation.

negatives and reduces confidence Iimfts for
estimates of concentration.

Sampling and Sampling variabilRy can exceed Reduce sampling variabiIRy by laking
Analylical Variability measurement error by a faclor oIlhree to more samples (using less expensive
versus Measurement four (EPA 1989c). methods). This allews more samples
Error (3.2.5) to be analyzed.

Sampling variability increases uncertainty Use ac samples to estimate and
or variability; measurement error control bias. Prepare SOPs for
Increases bias. handling alilieid equipment.

Media Variability Sampling problems vary widely by media as Des[gn media-specific sampling
(3.2.5) do variability and bias. approaches.

Sample Preparation Contamination can be introduced during Use blarks at sources of potenlial
and Sample sample preparation, producing false confaminalion. Collect filtered and
Preservation poslilves. Fillering may remove unfillered samples.
(3.2.6) contaminants sorbed on particles.

Identification 01 Not all samples taken in a site SpecllicaHy address exposure
Exposure Pathways characterization are useful for risk palhways in sampllng designs. Risk
(3.2.7) assessment. Ollen only a few samples have assessors should participate in

been taken in the area of interest. scoping meeting.

Use 01 Judgmental or Slalislical sampling designs may be costly Use judgmenlal sampling 10 examine
Purposive Sampling and do not take advantage of known areas known contaminated areas, then use
Design 01 contaminaUon. an unbiased method 10 characlerize
(3.2.8) exposure.

allow arealistic appraisalofthe variability presentat the
site; a phased investigation may be warranted, with an
increase in data adequacy at each phase.

Natural variation. It is important to realize thatnatural
variation (environmental heterogeneity) in both soil
and water systems may be so great that variation due to
field sampling is significantly greater than that due to
laboratory analysis. For example, laboratory sample­
sample precision is commonly of the order of less than
'1 %, whereas soilsample-sampleprecisioniscommonly
between 30% to 40%. Sampling variation is influenced
by the homogeneity of material being sampled, the
number ofsamples, collection procedures, and the size
of individual samples~

Uncertainty in sampling measurements is additive.
Exhibit 21 lists the components ofsampling variability
and measurement error. The final error associated with
an estimate is the sum of the errors associated with
natural variation (intrinsic randomness, microstructure,
macrostructure), plus sampling error, plus laboratory
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measurement error. Poor sampling techniques can
swamp the natural phenomenon that is being evaluated.
Therefore, samplingoptions mustbe fully reviewed and
the probable uncertainty from sampling must be
acceplL'1ble.

Initialsurvey sampling plan. A preliminary sampling
planshouldbechosen thatprovides a basis forevaluation
of overall sampling goals, sampling techniques,
feasibility, and statistical analysis techniques. General
categories of sampling plans include simple random,
stratified random, systematic, judgmentaIlpurposive,
and spatial systematic. The features of these different
plans are discussed in more detail in Chapter 4.

Statistical analysis of the survey dalL1. allows evaluation
ofhow well the sampling program is doing. Depending
on the contmninant, ClllTent technology may allow on~

site "laboratory" analysis of the samples using portable
microcomputers and telecommunications. On-site
statistical analysis is also possible. On-site analysis
reduces project completion time and costs. In a truly



EXHIBIT 21. SAMPLING
VARIABILITY AND

MEASUREMENT ERROR

. SampUog yariabi1jty: The variation
between true sample values that is a
function of the spatial variation in the
pollutant concentrations.

Measurement error. The variation
resulting from differences between
true sample values and reported
values. Measurement error is a
function of uncertainty due to the
following:
• Sample collection variation
• Sample preparationlhandlio!¥

preservation/storage variation
• Analytical variation
• Data processing variation

iterative sampling campaign, on-site statistical analysis
can guide the sampling teams, maximizing information
capture and minimizing time-related costs.

Analytical issues. The following assumptions
concerning analytical procedures have been made in
this section:

The RPM and the risk assessor are familiar with
standard analytical chemical procedures.
Reference books on environmental issues in
analytical chemistry are available and can be
consulted (AS1M 1979. Manahan 1975, Dragun
1988, Baudo, et. at.• eds, 1990. Taylor 1987).

Chemists are available and will be consulted for
any significantproblems orsituationsnot covered
in this guidance.

Analytical QAprocedures are used in conjunction
with and affect sampling QA procedures, even
though the discussion treats these procedures
separately.

Exhibit22summarizes the importanceofeachanalytical
issue to risk assessment, lists suggested actions during
the planning process. and refers the reader to further
discussion in the text. Each issue is discussed in tenns
ofits effecton data quality for risk assessment, and how
to anticipate and plan for potential problems. The RPM
should also consult the projectchemist to detennine the
appropriate sample volumes or weights required for
different types of analysis.

Biota sampling and analytical issues. The type of
assessment(e.g.,humanhea1thorecological)determines
the type of samples to be collected. An ecological
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assessmentmayrequire analysis of the whole body orof
a specific organ system of a target species (because
organic. and some inorganic, chemicals of concern are
often concentrated in tissues with high lipid contents).
Human health risk assessment usually concentrates on
edible portions.
Typical sampling considerations for biota include
specifying thespecies to besampled. sampling locations,
tissue to be analyzed, number of individuals to be
sampled, and the method of analysis of the chemical of
concern; Biota analyses should include a method
validation that incorporates tissues or plant analyte
spikes, and any available performance evaluation
materials. The purpose of spiking is to determine
whether the analytes are recoverable from the matrix or
clean-up steps hinder detection of the analyte.

Spiking and duplicate information can be used to assess
method precision and accuracy, The primary source of
perfonnanceevaluationmaterials is the NationalBureau
of Standards repository. Samples and perfonnance
evaluation materials should be matched by matrix
(species and whole/edible portions),

Volatile analytes are very difficult to measure in biota.
Samples should be stored on dry ice immediately after
collection. Fat and cholesterol can also block columns
and impede chromatography for base/neutral/acid
extractable tissue analysis. Gel permeation
chromatography procedures may only be marginally
effective in clean up, and the lipids present may retain
analytes ofconcern, thereby reducing recoveries. Plant
matrices are often difficult to digest, and a variety of
digestion procedures using hydrogen peroxide or
phosphoric acid may be warranted. Tissues for organic
analysis should be wrapped in aluminum foil for
shipmentto thelaboratory, and tissues formetals analysis
should be wrapped in plastic film. All tissues should be
sent frozen on dry ice.

Air sampling and analysis issues. Air sampling
procedures shouldaccountforwindspeedanddirection
as well as seasonal and daily fluctuations; they should
also account for the influence of these factors on the
exposed population (e.g., the largest populationmay be
potentially exposed-in theevening when the wind speed
may be least). The defmition ofdetection limits is very
important for air analyses. For example, the same
concentration will appear very different if expressedon
a weight/VOlume basis than on a volume/volume basis.

Sampling strategies may need to distinguish between
particulate and gaseous forms ofchemicals ofconcern.
Itis important to collect media blanks to determine the
type and amount of contamination that may be found,
Blanks should also be provided to the laboratory for
spiking to determine analytical precision and accuracy.



EXHIBIT 22. IMPORTANCE OF ANALYTICAL ISSUES
IN RISK ASSESSMENT

Analytical Issue Importance Suggested Action

Chemicals of Chemicals of potential Examine existing data and site history
Potential Concern toxicological significance may be for industry-specific wastes to
(3.2.1) omitted. determine analytes for measurement.

Perform broad spectrum analysis.

Tentatively Identified Identification and quantilalion do Be prepared to request further
Compounds not have high confidence. analyses if potentially toxic
(3.2.2) compounds are discovered during

screening. Compare results from
multiple samplings or historical data.

Identification and False negatives may occur when Use technique with definitive
Quantitation analytes are present near the identification (e.g., GC-MS).
(3.2.3) MOL. Alternatively. use technique with

definitive identification first. followed
by another technique (e.g., GC) to
achieve lower quantitation limits.

Detection Limits Significant risk may result at Review available methods for
(3.2.4) concentrations lower than appropriate detection limit.

measurable.

Media Variability Variability and bias may be Use environmental samples as ac
(3.2.5) introduced to analytical samples to determine recovery and

measurements. reproducibility in the sample media.

Sample Preparation Variability and bias may be Select analytical methods based on
(3.2.6) introduced to analytical sample medium and strengths of the

measurements. sample preparation technique.

Field Analyses versus Tradeoffs required with regard to Consider options and set priorities.
Fixed laboratory Analyses speed, precision, accuracy.
(3.2.9) personnel requirements,

identification, quantitation and
detection limits.

Laboratory Performance Quality of data may be Select experienced laboratory and
Problems compromised. maintain communication.
(3.2.10)

The sample medium should be checked to ensure that
recovery Jates are documented.

3.2.1 Chemicals of Potential Concern

Chemicals of potential concern are chemicals that may
be hazardous to human health or the environment and
are identifiedatthe site, initially from historical sources.
Chemicals identified at Superfund sites have varying
rates of occurrence, average concentrations, and
coefficientsofvariation. Thesedifferencesareafunction
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of fate and transport properties, occurrence in different
media, andinteractions with otherchemica1s. in addition
to use and disposalpractices. Infonnation on frequency
of occurrence and coefficient of variation detennmes
the number of samples required to adequately
characterize exposure pathways and is essential in
designing sampling plans. Low frequencies of
occmrence and high coefficients ofvariation mean that
more samples will be required to characterize the
exposurepathways ofinterest. Potential faisenegatives



occur as variability increases and occurrence rates
decrease. From an ecological standpoint, chemicals of
potential concernmay bedifferentfrom those for human
health concerns. For example, copper is an analyte of
high concern from an ecological perspective, butof low
concern from ahuman health perspective. In addition,
if water quality criteria are used as toxicological
thresholds, it shouldbe determined whether the criteria
are based on ecological or human health effects.

... To protect human health, place a higher
priority on preventing false negatives in
sampling and analysis than on preventing
false positives.

Data are available for volatiles, extractable organics,
pesticides/PCBs, tentatively identified organic
compounds, and metals (see Appendix 11), for aqueous
and soil/sedimentmatrices,and releases from industries
known to produce waste commonly found at Superfund
sites. Data from CLP Superfundsites areaIso available
for calculating site-specific coefficients of variation.
Exhibit 23 indicates the occurrenceratesand coefficients
of variation for selected chemicals ofpotential concern
to risk assessors. Many other chemicals (which are not
of concern) may be present without affecting the level
of risk to the exposed population.

... Usepreliminarydatatoidentifychemicals
of potential concern and to determine any
need to modify the sampling or analytical
design.

The need for risk assessment indicates that there is
already some knowledge of contamination at the site.
Based on available toxicological and site data, the risk
assessor can recommend target chemicals (or chemical
classes) for analysis and desired detection limits. For
example, explosive chemicals are likely to be present at
a former munitions site. Exhibit 24 presents data on
munitions compounds, suchas feasible detection limits
and health adVisory limits.

Information on industry-specificanalytes is sununarized
in Exhibit 25 and detailed in Appendix II. Ifhistorical
data are incomplete, a broad spectrum analysis should
be performed on selected samples from each sampling
location to provide necessary scoping information.

The RPM or risk assessor should inform the planning
team about chemicals of potential concern at the site,
exposure pathways, ifknown, concentrationsofconcern,
and other pertinent information, particularly any
requirementto distinguish specificstatesofthechemicals
of potential COncern. Some oxidation states of metals
(e.g., chromium) are more easily absorbed or are more
toxic than others, and organically substituted metals
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snch as mercury are more toxic than their elemental
states. If these concerns are important, analyses that
determine metal specification rather than elemental
analyses should be performed, if available. Similarly,
for organic compounds, such as tetrachloroethane,
degradation products or metabolites may be more toxic
than the parent compounds. In this case, sampling
procedures and analytical methods should include the
parentcompound, degradationproducts, andmetabolites
of chemicals of potential concern.

3.2.2 Tentatively Identified
Compounds

Gas chromatography-mass spectrometry (GC-MS)
analyses categorize organic compounds in two ways.
Target compounds are those compounds for which the
GC-MS instrument has been specifically calibrated
using authentic chemical standards. A targetcompound
in an environmental sample is identifiedby matching its
mass spectrum and relative retention time (RR1) to
those obtained for the authentic standard duriug
calibration. Quantitation of a target compound is
achieved by comparison of its chromatographic peak
area to thatofan internalstandardcompound, normalized
to the relative response factor (RRF) which is the ratio
ofthe peakareas of the authentic chemical standard and
the internal standard measured during calibration.

... Specific analysis for compounds ident+
Wedduring librarysearch can be requested.

Tentatively Identified Compounds (TICs) are any other
compounds which are reported in the sample analysis,
butfor which theGC-MS instrument was not specifically
calibrated. A TIC is identified by taking its mass
spectrumfrom the enviromnental sample, andcomparing
it to a computerized library of mass spectra.
Computerized comparison routines score the various
library spectra for their similarity to the TIC and rank
the spectra most similar to the TIC's spectrum. If the
TIC is reported as a specific compound, it is usually
reported to be one of the compounds whoSe spectra
were retrieved in the library search. Quantitation of a
TIC is less accurate than for target compounds, because
the true RRF is not known (since no calibratiou for this
specificcompoundwasperfonned). TheRRFL<;assumed
to be 1.0; whereas, measured RRFs below 0.05 illld
above 10.0 are known.

Confidence in theidentificationofa TIC can be increased
in several ways. The main steps in identifying and
qnantitating TIC data are summarized in Exhibit 26.
An analytical chemist trained in the interpretation of
mass spectra and chromatograms can review TIC data



EXHIBIT 23. MEDIAN COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION FOR
CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN 1

Number of Sites Number of Sites
Chemical of SoU/SeOlment at Which Chemical Water at Which Chemical
Potential Concern Median %CV2 was detected3 Median %GV2 was detected3

Chloromethane 16.7 61 50.0 134

TrIchloromethane/Chloroform 53.' 392 45.2 51'
TelrachloromelhanelCarbon tetrachloride 15.4 3B '.3 90

l,2-Dichloroethane 17£ 64 24.7 15B

Tetrachloroethane 17.0 56 17.4 101

Vinyl chloride 11.0 55 15.7 197

Tetrachloroothene 24.5 3'2 33.3 367

Dichloropropane 19.0 2' 13.3 79

lsophorone 0.7 74 18.4 72

Bis (2-chIoroelhyl) ether 0.5 10 20.1 34

l,4-Dichlorobenzene 0.' 120 17.3 119
Bis (2-ethylhexylj phthalate 0.7 1197 29.5 782

Benzo(a) pyrena 0.5 1050 10.8 76

Styrene 16.9 117 33.3 69

N-nitrosodiphenylamine 0.5 142 30.5 96

DOE 4.5 329 813.0 40

DDT 2.' 521 588.2 125

Dieldrin 4.4 274 3.3 101

Heptachlor 4.B 249 351.9 151

Gamma-SHe (lindane) 6.3 142 454.1 134

PCB1260 0.21 251 41.7 23

Arsenic 40.3 1098 58.0 '40

Beryllium 271.3 1091 100.0 931

Cadmium 134-.6 1096 33.7 945

Chromium 11.9 1098 23.0 948

Mercury 1032.3 1098 500.0 949

Lead (Pb) 10.9 1098 97.3 939

1 List of chemicals of potential concern is derived from health-based levels and frequency of occurence at Superfund
sites listed in the CLP Statistical Database. (Number of sites for which data exist totals 8,900.)

2 Median percent coefficient of variation of analyte concentrations.

3 November 1988 to present.
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EXHIBIT 24. MUNITIONS COMPOUNDS AND THEIR
DETECTION LIMITS

Health
Advisory Acronym 1

Compound Name

Detection Limit 2
(ppb)

Health advisory complete.
Health advisory in preparation (1990)...

•

••

•

•

•
•
•

••
••

HMX
RDX

TNB

DNB

Tatryl
TNT

2,4 DNT

TAX

SEX
2,6 DNT

2,4,5 TNT

2Am DNT

4Am DNT

2,4 DAmNT

2,6 DAmNT

DIMP

TNG

DMMP

NG

Octahydro-l ,3,5,7-tetranitro-l ,3,5,7-tetrazocine

Hexahydro-l ,3,S-trinitro-l ,3,5-triazine

Nitrobenzene

1,3,5-Trinitrobenzene

1,3-Dinitrobenzene

Methyl-2,4,a-trinitrophenylnitramihe

2,4,6-Trinitrotoluene

2,4- Dinitrotoluene

Hexahydro-l-{N)-acetyl-3,5-dinltro-1 ,3,S-triazine

Octahydro-l-(N)-acetyl-3,5,7-trinitro-l ,3,5,7-tetrazQcine

2,6- Dinitrotoluene

2,4,5-Trinitrotoluene

2-Amino-4,6-dinitrotoluene

4-Arnino-2,6-dinitrotoluene

2,4- Diamino-6-nitrotoluene

2,6- Diamino-4-nitrotoluene

Disopropyl-methylphosphonate

Gylcerol trinitrate (Nitroglycerin)

Nitrocellulose

Dimethyl methylphosphonate

Nitroguanadine

5.1

4.2

6.4

5.9

9.1

4.4

6.3

2.3

5.1

,
Depending upon matrix and instrument conditions, these compounds may be chromatographable
and may be tentatively identified as indicators of the presence of munitions during GC-MS library
search procedures.

2 Detection limits are provided where available. Specific compounds with complete health advisories
are designated as target analytes with defined detection limits specified in a high performance liquid
chromatographic method developed and provided by the U.S. Army Toxic and Hazardous
Materials.Agency.

:21.(102·024
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EXHIBIT 25. SUMMARY OF MOST FREQUENTLY OCCURRING
CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN BY INDUSTRY'

Industry

Compound 1 2 3 • 5 • 7

Acetone X

Aluminum X

Ammonia X X X X X

Ammonium N~rale X

Ammonium SuRale X X

Anthracene X

Arsenic X

Benzene X

Biphenyl X

Chlorine X

Chlorobenzene X

Chromium X X X

Copper X

Cyclohexane X

Dibenzo/Uran X

Dichloromethane X X

Formaldehyde X

Freon X

Glycol Ethers X

Hydrochloric Acid X X

lead X

Manganese X

Methanol X X

Melhyl Ethyl Ketone X X X

Naphthalene X

Nickel X

NilricAcid X X

Pentachlorophenol X X

Propylene X

Sodium SuRata X X X X X X

Sodium Hydroxide X X X X X

Sulfuric Acid X X X X X

Trichloroethane X X

Toluene X X X

Tnenium Tetrachloride X

Xylene X X X

1,1,1·trichloroethane X X

KEY 4= Electroplating
1= SanelY Recycling 5= Wood Preservatives
2= MunitionslExplosives 6= leather Tanning
3 = Pesticide Manufacturing 7= Petroleum Refining

'Summarized from Appendix II.
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EXHIBIT 26. STEPS IN THE
ASSESSMENT OF TENTATIVELY

IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS

IdentifICation GC·MS analysis indicates the
presence of a tentatively
identified compound.

Incorporate retention
time/retention index matching
and use physical
characteristics (boiling point
or vapor pressure) to
detemiine If Identification Is
reasonable.

(PAHs). The risk assessor may be able to make a
preliminaryjudgmentof toxicity at the compound cbss
level without a· definitive identification of each
compound present. For example, in a sample
contaminated by gasoline, organics analysis would
indicate a series of TICs as aliphatic hydrocarbons of
increasing size. There may not be carcinogenic, and
more precise identification may not be required. If a
similar sample were contaminated with coal tar, larger
hydrocarbons and a series of PAHs would be found
during the analysis. The aliphatic hydrocarbons are not
especially toxic, but the PAH compound class contains
carcinogens and are Of greater concern.

3.2.3 Identification and Quantitation

mass spectra and chromatograms can review TIC data
and eliminate many false positive identifications. The
use of retention indices or relative retention times can
confirm.TICs identifiedby theGC-MS compllter(Eckel,
et. ai. 1989). Examination of historical data, industry­
specificcompoundlists, compound identifications from
iterative sampling episodes, and analyses performed by
different laboratories may also increase confidence in
the identification ofa TIC. The final identification step
is to rfanaIyze the sample after calibrating the GC-MS
instrument with an authentic standard of the compound
that the TIC is believed to be.

Iftoxic compounds are identified as TICsby this typeof
broad spectrum analysi.'\, the RPM or risk assessor
shouldrequestfurther analyses to positively identify the
compound and to accurately quantitate it. The risk
assessor or RPM should discuss data requirements with
an analyticnl chemist to determine the. appropri.:1.te
analytical method.

Many compounds that appear as TICs during broad
spectrum analyses belong to compound classes.
Brnm~esofcompoundcbsresmesmwmtedMphatic

hydrocarbons and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons

EXHIBIT 27. REQUIREMENTS FOR
CONFIDENT IDENTIFICATION AND

QUANTITATION

A risk assessor first confrrms chemical identification,
and then determines the level of contamination. 'Ibis
section summarizes the effects of detection limits and
samplecontaminationconsiderations on the confidence
in analyte identificationand quantitation. Requirements
for confidence are specified in Exhibit 27. When
analytes have concentrations of concern approaching
method detection· limits, the confidence in both
identification and quantitation is low~ This case is
illustrated in Exhibit 28. In addition, confidence in
identifying and quantitating as representative of site

Quantitation

Examine historical data and
industry-specific compound
lists.

Reanalyze sample with an
authentic standard.

Assess known analyllcal
response characteristics for
similar compounds or similar
compound classes.

Determine response
characteristics by analysis of
an authentic standard.
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Identification

Quantitation

Analyte present above the IDL.

Organic -- Retention time and/or
mass spectra matches authentic
stan,dards.

Inorganic - Spectral absorptions
compared to authentic
standards.

Knowledge of blank
contamination (if any).

Instrument response known
from analysis of an authentic
standard.

Detected concentration above
the limit of quantitation and
within the limit of linearity
(instrument response not
saturated).



EXHIBIT 28. RELATIVE IMPACTS OF DETECTION LIMIT
AND CONCENTRATION OF CONCERN: DATA PLANNING

Relative Position of Method
Detection Limit (MOL) and

Concentration of Concern (COC) Consequence

Confidence
;/ limits,
\,,,,

Non-Detects and
Detects Useable

MOL coe

Concentration

Possibility of
False Positives and

False Negatives

Concentration

CDC

~
\

•••,

MDL Non-Detects Not
Useable

Detects Useable

Possibility of False
Negatives

conditions is potentially diminished if the chemicals of
potential concern are present as contaminants from
laboratory or field procedures. This section identifies

.analytes and cites situations in which this is most likely
to occur.

The first requirement of analysis is confidence in the
identification of chemicals of potential concern.
Identification means that the chemical was present in
the environmental sample above the detection limit
Chemicals can be correctly identified at lower
concentrations than are suitable foraccuratequantitation.
If lower quantitation limits are required for risk
assessmentpurposes, a larger initial samplesizemay be
processed, or the sample extractmay be concentrated to
a smaller final volume. However, concentration of an
extract to a smaller volume, or increasing the sample
size, may saturate the instrument in the presence of
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matrix interferences. The RPM should discuss these
issues with an analytical chemist to detemJ.ine the best
approach. A further discussion of limits ofquantitation
is presented in Section 3.2.4. and Appendix III.

To ensure maximum confidence in the identification of
an organic chemical contaminant, an instrumental
technique, such as mass spectrometry, that provides
definitive results is necessary. Although alternative
techniques are available, GC-MS detennination is the
best available procedure for confident identification or
connrmation of volatile and extractable organic
chemicals ofpotential concern. The application ofthis
technique minimizes the risk of error in qualitative
identification and measures chemicals of potential
concern at environmental levels above the detection or
quantitation limits listed in Appendix III. In cases
where the target detection limit is too low to allow



but more definitive, instrumental techniques can be
used.

Theidentificationofinorganicchemicalsismorecertain.
A reported concentration determined by atomic
absorption (AA) spectroscopy or inductively coupled
plasma(ICP) atomic emission spectroscopy is generally
considered evidence ofpresence at the designated level
reported, provided there is no interference. If
interferences exist, the laboratory should try to
characterize the type of interferences (background,
spectral or chemical) and take the necessary steps to
correct them,

3.2.4 Detection and Quantitation
Limits and Range of Linearity

The following discussion is intended to provide the
RPM ill1d risk assessor with ill1 understanding of the
various ways that detection orquill1titationlimits can be
reported, The term "detection limit" is frequently used
without qualification, However, there are several
methods for calculating detection limits. The RPM
should consult with the project chemist and the risk
assessor wheneverill1alyticalmethodsare tobeselected,

CommonDetectionand QuantitationLimits

Instrumentdetectionlimit. TheIDLincIudes
only the instrument portion of detection, not
sample preparation, concentration/dilution
factors, or method-specific parameters.

Method detection limit. The MDL is the
minimum amount of an ill1alyte that can be
routinely identified using a specific method.
The MDL can be calculated from the IDL by
using sample size and concentration factors
and assuming 100% analyte recovery.

Sample qnantitation limit. The SQL is the
MDLadjusted toreflect sample·specificaction
such as dilution or use of a smaller sample
aliquot for analysis due to matrix effects orthe
high concentration of some analytes.

Contract required quantitation (detection)
limit. The CRQL for organics and CRDL for
inorgill1ics are related to the SQL that has been
shown through laboratory validation to be the
lower limitforconfidentquantitation and to be
routinely within the defined linear ranges of
the required calibration procedures.

Practical quantitation limit. The PQL,
defined in SW846 methods, is the lowest level
that can be reliably achieved within specified
limits ofprecision and accuracy during routine
laboratory operating conditions.
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and specify the nature of the detection limits that must
bereported; it is the laboratory'sresponsibility to adhere
tothisrequirement Ifno requirementhasbeenspecified,
then the laboratory should be requested to explicitly
describe the types of the detection limits it reports.
Detection limits can be calculated for the instrument
used for measurement, for the analytical method, or as
a sample--specific quantitation limit. The risk assessor
should request that the sample qUill1titation limit (SQL)
be reported whenever possible. The term "detection
limW' should be considered generic unless the specific
type is defined, Exhibit 29 illustrates the relationship
between instrumentresponseand the quantity ofanalyte
presented to the analytical system (i.e.• a calibration
curve).

.. The closer the concentration ofconcern
is to the detection limit, the greater the
possibility of false negatives and false
pDsitives,

.. The wide range Df chemical concen­
trations in the environment may require
multiple analyses Dr dilutions to obtain
useable data. Request results from al/
analyses.

The definitions that follow are intended to provide the
RPM and risk assessor with an understanding of the
various methods for calculating detection limits, the
tenus used to describe specific detection limits, and the
limitations associated with identification and
quantitation of chemicals of potential concern at
concentrations near specified detection limits.
Understanding the different tenus used to describe
detection limits helps avoid reporting problems. Exhibit
30 provides examples of calculations of the three most
commonly reported types of detection limits.

.. Define the type of detection or quanti­
tation limit for reporting purposes; request
the sample quantitation limit for risk
assessment.

Instrument detection limit. The instlUment detection
limit (IDL) includes only the instrument portion of
detection, notsamplepreparation, concentration/dilution
factors, Or method-specific parameters. The IDL is
operationally defined as three times the standard
deviation of seven replicate analyses at the lowest
concentration that is statistically different from a blank.
Thisrepresents 99% COnfidence thatthe signal identified
is the result of the presence of the analyte, not random
noise. The IDL is not the same as the method detection
limit. Use of the IDL should be avoided for risk
assessment.

Method detection limit. The method detection limit



EXHIBIT 29. THE RELATIONSHIP OF INSTRUMENT
CALIBRATION CURVE AND ANALYTE DETECTION

o
IOL MOL LOO

Region of
Less Certain
Quantilation

LOL

Method detection limit. The method detection limit
. (MDL) is theminimum amanDtofan analyte thatcan be
routinely identified using a specific method. TheMDL
can becalculated-from theIDL by usingsamplesizeand
concentration factors and assuming 100% analyte
recovery. Thisestimateofdetectionlimitmaybebiased
low because recovery is frequently less than 100%.
MDLs are operationally detennined as three times the
standard deviation of seven replicate spiked samples
run according to the complete method. Since this
estimate includes sample preparation effects, the
procedure is more accurate than reported IDLs.
However, the evaluation is routinely completed on
reagent water. Ai; aresult, potentially significanhnatrix
interferences that decrease analyte recoveries are not
addressed.

48

The impact ofan MOL on risk assessmentis illustrated
in Exhibit28. When planning to obtain analytical data;
the risk assessor knows the concentration ofconcern or
preliminary remediation goal. When the concentration
ofconcern ofan anaIyte is greater than the MOL, to the
extent that the confidence limits of both the MOL and,
concentration of concern do not overlap, then both
"non-detect" and "detect" results can -be used with
confidence. There will bea possibility offalse positives
and false negatives if the confidence limits ofthe MOL
and concentration of concern overlap. When the
concentration of concern is sufficiently less than the
MOL that the confidence limits do not overlap, then
there is a strong possibility of false negatives and only
"detect" results are useable.



EXHIBIT 30. EXAMPLE OF DETECTION LIMIT CALCULATION

IDL = 3 x SD* of replicate injections

Example:

If:

Then:

100 ppb pentachlorophenol standard

SD=5ppb

IDL = 3x 5 ppb= 15 ppb

MOL = 3 x SO of replicate analyses (extraction and injection)

Example:

If:

Then:

100 ppb pentachlorophenol spiked in sample producing average measured
concentration of 50 ppb (not all analyte is recovered or measured)

SD=18ppb

MDL = 3x 18 ppb = 54 ppb

Incorporate calculation of MOL from IOL

SaL = MOL corrected for sample parameters

Example:

If:

Then:

100 ppb pentachlorophenol with MOL 0157 ppb

Dilution factor = 10 (sample is diluted due to matrix interference or high
concentrations of other analytes)

saL = 10 x 57 ppb = 570 ppb

SD = Standard Deviation

Sample quantitation limit. The SQL is theMDL
adjustedtoreflectsample~specific action suchasdilution
or use of smaller aliquot sizes than prescribed in the
method. These adjusunentS maybe due to matrix
effectS or the high concenuation ofsome analytes. The
SQL is the most useful limit for the risk assessor and
should always be requested.
Fot thesrone cheJilical, the SQL in one sample may be
higher than, lower than, orequaltoSQLvalues fot other
samples. In addition, preparation or analytical
adjusUIients, such as dilution ofttie sample for
quantitatibn ofan extremelyhigh levelofone chemical,
couldresult in non~deteets for otherchemicals included
in the analysis, even though these chemicals may have
been present at tracequantities in the undiluted sample.
The riskassessor should request results ofboth original
and dilution analyses in this case. Since the reported
SQLs taIce into account sample characteristics, sample
preparation, and analytical adjusunentS, they are the
most relevant quantitation limits for evaluating non­
detected chemicals.

Contract required quantitation (detection) limit.
TheeLF specifies a contract requiredqllantitation limit
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(CRQL) for organics and a contract required detection
limit(CRDL) for inorganics. Each oftbesequantities is
related to theSQL tbathasbeenshownthrough labomtory
validation to bethe lower limitfor confidentquantitation
and to be routinely within the defined linear ranges of
the required calibration procedures.

The use ofCRQLs and CRDLs attempts to maintain the
analytical requirements wittiinperformance limits
(which are based upon laboratory variability using a
varietyofinstruments). CRQLs are typically two to five
times thereported MDLs and they generallycorrespond
to the limit ofquantitation.

Practicalquantitationlimit. ThepracticaIqllantitation
limit (PQL), dermed in SW846 methods, is the lowest
level that can be reliably achieved within specified
limitsofprecisionandaccuracyduring routine laboratory
operating conditions. It is important to note that the
SQL and PQL are notequivalent. Use ofFQL values as
measures of quantitation limits should be avoided
wherever possible in risk assessment.

Other quantitation measurements. The limit of
quantitation(LOQ) is the levelabovewhichquantitative



results may be obtained with a specified degree of
confidence. At analyte concentrations close to, but
above the MOL, the uncertainty in quantitation is
relatively high. Although the presence ofthe analyte is
accepted at 99% confidence, the reported quantity may
be in the range of ±30%. Ten times the standard
deviation measured for instrument detection is
recommended todemonstratealevel atwhichconfidence
is maximized (Borgman 1988).

The limit of linearity (LOL) is the point at or above the
upper end of the calibration curve at which the
relationship between the quantity present and the
instrument response ceases to be linear (Taylor 1987).
Instrument response usually decreases at the LOL, and
the concentration reported is less than the amount
actually present in the sample because of instrument
saturation. Dilution is necessary to analyze samples in
which anaIyte concentrations are above the LOQ.
However, dilutions correspondingly increase SQLs.
Datashouldberequested frombothdilutedand undiluted
analyses.

3.2.5 Sampling and Analytical
Variability Versus
Measurement Error

Sampliug and analytical variability and Iileasmement
error are two key concepts in data collection. Each is
discussed in the context ofevaluating strategies for the
collection and analysis of both site and background
samples.

Exhibit21 defmes sampling variability andmeasnrement
error. MostSAPs are a necessary compromise between
cost and confidence level. Basically, two types of
decisions must be made in planning:

What statistical performance is necessary to
produce the quality ofdata appropriate to meet the
risk assessor's sampling variability performance
objectives and

What types and numbers of QC samples are
required to detect andestimatemeasurementerror.

.... When contaminant levels in a medium
vary widely, increase the numberofsamples
or stratify the medium to reduce variability.

Sampling plans attempt to estimate and minimize both
sampling variability and measurement error. Sampling
variability affects the degree of confidence and power
theriskassessor canexpectfrom the results. Confidence
is the ability to detect a false positive hypothesis, and
power is the ability to detect a false negative. Power is
more important for risk assessment An estimate of the
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sampling variability that is a function of the spatial
variation in the concentrations ofchemicalsofpotential
concern is obtained by· calculating the coefficient of
variation for each chemical. When the coefficient of
variation is less than 20% and a substantial quantity of
data are available, the effect of spatial and temporal
variation on concentrations of chemicals of potential
concern is minimal, and the power and certainty of
statistical tests is high (EPA 1989c).

Spatial variability can be analyzed after an initial
sampling effort through simple statistical sununation or
through the use of variogram analysis, a part of the
geostatistics. EPA has developed software to assist a
risk assessor in this analysis: Geostatistical
EnvironmentalAssessmentSoftware(GEOEAS) (EPA
1988c). and Geostatistics for Waste Management
(GEOPACK) (EPA 1990b) .

Measurement error is estimated using the results ofQC
samples and represents the difference between the true
sample value and the reported value. This difference
has five basic sources: the contaminantbeingmeasured,
sample collection procedures, sample handling
procedures, analytical procedures, and data production
procedures. Measurement error due to analytical
procedures is discussed in Section 3.2 under analytical
issues. Measurementerror due to sampling is estimated
by examining the precision of results from field
duplicates. The minimum recommended number of
field duplicates is 1forevery 20 environmental samples
(5%). A minimum of one set of duplicates should be
taken per medium sampled unless many strata are
involved; five sets are recommended. Exhibit 31
summarizes the types anduses ofQCsamples indefining
variation and bias in measurement

.....Sampling variabilitytypicallycontributes
much more to total error than analytical
variability.

In summarizing the discussion of sampling variability
and measurement en'or, one finding puts the concepts in
perspective: "An analysis of the components· of total
error from soilsdatafrom an NPL site sampled for PCBs
indicated that 92% of the total variation came from the
location of the sample and 8% from the measurement
process" (EPA 1989f). Of the 8%, less than 1% could
be attributed to the analytical process. The rest of the
8% is attributable to samplecollection, samplehandling,
dataprocessingand pollutantcharacteristics. Sampling
variability is often three to four times that introdUced by
measurement error. Exceptions to this observation on
the components of variation or sources oferror occur in
instances of poor method performance for specific
analytes.



EXHIBIT 31. MEASUREMENT OF VARIATION AND BIAS
USING FIELD QUALITY CONTROL SAMPLES

Quality Control
Sample Types Variation or Bias Measured

Field duplicate Provides data required to estimate the sum of
subsampling and analytical variances.

Field blank Provides data required to estimate the bias due to
contamination introduced dUring field sampling or
cleaning procedures. Also measures contamination at
laboratory. Compare with laboratory method blank
to determine souroe of contamination.

Field rinsate Provides data required to estimate the sum of the bias
caused by contamination at the time of sampling from
sampling equipment and by analysis and dala handling.
Indicates cross-contamination and potential contamination
due to sampling devices.

Trip blank Provides data required 10 estimate the bias due to
contamination from migration of volatile organics into the
sarTll1e during sample shipping from the field and sample
storage at the laboratory.

Source: EPA 199OC.

Media or matrix variability. Appropriate samples
must be collectedfrom each mediumofconcernand. for
heterogeneous media, from designated strata.
Stratification reduces variability in results from
individual strata, which canbedifferentlayersor surface
areas. Media to be sampled should include those
currently uncontaminated but of concern, as well as
those currently contaminated. For media of a
heterogeneous nature (e.g., soiL surface water, or
hazardous waste), strata should be established and

. samples specified by stratum to reduce variability, the
coefficient of variation and the required number of
samples.

Sampling considerations vary according to media. The
samplingconcernmayinvolvecontaminantoccurrence,
temporal variation, spatial variation, samplecollection,
or sample preservation. Exhibit 32 indicates potential
sampling problem areas for each medium. Problem
areas are classified relative to other media. RPMscan
use this exhibit to plan for possible sampling problems
in the data collection design. Sampling designs mustbe
structured to identify and characterize hot spots.
Infonnation needed for fate and transport modeling
should beobtainedduring asitesampling investigation.
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This infonnation also differs by the mediumof concern
(EPA 1989.).

The type of medium in which a chemical is present
affects the potential sensitivity, precision, and accuracy
ofthemeasurement Shatpdistinctionsoccurin applying
asinglemethod tomedia such as water, oil, sludge, soil,
or tissue. Medium or matrix problems are indicated by
the presence of analytical interferences, poor recovery
ofanalytes from the matrix, physical problems such as
viscosity (flow parameters), and particulatecontent that
affectsampleprocessing. Exhibit33 shows the sources
of uncertainty across media. Spiked environmental
samplesmonirortheeffectofthesesourcesofnncertainty
on the accuracy of recovery of target compounds from
the matrix. Duplicates quantify the effect of these
parameters on precision. The method must be chosen
carefully if adifficultmedium such as oily waste orsoil
is to be analyzed. Routine methods usually specify the
medium or media for which they are applicable.

Method detection and general confidence in analytical
detenninations arealsooften affectedby specific media
types and by analytical interference. The impact of
matrix interference on detection limits, identification,



EXHIBIT 32. SAMPLING ISSUES AFFECTING CONFIDENCE
IN ANALYTICAL RESULTS

Malor
Problem likelihood by Medium

Sampling Ground Surface Hazardous
Issues Soli Water W.... AI. Biota Waste

Contaminant "
, ,

"Migration

Temporal "
,

Variation

Spalial " " "
, ,

"Variation

TopographicJ "
,

Geological
Properties

Hot Spots " " "
Sample ,

" "
,

CollecUon

Sample "
,

" "
, ,

Preparation!
Handling

Sample " " " "Storage

Sample " " "Preservation

Key: -.J-J = Ukely source of significant sampling problem.
" = Potential source of sampling problem.

Source: Modified ftorn Keith 1990b.

andquantitation is illustrated by the following
discussions (which are not meant tobe comprehensive).

Oil and hydrocarbons affecting GC-MS analyses,

Phthalates and non-pesticide chlorinated
compounds that can interfere with pesticide
analyses, and

Iron spectral interference affecting Iep sample
results.

Oil and hydrocarbons. The presence of appreciable
concentrations of oil and other hydrocarbons may
interfere with the extraction or concentration process.
Also, even at low concentrations, oil in a sample usually
produces a large series of chromatographic peaks that
interferewiththedetectionofotherchemicalsofpotential
concern during gas chromatography. Any chemicals of
potential concern that may elnte concurrently from the
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GC column are obscured by the hydrocarbon response
and may not present a distinct spectrum. Also,
hydrocarbons that are presentin significantquantity are
often identified as TICs, potentially adding a large
number of compounds for consideration by the. riSk
assessor.

During RI planning, therisk assessor should detennine
if there is a potential for hydrocarbon contamination.
throughknowledgeofhistoricalsiteuseandexamination
of historical data. The laboratory can be instructed to
add cleanup protocols to the analysis. or to use a
supplemental analysis for which the hydrocarbons are
not interferences (e.g.• electron capture detection for
halogenated compounds).

Phthalates and non-pesticide chlorinated
compounds. Phthalatesinterferewithpesticideanalyses
by providing a detector response similar to that for
chlorinated compounds. Phthalates and non·pesticide



EXHIBIT 33. SOURCES OF UNCERTAINTY THAT FREQUENTLY
AFFECT CONFIDENCE IN ANALYTICAL RESULTS

Degree of Significance by Medium

Source of Hazardous
Uncertainty SolI Water Air Biota Waste

SAMPLING

Design ·N -I -1-1 -I
Contamination -1-1 -I -I
Collection -I -1-1 -1-1 -I
Preparation -1-1
Storage -1-1 -1-1
Preservation -1-1

LABORATORY

Storage -1-1 -1-1 -1-1
Preparation -1-1/-1 -1-11-1 -1-1 -1-1
Analysis -1-1 -I -I -1-1
Reporting -I -1-1 -1-1

ANALYTE·SPEC1FIC

Volatility -1-1 -I -I
Photodegradation -I -I
Chemical Degradation -I -1-1
Microbial Degradation -1-1 -1-1
Contamination -1-1 -1-1

KEY:
'N ;; Likely source of significant error or uncertainty•
..J = Potentially source of significant error or uncertainty.

'oN N = Magnitude of effect determined by examination of data

21-002-033

chlorinated compounds are often present in greater
concentrations than the pesticides ofconcern. Pesticide
data are often required at low detection limits and,
therefore, GC-MS analysesareno!usedforquantitation.
In these cases, a gas chromatographic analysis using
electron capture detection is more sensitive, providing
a wider useful range of detection. The phthalates and
chlorinated compounds can coelute with chemicals of
potential concern, thereby obscuring the detection of
target analytes and raising the analyte-specific
quantitation limit. Phthalates and chlorinated
compounds also produce additional peaks on the
chromatogram that can be interpreted as false positive
responses to pesticides. A second analysis using a
differentcolumn providesanextrameasureofconfidence
in identification. Alternatively, sample extracts from
positive analyses can be further concentrated for
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coniumation by GC-MS if concentrations of analytes
are sufficient.

Iron. Large quantities of iron in a sample affect the
detection and quantitation of other metallic elements
analyzed by ICP atomic emission spectroscopy at
wavelengths near the iron signals. The strong iron
response overlaps nearby signals, thereby obscuring the
results of potentially toxic elements present at much
lowerconcentrations. An interferencechecksample for
ICPanalysesmonitors theeffectofsuchelements. High
concentrations of iron are analyzed with low
concentrations of other metals in these samples to
indicate whether iron interfered with metal detection at
lower concentrations. If spectral interferences are
observed, datamay be qualified as overestimated.. The
risk assessor or RPM shouldconsult the project chemist
to determine if a particular method requires a
performance check.



3.2.6 Sample Preparation and
Sample Preservation

Some samples require preparation in the field to ensure
thatthe results ofanalyses reflect the truecharacteristics
of. the sample. Sample Illtration and compositing
procedures are discussed in this section. Exhibit 34
summarizes the issues which the various sample
preparation methods address. Exhibit 35 outlines the
primary information gained with the various sampling
techniques.

EXHIBIT 34. SAMPLE
PREPARATION ISSUES

Issue Action

Sample Preservation --- acids, biocides

Integrity (may b~s~:Plicabre 10 volatiles
or metals _

Source of Unfiltered samples -- measure
Analyte total anatyles
Media

Filtered samples·· discriminate
sorbed and unsorbed analytes

Analyle Choice of sample preparation
Speciation protocols affects analyte

speciation

Large Composite samples
Number of (However, this raises the
Samples to effective detection limit in

be Analyzed proportion to the number of
samples composited.)

Filtration. If the risk assessor needs to discriminate
between the amount of analyte present in true solution
in a sample and that amount sorbed to solid particles,
then the sample must be filtered and analyses should be

. perfonned for both filtered and unfiltered compounds.
Some samples, such as tap water, are never filtered
because there isno particulatecontent. Filtration should
be perfonned in the field as soon as possible after the
sample has been taken and before any preservative has
been added to the sample. Filtration often does not
proceed smoothly. It is conunon practice only to Itlter
a small proportion ofall samples taken, and to perfonn
analyses for the· total content of the analyte in the
majorityofsamples. Filtered samplesgenerally provide
a good indication of the fraction of contaminant likely
to be trallsportedover large distances horizontally in a
plume. However, in the immediate vicinity ofa source
orpointofexposure, unfiltered samples may be valuable
in providing an indication of suspended material that
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EXHIBIT 35. INFORMATION
AVAILABLE FROM DIFFERENT

SAMPLING TECHNIQUES

Sample Information
Type

Filtered Can differentiate sorbed
and unsorbed analytes.

Unfiltered Total amount of analyte
in sample is measured.

Grab Can be used to locate
hot spots.

Composite Can provide average
concentrations over an
area at reduced cost.

21..Q02 035

may act as a source or sink of dissolved contaminants
and may therefore modify overall transport.

Compositing, Reducing the number of samples by
compositing is also a fonn of sample preparation.
Compositing may be perfonned to reduce analytical
costs, or in situations where the risk assessor has
determined that an average value will best characterize
an exposure pathway. Compositing cannot be used to
identify hot spots, but can be effective when averaging
across the exposure area. Cantion should be exercised
when compositing since low level detects can be
averaged out and become non-detects.

Preservation. Sample characteristics can be disturbed
by post-sampling biological activity or by irreversible
sorption of analytes of concern onto the walls of the
sample container. A variety ofacids and biocides used
for preselVation are discussed in standard works suchas
Standard Methods for the Examination Of Water and
Wastewater (Clesceri, et. al., eds. 1989), Samples are
also usuallyshippedwith ice toreducebiologicalactivity,

Preparation. Several factors in sample preparation
affect analytical data. These factors include sample
matrix, desired detection limit, extraction solvent,
extraction efficiency, sample preparation technique,
and whether the arialysis is perfonned in the field or in
a f!Xed laboratory. In addition, parameters such as
turnaround time may preclude the use of some sample
preparation alternatives.

An extraction method must be able to release the
chemicals of concern from the sample matrix. For
example, organicsolvents will extractnon-polar organic
compounds from water, Polar and ionic comIX>unds



(such as unsymmetrically halogen-substituted
compounds, phenols, andcarboxylicacids) may require
additional techniques for extraction from water. The
choice of solvent is also critical to the extraction
efficiency. Methanol would be expected to extract a
larger quantity ofvolatile organic material from soils or
sediments than from water. Forinorganic analyses, the
matrix may require additional acidification to dissolve
metal salts that have precipitated from the solution.

Sample preparation procedures for organic analytes are
applied based on volatility. Volatile organics are
analyzed using head-space orpurge and trap techniques.
Extraction alternatives for the analysis of less volatile
(extractable) organic chemicals include separatory
funnels, Soxhletextractionapparatus, continuous liquid~
liquid extractors, and solid phase cartridges. Details of
these extractionoptions can beobtained from the project
chemist. Strengths and weaknesses of each of these
preparation procedures are described in Exhibit 36.

For inorganic analyses, the sample matrix is usually
digested in concentrated acid. The released metals are
introduced into the instrument, then analyzed by flame
AA or ICP atomic emission spectrophotometry. The
selection oftheacid fordigestion influences thedeteetion
limit because different acids have different digestion
abilities.

If digestion is not used, the sample measurement
corresponds to a detennination of soluble metals
rather than total metals. If soluble metals have a
greater toxicological significance, this difference
may be important to the risk assessment.

Ifthe sample is filtered in the fieldor the laboratory
before digestion, any metals associated with
particulates are removed before analysis. If
particulates are an exposure pathway in the risk
assessment, sample filteration would
underestimate risk.

The analytical requestmust specify ifthe sample is to be
filtered and whether or not it is to be digested (to
measure soluble metals). Unless otherwise specified,
samples are usually digested but not filtered.

3.2.7 Identification of Exposure
Pathways

Exposure pathways and their components, such as
source, mechanismofrelease, etc., should be designated
prior to the design of the sampling procedures. For the
risk assessment, at least one broad spectrum analytical
sample is required and two or three are reconunended
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for each medium and potential source in an exposure
pathway. If the site sampling design fails toconsiderall
exposure pathways and media, additional samples will
be required.

Current and future exposurepalhways may be limited to
particular areas of a site. If sampling activity can be
concentrated in these areas, the precision and accuracy
ofthe data supporting risk assessments can be improved.

Risk assessment requires characterization of each
exposure area for the site. Samples not falling within
the areas of potential concern are not used in the
identification of chemicals of potential concern nor in
the calculation of reasonable maximum exposure
concentration. Depending on exposure pathways, the
risk assessormay utilizeonlyasmall numberofsamples
thatwere collected at a site. Exhibit 37 shows why the
identification of exposure pathways is critical to the
sampling design in order to maximize the number of
samples that are useable in the risk assessment.

3.2.8 Use of Judgmental or
Purposive Sampling Design

Judgmental or purposive designs that specify sampling
points based on existing site knowledge may be
appropriate for the initialphaseofsite sampling or when
therisk assessment is perfonned using few samples. In
such instances, non-statistical approaches may be more
effective in accomplishing the purpose of the risk
assessment for human health, than statistical designs
with unacceptably large sampling variability.

Judgmentalsamples canbeincorporated intoastatistical
design if the samples designate the area of suspected
contamination as an exposure area or stratum. The
judgmentalsamplesare then selected randomly or within
a grid in the area of known contamination. Under the
procedures described, the initial judgmental samples
are not considered biased for the exposure area. Exhibit
38summarizessomestrengthsandweaknessesofbiased
and unbiased sampling designs.

Resource constraints sometimes restrict the number of
samples fortheriskassessmentand therefore potentially
increase thevariability associated with theresults. When
the number of samples that can be taken is restricted,
judgmental sampling may identify the chemicals of
potential concern, but cannot estimate the uncertainty
of chemical quantities. The reasonable maximnm
exposure or upper confidence limit cannotbecalculated
from results of a judgmental design. Bias can be
avoided with the procedures described in the previous
paragraph.



EXHIBIT 36. COMPARISON OF SAMPLE PREPARATION OPTIONS

Fraction
PreparatIon strengths Weaknesses& MatrIx

Volatile Head-space Rapid. si~le. potentially automated and Qualijative idenmication; comparison of
SoilfWater minimal interferences if standards are concentration pOssible but quantitative

prepared using sample media to minimize standardiZatIon is difficult, especially true
the effects of ionic strength variability for complex matrix (e.g., particulates and
between samples and standards. clay in soi~: no mechanism for

concentration; application and sensitivity
are very ana/yle.specific.

Purge andTrap Generally recommended for Ihis analysis Sacrifice of either highly volalile analytes or
(compatabilities); can be automated; inadequate purge of row volatility anat}'tes;
broadly apptlcable and allows concentration dependent on purge and ttap parameters.
factor, good recoveries across analyte list.

High precision and recoveries for walers, Soils have variable response dependent on
soil characteristics. Efficiency of soil purge
is not monitored.

Exfractable Separatory Relatively rapid processing and low set-up Generally low recovery of Iarget analytes;
Organics Funnel costs; relatively high PAH recovery. high potential for matrix problems; poor
in Water method precision.

Continuous Minimal matrix problems; generally higher lower recovery of PAH and phthalates
Extraction analylical precision and high phenol (especially higher molecular weight);

recoveries; overall high extraction lime-consuming pro<:edure and high in~ial

efficiency (acCtiracy). set-up costs; mote potential fOl
contamination.

Solid Phase Very rapid, simple technique; samples can Procedure has limited available perlormance
Extraction be extracted in the field for laboratory ....a Presence of interference and matrix

analysis; potentially low MOL in a clean problems can affect extraction efficiency
matrix. and data quality. Each batch of extraction

medium must be tested for efficiency by
recovery"of standards, preferably in the
same matrix. Breakthrough (loss) OCCIJrs at
high sample concentralions.

Extractable Sonication Rapid sample preparation; relatively low Labor intensive; conslantattention to
Organics in solvent requirement; good efficiency of pro<:edure; relatively high initial cost,
Soil analyte recovery/matrix eXposure to Melh~nechloridefacetone solvent m'lx\ure

solvent. results in many condensation products and
often in melhod blank contamination.

Soxhlet Relatively routine re<;juirement fOl direct Relatively high operating cost-replacement
Extraction analytical support; relatively good apparatus; solvent; for some matrices may

exposure of sample to solvent if sample not provide efficient sample/solvent contact
texture appropriate; relatively low irjtia/ (e.g" channertng, very sfow sample outpull,
cosf.

Inorganics Acid Digestion Dissolves particulates; provides resuks '01 Some compounds are acid illsoluble;
lotal melals. digestion may promote interference effects.

O.4Sum Isolates dissolved metals species. Fikration problems in field; does not provide
Membrane a total metals assay; is an extra step in
Fmration sample collection.

Direct Aspiration No preparation relluired; provides results Particulates affect sample inlroduction.
lor dissolved metals.

56



EXHIBIT37. IDENTIFiCATION OF EXPOSURE PATHWAYS PRIOR TO
SAMPLING DESIGN IS CRITICAL TO RISK ASSESSMENT

Examples 01 sampling design missing exposure areas ofcoricem:

Systematic Grid:

x X••"
.

••• ..X
No samples

X for exposure

· . ----.---- pathway A.
X X.'

. ,··X X X aM

· ·. five for B.·X.' /X X X (BI. ·.. ·X.'
. ••' X X X X. .
(AI

Random:

x .--------

No samples
for exposure
pathway B
aM
lhreefor A

(BI

X

x

X

X

X

.. " X.". .. .. .. .. .· .. .
.' X .'. .. .· .· .. .

.. ' .. ". .. .. .. .. .
.. X.'. .
(AI

3.2.9 Field Analyses Versus Fixed
Laboratory Analyses

Field analyses are typically used to gather preliminary
infonnation to reduce errors associated with spatial
heterogeneity, or to prepare preliminary maps to guide
further sampling. Field analyses are often conducted
during the RI to provide data to detennine worker
protection levels, the extent of contamination, well
screen casing depths. and the presence ofunderground
contamination, and to locate hot spots. For many sites,
field analyses can often provide useful data for risk
assessment. The analyses provide semi-quantitative
results, often free ofsignif1C3l1tmatrix interference, that
can be llsedquantitatively ifconfirmedbya quantitative
analysis from fixed laboratories.

Field instruments are usually divided into three classes:
field portable instruments thatcan becanied byasingle
person, field transportable instruments thatcanbemoved
and used in the field or in a mobile laboratory, and
mobile laboratory instruments that are installed in a
trailer for transport to a site. Instrumentation used may
be GC, X-ray fluorescence (XRF), or organic vapor

analyzer (OVA). Examples and applications of these
instruments might include on~site GC analysis of soil
gas to indicate the presence of underground
contamination, XRF for soil lead analyses, and the
OVA to detect volatile organics, reported in benzene
equivalentsmtberthaninstandardunitsofconcentration.

Analyticalmethods thathave traditionally beenrestricted
to off~sitelaboratoriescan now beemployed in the field.
In addition, the quality of field instrumentation has
improved steadily, allowing for better measurements at
the site. Rugged versions of fixed laboratory
instrumentation, such as XRF and GCs. can often be
performed in trailers if adequate ventilation and power
supplies are available. With field analyses, greater
numbers ofsamples can be analyzed with immediate, or
very short, holding times with no shipping and storage
requirements. Atleast 10% offield analyses should be
confirmed by fixed laboratory analyses to ensure
comparability.

... Field methods can produce legallv
defensible data ifappropriate methodQC is
available and ifdocumentation is adequate.
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EXHIBIT 38. STRENGTHS AND
WEAKNESSES OF BIASED AND UNBIASED

SAMPLING DESIGNS

Sampling
Strengths WeaknessesDesign

Biased • Uses knowledge of • Inabilky to calculate

(judgmental, location uncertainty

purposive)
• Fewer resources • Inability 10 determine

upper confidence
• Timeliness Iimk

• Focuses sampling • Decreases
effort representativeness

• Increases
probability of false
negatives

Unbiased • Ability 10 calculate • Resource intensive

(random, uncertainty

systemaUc • May require

grid, • Ability 10 determine statistician
geostatistical) upper confidence

limit • Timeliness

• Representativeness • More samples
required

• Reduces probability
of false negative

.. 00....38

Significant QA oversight of field analyses is
recommended to enable the data to be widely used.
Fieldanalysisperformancedataareoften notavailable­
inpartbecauseofthe varietyofequipmentandoperating
environments, variety of sample matrices, and relative
"newness" of certain technologies. Therefore, an in­
field method validation program is recommended.
Spikes and performance evaluation materials should be
incorporated, if available in addition to other standard
QC measures such as blanks, calibration standards, and
duplicates.

Theprecisionand accuracy ofindividuai measurements
may be lower in the field than at fixed laboratories, but
the quicker turnaround and the possibility ofanalyzing
a larger number of samples may compensate for this
factor. A final consideration is the qualifications of
operators in the field. The RPM, in consultation with
chemists and quality assurance personnel, should set
proficiency levels required for each instrwnent class
and decide whether proposed instrument operators
comply with these specifications.

Fixed laboratory analyses are particularly useful for
conducting broad spectrum analyses for target
compounds, to avoid the possibility of false negatives.
They generally provide more information for a wider
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range of analytes than field analyses, and are generally
more reliable than field screening or field analytical
techniques.

.. To minimize the potential for false neg~

atives, obtain data from a broad spectrum
analysis from each medium and exposure
pathway.

Fixed laboratory analysis commonly uses mass
spectrometry for organic analyses, which provides
greatly enhanced abilities for compound identification.
For inorganics, AA spectroscopyorICP atomic emission
spectroscopy should be used for reliable identification
of target analytes. Ouce the broad spectrum analysis
and contaminant identification has occurred, other
methods may be employed that offer lower detection
limits, better quantitate specific analytes of concern,
and that may be less expensive.

.. The CLPorotherfixedlaboratorysources
are most appropriate for broad spectrum
analysis or for confirmatory analysis.

Characteristics sl1ch a<; turnaround time, detection and
identification ability of the instruments, precision and
accuracy requirements of the measurements, and
operator qualifications should be considered when
selecting field or fixed laboratory instrumentation.
Exhibit 39 Compares the characteristics of field and
fixed laboratory analyses. The risk assessor and RPM
should consult the project chemist to consider the
available options and make a choice of analysis based
on method parameters, turnaround time, and cost, as
well as other data requirements pertinent to risk
assessment needs (e.g., legal defensibility). Exhibit40
compares the strengths and weaknesses of field and
fIxed laboratory analyses.

3.2.10 Laboratory Performance
Problems

The RPM should be aware of problems that occur
during laboratory analyses, even though the resolution
of such problems are usually handled by the project
chemist. This section discusses common performance
problems and explains how to differentiate labomtory
performance problems from method perfonnance
problems.

... Solicit the advice of the chemist to en­
sure proper laboratory selection and to
minimize laboratory and/or methods
performance problems that occurin sample
analysis.



EXHIBIT 39. CHARACTERISTICS OF FIELD AND
FIXED LABORATORY ANALYSES

Fixed Laboratory
Characteristic Field Analysis Analysis

Prevention of Immediate analysis More extensive sample
false negatives means volatiles not lost preparation available to

due to shipment and increase recovery of
storage. analytes.

Prevention of No sample to sample Contamination by
false positives contamination during laboratory solvents

shipment and storage. minimized by storage
away from analytical
system.

Analytical Data available Data available in 7 to 35
Turnaround Time immediately or in up to days unless quick

24 to 48 hours turnaround time
{additional time requested (at increased
necessary for data cost).
review).

Sample Limited ability to prepare Samples can be
Preparation samples prior to extracted or digested,

analysis. thereby increasing the
range of analyses
available.

2Hl02039

Laboratory perfonnanceproblemsmayoccurfor routine
or non-routine analytical services and can happen with
the most technically experienced and responsive
laboratories. Laboratory problems include instrument
problems and down-time. personnel inexperience or
insufficient training, and overload of samples. Issues
that may appear to be laboratory problems, although
theyareactually planningproblems, include inadequate
access tostandards, unclearrequirementsin theanalytical
specifications, difficulty in implementing non~routine

methods, and some sample-relatedproblems. Another
problem for the RPM may be a lack oflaboratories with
appropriate experience or available capacity to meet
analytical needs. These problems canusually be averted
by "up-front" planning and by a detailed description of
required analytical specifications.

Instrumentproblemscan berevealedwithaunique
identifier foreach instrumentin thelaboratory that
is reported with the analyses. Calibration and
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performance standards, such as calibration check
standards, internal standards,orsystemmonitoring
compounds, should be specified in the analytical
methexlto monitorperlormanceofeach instrument.
In addition, the use ofinstrumentblanks should be
specified (to avoid the possibility of carry~over

during the analysis).

Some degradation in data quality may appear
when new personnel are operating or when the
sample load for a laboratory is high. The contrib­
uting personnel for each analysis should be
identifiedclearly inlaboratory records andreports,
and qualificationsofpersonnel requiredincontracts
should be documented.

Sample and method problems can often be
distinguished from laboratory problems iftheyare
notassociated with aspecificinstnmlentoranalyst.
A review of method QC data shonld distinguish
between laboratory and sample problems.



EXHIBIT 40. STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF FIELD
AND FIXED LABORATORY ANALYSES

Analysis· strengths Weaknosses

Field -PortableXAF Extremely high volume sampflng and analysis; Confirmation technique recommended.
(MEllals) compatible with sophisticated sampling and Comparability may require external

data handling software. Detection limit may be standardization of calibration because
above laboratory instrument values but quantilatlon Is based on solt surface area
applicable to specific sile levels of interest. versus a soil volume. Results often lower

than from AA. analyses.

Field GG Rapid analysis supporting high volume sampling Requires prior site knowledge to ensure
for variety of volatile and extractable organic applicabUity to specific conditions (e.g.,
target compounds (includes pesticides/PCBs). soil-gas may not be appropriate for
Minimization of sample handDng varlabllily and investigation in sandy area). Confidence
data quality indicators comparable to fixed in identification Is matrlx- and slle-speciflc
laboratory methods. and highly variable depending on sample

complexity. Confirmation technique
recommended.

Mobile laboratory Combines the high volume sample capacity of Requires significant resources, time,
XRF, AA (Metals) field analyses with the detection limits, data and personnel to transport, maintain

quality and confidence associated with and operate; generally most appropriate at
laboratory analyses. high volume sites, especially remote.

Mobile laboratory Rapid survey of analytes that routinely Technique has had minimal use In EPA
luminescence require sample preparation (e.g., PAHs and PCBs). site investigation. Comparability may

Detection limits can be adjusted within limits to be an issue and reqUire extensive
site-specific concentrations of concern. confirmatory analyses;

Mobile laboratory Combines high volume capacity of field Same weaknesses as for mobile
GC, GC-MS analyses with increased confidence in laboratory inorganlcs. An additional

identification (GC-MS) or Improved data weakness Is the increased training
quality (GC). GC methods may be identical requirements and decreased availability
to laboratory procedUres but quaflty is of experienced GC-MS operators for
intermediate due to site conditions (e.g., totally Independent system operation.
temperature, humidity and power requirements). Posslbiity of site contamination and

cross-contamination.

Fixed laboratory Highest comparability and representativeness. Slow delivery of data; increased
XRF, AA.ICP Data quality, including detection limits, documentation requirement due to
(Metals - Available generally predictable. Efficient match of analyses the number 01 participants--relatively
Routine Methods) reqUired 10 instrument (e.g., multiple analyses high sample cost.

run simUltaneously by ICP).

FIxed Laboratory Highest comparability and representativeness. Same weaknesses as for fixed
GC&GC·MS Necessary confirmation 01 qualitative laboratory metals; analyle·specific
(Organics - Available identification. Data quality and detection performance.
Routine MethodS) limits generally predictable. In depth

analysis and sample archives for fOllow-up
testing..

ICP =Inductively Coupled Plasma Spectroscopy. Graphite AA =Graphite Furnace (electrothermal) Atomic Absorption
Spectroscopy. Flame AA =Rams Atomic Absorption Spectroscopy. ICP-MS =Inductively Coupled Plasma-Mass
Spectroscopy. XRF =X-Ray Fluorescence. GC =Gas Chromatography. GC·MS =Gas Chromatography-Mass
Spectrometry. AA =Atomic Absorption Spectroscopy.
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EXHIBIT 40. STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF FIELD
AND FIXED LABORATORY ANALYSES

(Conl'd)

Analysis·

tep

Graphite AA

Flame AA

ICP-MS

ICP-Hydride

Strengths

Simple, automated, extremely rapid; can assay
metals simultaneously; can detect ppb levels.

Simple, automated; can assay most metals; can
assay low level metals; can detect ppb levels.

Simple, rapid, very suitable for high concentration
sodium and potassium assays; commonly used and
rugged.

Rapid; can detect low levels; accurate,

Rapid; can detect low levels of Antimony, Arsenic,
Selenium; Hydride formation eliminates spectral
interferences.

Weaknesses

Subject to salt or iron intelferences; lacks
detection capability at low levels; not
suitable for less than 20 ppb Arsenic, Lead,
Selenium, Thallium, Cadmium. Antimony;
requires background and interelement
correction.

Lower precision and accuracy result unless
me1hods of standard additions used.
Method is time-consuming; requires
background correction; requires matrix
modifiers; subject to spectral interferences.
Graphite tube requires replacement
frequently.

Not as sensitive as graphite AA; salts can
interfere; limited by lamp capabilities;
detects ppm levels.

Method is sLibjectto isobaric molecular and
ion interferences. Nebulization, transport
process, and memory physical
interferences occur. Method is relatively
new and is expensive. Specialized training
is required.

Dependent on analy1e oxidation state;
especially sensitive to copper interference.
Method is relatively new. Specialized
training is required.

ICP = Inductively Coupled Plasma Spectroscopy. Graphite AA = Graphite FUrnace (electrothermal) Atomic Absorption
Spectroscopy. Flame AA = Flame Atomic Absorption Spectroscopy. ICP-MS = Inductively Coupled Plasma-Mass
Spectroscopy. XRF = X-Ray Fluorescence. GC = Gas Chromatography. GC-MS = Gas Chromatography-Mass
Spectrometry. AA = Atomic Absorption Spectroscopy.

21.002-tl40-01
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Chapter 4
Steps for Planning for the Acquisition of Useable
Environmental Data in Baseline Risk Assessments

4.1 STRATEGIES FOR DESIGNING
SAMPLING PLANS

in this chapter. These measures are assessed by data
quality indicators that quantify attaimnent of the data
quality objectives (DQOs) developed by the RPM for
the total data collection and evaluation effort.

This section provides guidanceforevaluating alternative
sampling strategies. Risk assessment may involve
sampling many media at a site: groundwater, surface
water, soil, sediment, industrial sludge, mine tailings, or
air. The strategies for sampling different media often
vary. For example, random stratified sampling may be
the appropriatemethod forexamination ofsoils ata site,
but the positioning ofgroundwater monitoring wells is
seldom done on a random basis. Sampling designs for
soils and sediments are usually created to examine
spatial distribution and heterogeneity of chemicals of
concern. Groundwater sampling plans examine the

This chapter provides planning guidance to the RPM
and risk assessor for designing an effective sampling
plan and selecting suitable analyticalmethods tocollect
environmental analytical data for use in, baseline risk
assessments. It is important to understand that the
variances inherent in both sampling and analytical
designs combine to conlribute to the overall level of
uncertainty. The chapter also provides a number of
charts and worksheets that should be useful in planning.
It is important to remember that these are provided for
guidanceonly. Each Region, octhestaffatan iudividual
site, may modify these for their use ordevelop theirown
materials.

The chapter has two sections. The ftrSl section of the
chapter describes the process of selecting a sampling
design strategy and developing a sampling plan to
resolve the fOUf fundamental risk assessment decisions
presented in Chapter 2:

What contamination ispresent and at what levels?

Are site concentrations sufficiently different from
background?

Are all exposure pathways and exposure areas
identified and examined?

Are all exposure areas fully characterized?

A Sampling Design Selection Worksheet and a Soil
Depth Sampling Worksheet are used as data collection
and decision-making tools in this process. Guidancefor
evaluating alternative sampling strategiesand designing
statistical sampling plans is included.

The second section of the chapter provides guidance on
selecting the methods for analyzing samples collected
during the Rl A Method Selection Worksheet is used
to compile the listofchemicals ofpotential concern and
to detennine analyticalpriorities so thatthemostsuitable
combination of methods is selected.

The risk assessor or RPM, in consultation with other
technical experts, will probably complete several
worksheets, representing different media, exposure
pathways, potential sampling strategies, chemicals of
potential concern, and analyticalpriorities. This is done
to compilesufficientinformation to communicate basic
risk assessment requirements to the RPM, and to ensure
that these requirements are addressed in the sampling
and analysis plan (SAP).

The selection ofsampling plans and analytical methods
shouldbe based on the performancemeasures discussed
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AA
BNA
CAS
CLP
CV
CVAA
DQO
EMMI
EMSL-LV

EPA
DC
GFAA
OJS
GPC
ICP
MDL
MDRD
MS
PNSI
PCB
QA
QC
RAS
RI
RME
RPM
SAP
VOA
XRF

Acronyms

atomic absorption
base/neutral/acid
Chemical Abstracts Service
Contract Laboratory Program
coefficient of variation
cold vapor atomic absorption
data quality objective
Environmental Monitoring Methods Index
Environmental Monitoring Systems

Laboratory - Las Vegas
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
gas chromatography
graphite furnace atomic absorption
Geographic Information System
gel permeation chromatography
inductively coupled plasma
method detection limit
minimum detectable relative difference
mass spectrometry
primary assessment/site inspection
polychlorinated biphenyl
quality assurance
quality control
routine analytical services
remedial investigation
reasonable maximum exposure
remedial project manager
sampling and analysis plan
volatile organics
X-ray fluorescence



extent of a plume containing the chemical of concern,
and also often examine seasonalor temporal variability
in chemicalconcentrations. Exhibit41 summarizes the
re1ative variation in spatial and temporal properties for
different types of measurement.

The tenus stratwu and strata are used frequently in this
section. A stratum is usually a physically defined layer
or area; it can also be a conceptual grouping of data or
site characteristics that is used in statistical analysis.

Sampling guidance in this section is focused on
detennining the spatial extent and variability of the
concentration of chemicals of potential concern.
Therefore, itapplies mostdirectly to soils and sediments.
SomeEPARegionshavedevelopedsamplingguidances
for groundwater, and the RPM and risk assessor should
consult these whenever available.

Examples of common sampling designs are given in
Exhibit 42, and their overall applicability is shown in

Exhibit43. Schematicexamples ofsomeofthe designs
are illustrated in Exhibit 44.

The objective of the sampling plan is to detennine a
strategy that collects data representative of site
conditions. The data must have acceptable levels of
precisionand accuracy, obtainminlmum required levels
of detection for chemicals of potential concern, and
have acceptable probabilitiesoffalse positives andfalse
negatives. Meeting these objectives involves optimizing
the confidence inconcentrationestimates and the ability
to detectdifferences betweensiteandbackground levels.
To accomplish these objectives, the RPM can optimize
the number of samples, the sampling design, or the
efficiency ofstatistical estimators (e.g., mean, standard
deviation, and standard error).

Increasing the number of samples may increase initial
costs, depending on whether fixed or field analytical
methods are used for analysis, but it is necessary in

EXHIBIT 41. EXAMPLES OF SPATIALLY AND
TEMPORALLY DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Relative Variation in Measurements
Attributable to:

Measurement Spalial Temporal

Geophysical Measurements Large Small

Soil-Gas Measurements large Large

WeathelfAir Quality Large Large

Surface Water Quality Usually Small Usually Large

Physical Soil Properties Large Small

Soil Moisture Large large

Soil Quality Large Small

Aquifer Properties Large Small

Groundwater Flow Usually Large Usually Small

Concentration of Groundwater Large Large
Contaminants

21.Q02-041
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EXHIBIT 42. EXAMPLES OF
SAMPLING DESIGNS

Design Examples of Application

Judgmentall Monitoring Welts
Purposive Hot Spots

Classical Random Background Soil

Classical Stratified:

Random Drums at Surface

Systematic Waste Piles

Cluster Soil from Boreholes

Composite Soil from Test Pits

Systematic:

Random Determine Concentrations of
Chemicals of Potential
Concern in Soil

Grid Concentrations of Chemicals
of Potential Concern. Surface
Soil Characteristics

Search Contaminant Hot Spots

Surrogate Gas Detector Measurements

Phased Extent of Contamination

Geoslatisticat Distribution of Contamination

certain situations (see Section 4.1.2). The sampling
design can often be improved by stratifying within a
medium to reduce variability, or by selecting a different
sampling approach, such as a geostatisticai procedure
termed "kriging." Improving the efficiency of the
statistical estimators involves specifying the type of
data distribution if parameuic procedures are being
used, or switching from nonparametric to parametric
procedures if distributional assumptions can be made.

Exhibit 45 is a Sampling Design Selection Worksheet,
strucmred to assist design selectionforthemost complex
environmental situation. which is usuallysoilsampling.
The worksheet contains the elements needed to support
the decisions for RI sampling design to meet data
requirements for risk assessment. The RPM and risk
assessor may use this worksheetor use it as a model to
create one specifically suited to their needs. The final
site sampling plan must meet the data useability
requirements of risk assessment. The final procedure
for sampling design should be selected based on the
specific reason for sampling (e.g.• defining a boundary
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or obtaining an avemge over some surface or volume).
The worksheet should be completed for each medium
and exposure pathway at the site. Once completed, this
initial set of worksheets can be modified to assess
alternative sampling strategies. Completion ofa set of
worksheets (Le., a worksheet for each medium and
exposure pathway at a site. based on a single sampling
strategy) specifies the total number of samples to be
taken for an exposure pathway, and sample breakdown
according to type (Le., field samples, quality control
samples, and background samples).

The remainder of this section is a step~by~step guide to
completing the Sampling Design Selection Worksheet.
Chemicals of potential concern listed on the Sampling
Design Selection Worksheet should be the same as
thoseusedfor theMethodSelection Worksheet (Exhibit
52).

4.1.1 Completing the Sampling
Design Selection Worksheet

• Use of the Sampling Design Selection
Worksheet will help the RPM or statistician
determine an appropriatesampling design.

Pathway,mediumand design alternatives. Sampling
procedures used in environmental sampling are either
unbiased or biased. Classical and geostatistical models
are unbiased in terms of sample evaluation and
hypothesis testing. The classical model is based on
random, or stratified random procedures. and the
geostatistical model on optimizing co- variance.
Systematic grid sampling can be utilized by either the
classicalor geostatistical model. Biased.orjudgmental/
purposive, designrequires theuseofdifferentapproaches
to planning and evaluation.

• While other designs maybe appropriate
in many cases, stratified random or
systematic sampling designs are always
acceptable.

Classical model: The classical model uses either
a random or stratified random sampling design. It
is appropriate for use in sampling any medium to
define the representative concentration value over
the eXIXlsure area. It is not subject to jUdgmental
biases. and produces known estimates and
recognized statisticalmeasures and guidelines. A
stratified random design provides the RPM and
risk assessor with great flexibility. If the nature
and extent of the exposure areas are not yet well
defined, a pilot random study can be conducted
and the results included in the final design. The
data can be averaged for any exIXlsure area. The
classical model is the basis for calculating



EXHIBIT 43. APPLICABILITY OF SAMPLING DESIGNS

Objective of Sampling

Estimate
Design Chemical Evaluate Idenlify

Concentration Trends Hoi Spots
Distribution

JudgmentaV
No Maybe MaybePurposive

Classical Random Yes Yes No

Classical Stratified:

Random Yes Yes Maybe

Systematic Maybe Yes Maybe

Cluster Yes No No

Composite Maybe No Maybe

Systematic:

Random Maybe Yes Maybe

Grid No Yes Yes

Search No No Yes

Surrogate No Yes Maybe

Phased No Maybe Yes

Geostatistical Yes Yes Yes

21·002-043

confidencelevels, power,andminimumdetectable
relative differences (MDRDs).

GeostatisticaI model: Geostatistical techniques
are good for identifying hot spots and can be llSed

for calculating reasonable maximum exposure
(RME). These techniques require complex
judgmental or purposive calculation procedures.
Even with the useofavailablecomputerprograms,
a statistician shouldbeconsultedbecausedifferent
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approaches to estimating key parameters can
produce different estimates.

Systematic grid sampling: Systematic grid
sampling procedures are good for identifying
unknown hot spots and also provide unbiased
estimatesofchemicaloccurrenceandconcentration
(Gilbert 1987) useful in calculating the RME.
Systematic sampling can be used in geostatistical
or classical estimation models. Variance



EXHIBIT 44. COMMON SAMPLING DESIGNS

Simple Random Cluster
Sampling Sampling

• • (fJ(J• • •••• •
• • • C:.~ r<.....

•• •• Clusters

Stratified Random Stratified Systematic
Sampling Sampling

• • • • • •• •• • • •• •• • •• • •• Strata Strata
• •• • • • •

Systematic Grid
Sampling

• • • •
• • • •
• • • •
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Systematic Random
Sampling

• •• •• • •••
~ ••
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EXHIBIT 45. HIERARCHICAL STRUCTURE OF SAMPLING DESIGN
SELECTION WORKSHEET

I Exposure Area 0

I Exposure Area C

Part III

jExposure Pathway II
Number of Samples -
in Exposure Area

f-
I Exposure Pathway I

Part I Part II
Medium Sampling Exposure Pathway f- I Exposure Area BSummaI)' Summary

I--
I Exposure Area A

Part III
Number of Samples -

in Exposure Area '---

21-002-045



EXHIBIT 45. PART I: MEDIUM SAMPLING SUMMARY
SAMPLING DESIGN SELECTION WORKSHEET

(Conl'd)

A. Site Name~---'''-''-7"C-O---'_--'-o-"------",,------,,.- B. Base Map Code _
C. Medium: Groundwater, Soil, Sediment, Surface Water, Air

oth (5 If)e, pee y
D. Comments:

F. Number of Samples from Part II

Geo-
metrical

E. MedIum' orGeo-
Pathway Exposure Pathwayl JudgmentaV Back- Statistical statistical Row
Code Exposure Area Name Purposive ground Design DesiQn ac Total

Column Totals:

G: Grand Total:
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EXHIBIT 45. PART II: EXPOSURE PATHWAY SUMMARY
SAMPLING DESIGN SELECTION WORKSHEET

(Conl'd)

H. I. J. Estimation
Chemical of Potential Concern Frequency

Arithmetic It L.
and CAS Number of

Maximum CV BackgroundOccurrence Mean

M. Code (CAS Number) of Chemical of Potential Concern Selected as Proxy _
N. Reason for Defining New Stratum or Domain (Circle one)

,. Heterogeneous Chemical Distribution
2. Geological Stratum Controls
3. Historical Information Indicates Difference
4. Field Screening Indicates Difference
5. Exposure Variations
6. Other (specify) _

O. Stratum or Exposure Area a. Numbetof Samples from Part III

P. Geo-
Name and Gode

Reason Judgmental! Back- Statistical metrical Row
Purposive ground Design or Gao- ac Total

statistical
Design

R. Total (Part 1, Slep F):
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EXHIBIT 45. PART III: EXPOSURE AREA SUMMARY
SAMPLING DESIGN SELECTION WORKSHEET

(Conl'd)

O. Stratum or Exposure Area
E. Medium'Pathway Code -============ Domain Code __ Pathway Code _

S. Judgmental or Purposive Sampling

Comments: ========================
Use prior site information to place samples, or determine location and extent of contamination. Judgmental or
purposive samples generally cannot be used to replace statistically located samples.

An exposure area and stratum MUST be sampled by at least TWO samples.

Number of Samples

T. Background Samples
Background samples must be taken for each medium relevant 10 each stratum/area. Zero background samples
are not acceptable. See the discussion on page pp. 74-75.

Number of Background Samples

U. Statistical Samples
CV of proxy or chemical of potential concern =,- _
Minimum Detectable Relative Difference (MDRD) «40"/" if no other information exists)
Confidence Level (>80%) Power of Test (>90%)

Number of Samples
(See formula in Appendix IV)

V. Geometrical Samples
Hot spot radius (Enter distance units) _---,,-----,
Probability of hot spot prior to investigation ---,----,__ (0 to 100%)
Probability that NO hot spot exists after investigation (enter only if >75%)
(see formula in Appendix IV)

w. Geostatistical Samples

Required number of samples to complete grid +
Number of short range samples

X. Quality Control Samples
Number of Duplicates
Number of Blanks

Y. Sample Total for Stratum
(Part II, Step U)

(Minimum 1:20 environmental samples).o-::=:c;;:c::­
(Minimum 1 per medium per day or 1 per sampling
process, whichever is greater) _

Judgmental! Back- Statis- Geo- ac Row
Purposive ground tical metrical Total

Design or Geo-
s1a1istical

21-002-045-0
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calculationsrequited toestimateconfidencelimits
ontheaverage concentrationareavailable(Canlcutt
1983). Systematic sampling is powerful for
complete site or exposure area characterization
when the exposure area is known to be
heterogeneous.

Determiningnumberofsamples. Four factors need to
beconsideredindetermining thetotalnumberofsamples
required (see Exhibit 46):

Exposure areas,

Statistical performance objectives (based on site
environmental samples),

Quality assurance objectives (based on QC
samples), and

Background samples (based on MDRD).

EXHIBIT 46. FACTORS IN DETERMINING
TOTAL NUMBER OF SAMPLES COLLECTED

Number of Exposure Areas That will be Sampled
(p.74)

• Media wkhin exposure area
• Slrata within exposure area medium

Number of Samples for Each Exposure Area
Grouping Given Required Statistical Performance
(p.75)

Confidence (1- a), where a Is the probabiliry of a
type I eITor
Power (1· ~), where ~ is the probabllily 01 a type II error
Minimum detectable relative difference

Number 01 Quality Control Samples (p. 76)

Field duplicate (collocated)
Field duplicate (split)
Blank (trip, field, and equipment (rimate»)
Field evaluation

Number of Background Samples (p. 74)

Number 01 site samples collected
• Minimum detectable relative dilference

"<J02.0"

The number ofenvironmental site samples is ultimately
controlled by performance requirements, given the
statistical sampling design. The relationship between
numberofsamplesandmeasuresofperformancedepends
upon thevariabilityofthe chemicalsofpotentialconcern,
which is measured by the coefficient of variation. In
other words,the relationship between the coefficient of
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variation for a chemical of potential concern and
measures of performance is the basis for detennining
the number of samples necessary to provide useable
data for risk assessment.

.. ffthe natural variability ofthe chemicals
of potential concern is large (e.g., greater
than 30%1. the majorplanning effortshould
be to collect more environmental samples.

The number of samples can be calculated given a
coefficient of variation, a required confidence level or
certainty, a required statistical power, and an MDRD.
Exhibit 47 illustrates the relationships between the
number ofsamples required given typical values for the
coefficient of variation and statistical performance
objectives. Calculation formulas in Appendix IV
facilitate theexaminationofeffectsbeyond the examples
cited.

4.1.2 Guidance for Completing the
Sampling Design Selection
Worksheet

This section provides step-by-step instructions for
completing the Sampling Design Selection Worksheet
shown in Exhibit 45.

Part I: Medium Sampling. Summary

A. Enter the Superfund site name.

B. Enter a code that uniquely identifies a base map of
the site or the exposure unit.

All sampling events should be identified on a map
orin adatabase suchas a Geographical Information
System (GIS).

C. Identify the medium to be sampled (e.g., soil,
groundwater, industrial sludge, mine tailings,
smelter slag, etc.).

D. Enter any comments required to describe the
exposure area, and other infom1ation such as the
RPM's name.

E. Enter a medium/pathway code that has been
assigned for the risk investigation.

F. Specify the exposure pathway (e.g., ingestion of
soil).

Leave this entry blank for now, then enter the
number of samples for each category that have
beenselectedfrom PartII (Step R) ofthe worksheet
when completed.



EXHIBIT 47. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN MEASURES OF STATISTICAL
PERFORMANCE AND NUMBER

OF SAMPLES REQUIRED

Samples Required to Meet
Minimum Detectable

Coefficient Confidence Relative Difference

of Variation (%) Power(%) Level (0/0) 5% 10% 20%

10 95 90 36 10 3

15 95 90 78 21 6
. 20 95 90 138 36 10

25 95 90 216 55 15
30 95 90 310 78 21

35 95 90 421 106 28

Note: Number of samples required in a one·sided one·sample t-test to achieve a
minimum detectable relative difference at confidence level and power. CV based
on geometric mean for transformed data.

Source; EPA 198ge.

21-002-047

Sample types are broken out by sample type:

Judgmental!Pw:posive,

Background,

Statistical design (e.g., stratified random
sampling),

Geometricalorgeostatisticaldesign (including
hot spot sampling), and

Quality control samples.

... At least one broad spectrum analytical
sample is required for risk assessment, and
a minimum of two or three are
recommended for each medium in an
exposure pathway,

G. Enterthe grand totalofall sampleswithinaspecific
medium,
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Part n: Exposure Pathway Summary

H. List the chemicals of potential concern and their
CAS numbers.

List the known or suspected chemicals ofpotential
concernbasedonhistoricaldata, This willgenerally
be from the PAlS1.

1. List the frequency of occurrence (%),

The frequency of occurrence is the percent of
samples in which thechemicalofpotential concern
has been identified. This may be obtained from
site-specific data or calculated from historial (PAl
SI) data or fate and transport modeling,

J. Enter an estimate ofthe average (arithmetic mean)
and maximum concentration of the chemical of
potential concern.

Historical data or data from similar sites can be
used to derive these values, More sampling will
usually be necessary to determine statistically



significant differences if these values are close to
background levels or to the levels of detection.

K. Estimate the coefficient of variation.

The coefficient ofvariation (CV) can be estimated
from site-specific data or from data from similar
sites. Thenumber ofsamples necessary to produce
useable data will generally increase as the CV
increases. The definition of separate strata or
domains should be investigated if a CV is above
50%. Exhibit 23 contains a listing of historical
values for CVs that may be used as an estimate in
the absence of site-specific data.

L. Estimate background concentration.

Background concentration estimates should be for
each medium relevant to each strata/area. Site­
specific data are preferred, but cL'lta from similar
sites can be utilized.

M. Select a proxy chemical of potential concern.

Choose a proxy from the list of chemicals of
potential concern to develop sampling plans. Note
that a proxy that has the highest CV, lowest
frequency ofoccurrence, or whose concentrationat
the site is closest to background levels will require
the most samples.

N. Develop thereason fordefiningnew strataorareas.

Heterogeneous Chemical Distribution: If a
chemical can be shown to have dissimilar
distributions of concentration in different
areas, then the areas should be subdivided.
For example, hot spots may be considered
separately.

Geological Stratum Controls: Knowledgeof
local geologic conditions can be used to
produceseparateareas where similar statistical
distributions are likely to exist. In particular,
different "stratigraphic" layers may produce
distinct strata.

HistoricalInfonnation: Histoticalinformation
on production, discharge or storage of
chemicals of potential concern can be used to
identify separate areas.

Field Screening: Field analytical results can
be used to locate sub-populations that are
mapped into exposure areas.

Exposure Variations: Information or
variations in behavior patterns, land use or
receptorgroups can beused to identifyseparate
areas.
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Otherreasonscan be used to producesepamte
sampling areas, such as observed stress on
vegetation, oily appearance of soils, or the
existence of refuse, etc.

O. List the stratum or area name and code.

The stratum or area identiftes sub-areas on the site
base-map.

P. Annotate reason from Step N.

Q. List the number of samples estimated after
completing Part m of this worksheet.

R. List the number of samples estimated after
completing Part II and Part m of this worksheet.

Part ill: Exposure Area Summary

S. Enter judgmental/purposive sampling comments.

Aminimumofthree to fivejudgmentalorpurposive
samples must be used to sample a stratum or
exposure area. Historical or prior site information
canbeused to locatesamplingpositions to detetmine
the extent and magnitude of contamination.
Chemical field screening, geophysics, vegetation
stress, remote sensing, geology, etc. can also be
used to guidejudgmental sampling. Judgmentalor
purposive samples are not recommended for
estimating average and maximum values within a
stratum or domain area, but they can be used in
geostatistical kriging estimations and can be
included in calculating risk.

T. Identify background samples.

For statistical purposes, a sufficient number of
background samples must be taken to determine
the validity of the null hypothesis that there is no
difference between mean values of concentration
in the site and the background samples at the
desired level of confidence. Early sampling and
analysis of background samples will indicate the
ease with which background levels can be
discriminated, and allow modifications to be made
to the SAP if necessary.

Background. samples must be taken for each
exposure pathway. As with QC samples, results
from the background sample should be assessed
early to see if background levels will severely
impact the sampling design. The number of
necessary background samples increases as the
variability of the background values increases.
Background samples should not be used in the
estimation ofaverage or maximum values within a
stratum or exposure area, but they can be used in



kriging estimations. In those instmces where
backgroundlevels arecloseto on-sitecontamination
levels, it may be necessary to collect as many
backgroundsamplesas site samples. Small numbers
of background samples increase the probability of
a type II, false negative error (Le., thatno difference
exists between site and background when a
difference does, in fact, exist). However, rigorous
statistical analyses involving background samples
may be unnecessary if site and non-site related
contamination clearly differ.

.. Col/eCt and analyze backgroundsamples
prior to the final determination of the
sampling design since the number of
samples is significantly reduced if little
background contamination is present.

Backgroundlevelsofcontaminants varyby medium
and the type of contamination. If a detectable
background level of a contaminant occurs
infrequently, the number of background samples
analyzed might be kept small. Metals often have
high rates of detection in background samples.
Some pesticides, such as DDT, are anthropogenic
and also have high rates of detection in particular
matrices. Anthropogenic background levels are
also found in sites near industries and urban areas.
It is important to distinguish detection, or lack of
detection, in a single sample from a false positive
orfalsenegativeresult. Results from single samples
are different estimators than those from statistical
parameters from pooled samples. Background
sampling must be increased in the following
situations:

Contamination exists in more than one
medium,

Expectedcoefficientsofvariation in chemicals
of concern are high and confirmed by actual
data,

Relative differences between site and
background kwels are small, and

Site concentrations and concentrations of
concern are low.

U. Identify statistical samples.

Samples should be systematically or randomly
located. The numberof samples can be calculated
using the CV of the proxy variable, the required
MDRD, therequired confidence level and powerof
the test, and the appropriate statistical formula and
appropriate charts.
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For example, using the equation in Appendix IV:

Where Z", and Zn are obtained from the normal
distribution tables for significance levels a
and Brespectively; a is the probability of the
faIsepositiveerrorrate, andB is the probability
of the false negative error rate.

Then, if a is 0.2 (20%) and the confidence
level is 80% then Z",is 0.842. IfBisO.05 (5%)
then the power is 95% and Zn is 1.648.

IftheMDRDis 2Q% and theCV is 30%, then
D = MI2RI! which equals 0.666

CV
and n>lS samples are required.

V. Identify samples from geometrical design.

.. Systematic sampling supplemented by
judgmental sampling is the best strategy
for identifying hot spots.

For example, using the equation in Appendix IV:

Where R=20m

andA=37,160m2

and X = 0.3 Probability that a hot spot is in the
exposure area from "historical
records" or from field screening or
geophysical tests.

and C = 0.2 The acceptable "walk away"
probability that a hot spot exists
after a sampling grid has been
done.

then:

D = 2.7, R = 54.8 m, and
n =27,160/54.82 =12.37

Therefore 12 samples are required.

Note that the requirements for 15 samples from a
statistical sampling approach can be met in this
example if the hot spot search is augmented by
randomly locating two additional samples. The
results fornumberof samples from U and V are not
additive.

W. Identify samples from geostatistical design.

A geostatisticaI sampling patternshouldbedesigned
at the early stage of planning. Astatistician should
be consulted to develop the design.



X. Quality Control Samples

Generally, duplicates shouldbe takenataminimum
of 1 duplicate for every 20 environmental samples
(EPA 1989f). However, this frequency may be
modifled based on site conditions. For example,
the number of duplicates and other QC samples
may be sethigh for the beginning of site sampling,
evaluated after several duplicates to detemtine
routine measurement error, and subsequently
adjusted according to observed performance. The
information in Exhibit48 shows that confidence in
measurement error increases sharply when four or
more pairs of duplicate samples are taken per
medium. Critical samples are recommended for
designation as duplicates in theQAsamplingdesign.

EXHIBIT 48. NUMBER OF SAMPLES REQUIRED
TO ACHIEVE GIVEN LEVELS OF CONFIDENCE,

POWER, AND MORD 1

Confidence (1-cr.) Powet(l-B) MDRD No. of Samples

'" '" 10% "
900/'2 00%, '" "'" '" '" ,
00% '" '" "''', 80%2 '" ,
." 00% ." ,

j Valoos for number oj salTl'les are based on a CV of 25%.

2The minimum recommended perlormance measures for riskassessmenl
are: confidence (80%) and power{90%).

Source: EPA 191390.

,,""""'.

Blanks provide an estimate of bias due to
contamination introduced by sampling,
transportation, carryover during field filtration,
preservation, or storage. At least one field blank
per medium should be collected each day, and at
leastoneblank mustbecollected for each sampling
process (EPA 1989fJ.

Examineresults from duplicate and blank samples
as early as possible in the sampling operation to
ascertain if presumed sampling characteristics are
accurate and discover areas where the sampling
strategy requires modification. Fora more detailed
discussion of the types and use of QC samples see
A Rationale for the Assessment of Errors in the
Sampling ofSoils (EPA 1990c).

Y. Calculate the sample total for stratum or exposure
area (enter in Part II, Step U).
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4.1.3 Specific Sampling Issues
Selection of performance measures. Quantitative
dataquality indicators basedon perfonnanceobjectives
should be proposed for completeness,comparability,
representativeness, precision, and accuracy during
planning. Performance measures are specified as
minimum limits for each stratum. Based on the
coefficients of variation of the analyte concentrations,
these limits will determine the numbers of samples
required. Theactual values orobjectivesaredetermined
by the level of acceptable uncertainty, which includes
that associated with hot spot identification.
Recommendedminimum criteriaare specified inExhibit
48 for statistical performance measures associated with
the uncertainty in risk assessment: confidence level,
power, and :rvIDRD. Reconunended minimum criteria
for measurement error and completeness for critical
samples are discussed in the following sections.

Setting minimum acceptable limits for confidence
level, power, and minimum detectable relative
difference. Confidence level, power, and MDRD are
three measures of sampling design precision. These
measures are ultimately detemtined by the coefficient
of variation ofchemical concentration and the number
of samples. Each measure is briefly def'medas follows:

Confidence level: The confidence level is lOO
minus a, where a is the percent probability of
taking action when no action is required (false
positive).

Power: Power is lOO minus 8, where 8 is the
percent probability of not taking action when
action is required (false negative).

Minimum detectable relative difference: MDRD
is the percentdifferencerequired between site and
background concentration levels before the
difference can be detected statistically.

The power and ability to detect differences between site
concentration levels compared to background levelsare
critical for risk assessment. Given a CV, the required
levels of confidence, power, and:rvIDRD significantly
affect the number of samples. Exhibit 48 illustrates the
effect when the CV is equal to 25%.

It is important to note that the number of samples
required to meet confidence and power requirements
will be low if the acceptable MDRD is large; that is, if
site contamination is easily discriminated from
background levels.

Determining required precision of measurement
error. Field duplicates and blanks are the major field
QC samples of importance to the precision of
measurement error. Duplicates provide an estimate of



total measurement error variance, induding variance
due to samplecollection, preparation, analysis, and data
processing. They do not discriminate between-batch
errorvariance. Ifthe duplicate is collocated, contaminant
sample variation caused by aheterogeneous medium is
also induded in the measure. The precision of the
measurement error estimate is subject to the numberaf
duplicates on which the estimate is based. Exhibit 49
gives the estimated precision of the measurement error
based on the number of duplicate pairs. With three
duplicates, the true measurement error variance could
be as much as 13.89 times the observed variance, if a
95% level of confidence is required. The resources
needed for the collection and analysis of duplicates
depend on the magnitude and variability of the
collcentration of concern for the chemicals ofpotential
concern.

Little room for measurement error exists if the
levelofconcentrationofconcern isnearthemethod

detection limit, and theprecisionofthe estimateaf
measurement error is critical.

• If the natural variability of the chemicals of
potential concern is relatively large. the major
planning effort will be to collect more samples
from the exposure areas, rather than collecting
more QC samples. More detailed discussions of
the use of QC measures and selection of the
appropriate number of QC samples may be found
inA Rationalefor the Assessment ofErrors in the
Sampling ofSoils (EPA 199Oc).

Planning for 100% completeness for critical samples.
Certain samples in a sampling plan may be designated
by the RPM or risk assessor as critical in detennining
the potential risk for an exposure area. For example. if
onlyonebackgroundsample is tlkenforagivenmedium
and exposure area, thenthatsamplewouldbeconsidered

EXHIBIT 49. CONFIDENCE LEVELS FOR THE
ASSESSMENT OF MEASUREMENT VARIABILITY

Number of Interval for 95% Confidence that Measurement Error Is Within Limits
Duplicate

Observe$ True ObservedPair Samples
Variance Variance (s'l)Variance (s )

2
2 .27 "

0

" 39.21
2

3 .32 "
0

" 13.89

4 .36 "
.}

" 8.26
2

5 .3' "
0 " 6.02

6 .42 "
.}

" 4.84
2

7 .44

"
0

" 4.14

8 .46 "
.}

" 3.67
2, .47 "

0

" 3.33
2

10 .49 " 0 " 3.08

2
15 .54 "

0
" 2.40

20 .58 " 02

" 2.08
2

25 .62 "
0

" 1.91
2

50 .70 "
0 " 1.61

2
100 .77 "

0 " 1.35

s2 '" Observed variance (precision of an estimate).

cr
2

= True variance (population variance).

Note: Assumes data are or have been transformed to normal distribution.
Source: EPA 1990c.

2HIllNM9
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"critical." All data associated with such a sample must
becomplete. Theonly acceptable levelofcompleteness
for critical samples is 100%.

... Focus planning efforts on maximizing
the collection of useable data from critical
samples.

Hot spots and the probability of missing a hot spot.
Hot spots are primarily an issue in soil sampling. The
RPM and risk assessor must detennine whether hot
spots exist in the exposure area and the probable size of
the hot spot. This infonnation can often be deduced
from historicaldataandassistedbyjudgmentalsampling,
although judgmental sampling alone cannot produce
estimates of the probability that a hot spot has been
missed. Procedures for detennining the probability of
missing ahot spotare not as effective in random designs
as in systematic and geost.:'ltistical designs. However, a
search strategy which stratifies the area based on grids
and then randomly samples within each grid canbe used
within the classical technique. Systematic and
geostatistical design approaches provide the best
approach to unknown hot spot identification.

Appendix IV describes numerical procedures and
a.;sumptions to determine the probability that a given
systematic design will detect a hot spot and provides a
calculation fonnula based on a geomelricalapproach.
To employ this fonnula, the distance between grid
points and the estimated size of the hot spot as a radius
must be specified.

Historicaldata comparability. The RPM may wish to
assess historical data along with current results or may
anticipate that the currentdata will need to be compared
with results from future sampling activities. Consult a
st.:'ltistician in either of these cases to detennine if the
current sampling design will allow the production of
dataofknown comparability. Factorsother than statistics
may need to be considered when attempting to combine
data from different sampling episodes. Physical
properties of the site such as weather patterns, rainfall

. ffild geologic characteristics ofdifferent exposureareas
may need to be considered. Temporal effects, such as
the seasonality or time period of sampling, or seasonal
heightofa water table, may also be important. Analytical
methods have been modified over time and many
required detection limits have been revised.

... The abilityto combine data from different
sampling episodes or different sampling
proceduresis avery importantconsideration
in selecting a sampling design but should
be done with caution.
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4.1.4 Soil Depth Issues

Theappropriate depth ordepths to take soil samples can
be a major issue in determining a sampling design.
Exhibit50 is a worksheet designed to help the RPM and
risk assessor to detetmine an appropriate soil sampling
depth. The conceptual site model (Exhibit 6) provides
the basis for completing this worksheet. The nature and
depth of soil horizons at the site should be established
wherever possible. Features such as porosity, humic
content, clay content, pH, and aerobic status oftenaffect
the movementor fate ofchemicals ofpotential concern
through a soil. As with other worksheets provided in
this guidance, this worksheet is intended as a guide or
basis for development. RPMs, in consultation with the
risk assessor and other staff, can revise or modify this
worksheet as appropriate to the site. Consider both
current and future land use scenarios in soil exposure
areas becauseofthe sorptive and retentive properties of
soils.

Completing the Soil Depth Sampling Worksheet

1. Land Use Alternatives

A. Identify current or future land use.

B. Identify exposure scenario.

Theexposure scenario should be identified for
currentorfuturelanduse.Identifythescenario
according toRole ofBaselineRiskAssessment
inSuperjundRemedy SelectionDecision (EPA
1991c) andHumanHealth EvaluationManual
Supplemental Guidance: Standard Default
Exposure Factors03PA 1991d). Aresidential
exposure scenario shonld be used whenever
there are, ormay be, occupied residences onor
adjacent to the site. Unoccupied sites should
be assumed to be residential in the future
unless residential land use is unreasonable.
Sites thatare surroundedbyoperatingindustrial
facilities canbeassumedtoremainas industrial
areas unless there is an indication that this
assumption is not appropriate. Otherpotential
land uses, such as recreation and agricultural,
may be used if appropriate.

2. Chemicals of Potential Concern

A. Specify class of chemical.

Circle the classes of chemicals of potential
concern (e.g., volatile organics (VOAs),
semivolatileorganics (semi-VOAs), inorganics
or metals, or special class) that apply.



EXHIBIT 50. SOIL DEPTH SAMPLING WORKSHEET

Step 1 - Land Use Specifications·

1A (check one) 1B (check one)

- Current _ Residential _ Recreational

- Future _ Commerclalllndustrial _ Agricultural

- Current & Future, Same _ Other (Specify)

Slep 6. Expected
Depth of Contamination

by Chemicals of Step 7. Exposure Pathways Step 8. Representative
Potential Concern

Sample Depths
Sampling Depth Considerations Surface Units SUbsurface Ingestion Dermal Inhalation (units --------J

Step 2: Chemicals of Concern
A Class: VOAs, Metals,

semi-VOAs, Special
(e.g., PCBs, dioxin)

B Physical Properties: Mobile,
Soluble, or Leachable

Slep 3: Soil Characteristics
A Taxonomy
B Organic Content
C Particle Size
oConcern for Migration to Other

Media, (Air, SW. sediments,
GW)

Step 4: Vegetative Cover
Heavy/Sparse/Intermittent

Step 5: Other Factors

.
The complexity of a site determines if multiple worksheets are necessary to distinguish between current and future land use scenarios
(e.g., mix of residential and commercial use for different areas of a site, possible future residential use, etc.).

21-1102.050



B. Record physical properties.

Circle the physical properties ofthe chemicals
of potential concern that apply. These
properties C3ll be estimated from factors such
as the octanol!water partition coefficient,
Henry's law constant, and water solubility
appropriate to each chemical.

3. Soil Characteristics

A. Record the taxonomic designation of the soil,
if known.

B. Record the organic matter content of the soil.

C. Record the most common-particle size of the
soil.

D. Identify any concern for migration of the
chemicals of potential concern to other media
(e.g" air, sediment, surface water, and
groundwater).

4. Vegetative Cover

Circle whether the vegetative cover of the site is
heavy, sparse or intennittent.

5. Other Factors

List other factors or considerations that influence
the desired depth of soil sampling. For example,
geological factors (e.g., depth to groundwater or
bedrock) could influence soil sampling.

6. ExpectedDepthofContaminationby Chemicals
of Potential Concern

Enter expected depth (and units) of Contamination
by chemicals of potential concern, given the
chemicals, soil characteristicsand vegetativecover,
Depth can be influenced by disposal practices or
deposition patterns, soil characteristics, vegetative
cover, and physical and chemical properties of the
chemicals of potential concern.

7. Exposure Pathways

Enter exposurepatbways by chemicals ofpotential
concern, soil characteristics and vegetative cover.
Physical and chemical properties of the chemicals
of potential concern will influence their activity in
theexposurepathway(e.g., VOAs and theirihalatiCin
pathway). Soil characteristics and vegetativecover
will also influence the exposure pathway (e.g"
groundwater and water ingestion pathway).
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8. RepreSentative Sample Depths

Record representative sample depths (including
units) indicated by the data completed in Steps 2
through 7.

Basic Soil Depth Definitions

Surface dust is the top 0 to 2 inches ofsoil that can
be carried by the wind and tracked into houses~

Surface soil is the top 0 to 6 inches ofsoil. If the
surface is grass covered, surface soil is considered
the 2 inches below the grass layer.

Subsurface soil C3ll typically range from 6 inches
to6 ormorefeetin soildepth. Forexample, at sites
with potential soil moving activity, soil depths
greater than 6 feet could be of concern in risk
assessment.

Other Performance Measures. Other perfonnance
measures may bedesignated to facilitate the monitoring
and assessment ofsampling. For example, field spikes
and field .evaluation or audit samples can be used to
assess the accuracy and comparability of results. Field
matrix spikes are routine samples spiked with the
contaminant of interest in the field and do not increase
Ihenumber of field samples. Field evaluation samples
are ofk:nownconcentration, which are introduced in the
field atthe earliest stagepossibleand subject to thesame
manipulation as routine samples. Field evaluation
samples will increase the total number of samples
collected. Performance measures for field spikes and
evaluation samples are expressed in terms of percent
recovery. Difficulties associated with field spild.ng,
especially in soil, have resulted. in limited use of this
pmctice (EPA 1989f).

4.1.5 Balancing Issues for Decision-
Making

Completing a number of Sampling Design Selection
Worksheets (Exhibit 45) for different exposure areas,
media, and sampling design alternatives willenable the
RPM andrisk a<;sessorto compareandevaluate sampling
design· options and consequences and select the
appropriate sampling design for each medium and
exposure pathway. Practical tradeoffs between response
time, analytical costs, number of samples, sampling
costs, and leyel ofuncertainty can then be weighed. For
example, perhaps more samples can be collected ifless
expensive analyses are used. Or, if the risk assessment
is based on a point source, collection of additional
samples to estimate chemical concentrations and
distribution C3ll be avoided.



Computer programs are useful tools in developing and
evaluating sampling strategies, especially in trading off
costs against uncertainty, and identifying situations
when additionalsamples willnotsignificantiy affectthe
useability of the data (i.e., the point of diminishing
returns). Each automated system has speciflc data
requirements and is based on specific site assumptions.
Themajor systems that supportenvirorunental sampling
decisions are listed, contacts for information given, and
briefdescriptions provided in Exhibit 51.

4.1.6 Documenting Sampling Design
Decisions

Itisimportanttodocumenttbeprimaryissuesconsidered
inbalancing tradeoffto accommodate resourceconcerns
and their impact on data useability. Fully document all
final sampling design decisions, including the rationale

foreach decision. During the courseof the RI, continue
to documentpertinentissues that ariseandany sampling
plan modiftcations which are implemented.

4.2 STRATEGY FOR SELECTING
ANALYTICAL METHODS

This section describes how to use the Method Selection
Worksheet shown in Exhibit 52 as a data collection and
decision-making tool to guide theselectionofanalytical
methods that meet the needs of the risk assessment and
to select the most appropriate method for each analyte.
The RPM and risk assessor should consult the project
chemist and use this worksheet in method selection.
Alternatively, it can be a model to create a worksheet
specifically suited to their needs. Methods selected in
this process may be routine or non-routine.

EXHIBIT 51. AUTOMATED SYSTEMS' TO SUPPORT
ENVIRONMENTAL SAMPLING

System EPA Contact Description

Data Quality Objeclille Dean Neptune Training system designed to assist in
(Training)· Expert USEPA planning of environmental
System Quality Assurance Investigations based on OClO process.

Management Stall
(202) 26009464

ESES Jeff Van Ee Expert system designed to assist in
Environmental Sampling Exposufe Assessment Dill. planning sample collection. Includes
(Plan Design) • Expert USEPA, EMSl·lV models that address statislical design,
System (702) 798-2367 00, sampUog procedures, sample

handling, budget, and documentation.
Current system addresses metal
contaminants In a son matrix. (Expanded
application under development, contact
EMSl-lV.)

GEOEAS Evan Englund Collection of software tools for
GeostatlstlcaJ Exposure Assessment Dill. lwo-dlmensional geoslatistical analysis
Environmental USEPA, EMSl-lV of spatially distrbuted data points.
Assessment Software (702) 798-2248 Programs Include file management,

contour mapping, kriging, and variogram
analysis.

SCOUT Jeff Van Ee A collection of stalislical programs lhat
Multivariate Statistical Exposure Assessment Oiv. accept GEOEAS files fOf multivariate
Analysis Package USEPA, EMSl·lV analysis.

(702) 798-2367

ASSESS Jeff Van Ee System designed to assist in
Exposure Assessment Dill. assessment of error in sampling of soils.
USEPA, EMSl·lV Estimates measurement error variance
(702) 798-2367 components. Presents scatter plots of

ac data and error plots to assist in
detennining the appropriate amount of
00 samples.

• All systems will ntn on any IBM-·compatible PC AT with a minimum of 640K RAM. A fixed disk is
recommended.

81



EXHIBIT 52. METHOD SELECTION WORKSHEET

I. Analytes II. Medium III. Critical Parameters 4
IV. Routine Available Methods

A. B. A. B. C. D.
Chemical or Class of Reporting Turnaround 10 Only or Concen- Required

Chemicals of ReQuirement1 Time ID Plus iralicn of Method
Potential Concern (Y or N) (enter hours Ouant Concem 2

Detection
or days) (JD or ID+O) (or PRG) Limit3

.

1
y= Total reported for compound class.

2N := Each analyte reported separately.
3Preliminary remediation goal.
4 Method detection limit should be no greater than 20% of concentration of concern.

Refer to Appendix III for specific methods. Recommend consultation with chemist and/or automated methods search to determine aU methods available.
(Exhibit 53 lists computer systems that support method selection.)

21-(102.{152



.. Ensure that critical requirements and
priorities are specified on the Method
Selection Worksheet so that the most
appropriate methods can be considered.

Routine methods are issuedbyan organization
with appropriate responsibility (e.g., state or
federal agency with regulatory responsibility,
professional organization), are validated,
documented, and published, and contain
information on minimum performance
characteristics suchas detection limit, precision
and accuracy, and useful range.

Non-routine methods address situations with
unusual orproblematicmatrices, low detection
limits or new parameters, procedures or
techniques; they often contain adjusnnents to
routine methods.

.. Use routine methods wherever possible
since method development is time­
consumingand mayresultin problemswith
laboratory implementation.

4.2.1 Completing the Method
Selection Worksheet

1. Identify 3n3lytes.

List the chemicals of potential concern to risk
assessment for the site on the Method Selection
Worksheet. Use the same list of chemicals that
appears on the Sampling Design Selection
Worksheets. Under Column lB, indicate whether
theconcentrationforeachanalyte shouldbereported
separately, or the total for the compound class
reported.

2. Identify medium for analysi<J.

Specify the analysis medium (e.g., soil, sediment,
groundwater, surface water, air, biota).

3. Decide on critical parameters.

Specify the required data turnaround time (TIIA) as
the number of hours or days from the time of
sample collection. Indicate whether chemical
identification alone is desired or identification plus
quantitation (IIIB). Specify the concentration of
concern (IIIe)andrequireddetection orquantitation
1finit (IIID).

4. Identify routine available methods.

Use the final worksheet column, in consultation
with theprojectchemist, to listthemethods available
that satisfy the requirements in thepreceding steps.
Reference sources and software are available to
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assist in identifying routine analytical methods
applicable for environmental samples (Exhibit53).
The most common routine methods for organics
and inorganics analyses for risk assessment are
listedin Appendix III. Themethods in the appendix
are frOIn the following sources:

Contract Laboratory Program (CLP)
Statements of Work for Routine Analytical
Services (EPA 1990d, EPA 1990e),

Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste
(SW846): Physical/Chemical Methods (EPA
1986b),

Standard Methods for the Examination of
Water and Wastewater (Clesceri, et. al., eds.
1989), and

EPA Series 200, 300, 500, 600 and 1600
Methods (EPA 1983. EPA 1984, EPA 1988d,
and EPA 1989g).

Other sources ofmethods are:

Field Analytical SupportProject (FASP) (EPA
1989h),

Field Screening Methods Catalog (EPA
1987b),

FieldAnalytical Methods Catalog,

ERT Standard Operating Guidelines,

• Close Support Analytical Methods,

A CompendiumofSupeifundFieldOperations
Methods (EPA 1987c).

Association of Official Analytical Chemists
(AOAC), and

American Society for Testing and Materials
(ASTM).

Several computer-assisted search and artificial
intelligence-based tools are available, including the
Environmental Monitoring Methods Index (EMMI),
the SmartMethods Index, anda computerizedreference
book on analytical methods. Some ofthese systems are
designed as teaching tools, as well as informational
compendia. All offer the ability to rapidly search and
compare lists of chemicals and method characteristics
from accepted reference sources. Exhibit 53 lists
software products that aid method selection, identifies
contacts for information, and gives a short description
of the product.



EXHIBIT 53. AUTOMATED SYSTEMS·
TO SUPPORT METHOD SELECTION

".~ Conlllct Description

Environmental W.A. Tellier<! An automated sorUng and
Monnoring USEPA sele<:llon soflwara package that
Methods Index Office of Wall!r currently conlalns over 900
(EMMI) (202) 260-7120 methods and over 2600

analytas Item mote than SO
regulating and non-Iegulatlng
lisls. The"" are cross_
referenced to facilitate se1e<:llon
based on '''<lulre<! needs (e.g.,
~onalyte detection limn,
Instrument).

Smart Methods John Nocertno Nalurallanguage expert syslem
Index Quality Assurance Ol\(. prototype that provides

USEPA. EMSL·LV Interactive queries of databaS<lS
(702)798-2110 cross-referenced by method,

analyle, and performance
features.

G.eophyslcal Aide Maggella An expert system that suggesls
Techniques Advanced Monitoring and ranks geophysical
Expert System OJv. leohnlques. Including soi~gas, for

USEPA, EMSL-LV appncalill~y of use based em
(702) 798·2254 sne·spe<:~ic characteristics.

EPA Sampling Lewis Publishars A three-volume sel 01 diskettes
and Analysis 1·800-272·7737 and a printed manual provides
Data Base a search of sampling and

analytk>al method summaries
from a menu-driven progmm of
150 EPA-approved methods.
The database oan be searched
by method. analyle, matrilf, and
various QA considerations.

•All systems will run on any IBM.oompatible PC AT with a mnlmum of 640K RAM.
A f",ed disk Is recommended.

"«>=;'
4.2.2 Evaluating the Appropriate­

ness of Routine Methods

or Analyte-specific methods that provide
better quantitation can be considered for
use once chemicals of potential concern
have been identified by a broad spectrum
analysis.

Choiceof thepropermethod iscritical to the acquisition
of useable data. See Section 3.2 for a more detailed
discussion. Routine methods provide data of known

-quality for the analysis of chemicals and sample types
described in themethod. Dataquality issues (precision,
accuracy, and interferences) are usually described in the
method. Consult the project chemist and examine
availablemethods with respect to the criteriadefined on
the Method Selection Worksheet. It may be helpful to
divide the analyte list into categories based on the types
ofanalysis. For example, arequirement for chromium,
cadmium, andarsenic data conldnotbegeneratedby the
same analysis as data for chlorinated hydrocarbons
because ofsample extraction and treatment procedures.
Itmay be possible to use severalmethods independently
and combine the data sets for risk assessment purposes.
This is done routinely by the CLP, where inorganics
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(elemental analysis), volatiles, extractable organics,
and pesticides are analyzed by different methods. In
somecases, lio routine method or series ofmethods will
be able to satisfy all criteria and compromises must be
considered. The RPM. with the advice of the risk
assessor. must then determine which criteria are of
highestpriorityandwhich canbemodified. Forexample,
if a low detection limit is of high priority. turnaround
time and cost of analysis will likely increase.
Alternatively, low detection limit and precision
requirements may need to bemodifiedifan initial broad
spectrumanalysisisofhighprioritytoqnicklydetennine
the largest number of chemicals present at the site.

Turnaround time. Turnaround time is determined by
the available instrumentation, sample capacity, and
methods requirements. Turnaround times for fteld
analyses can be as short as a few hours, while those for
fixed laboratory analyses include transport time and
range from several days to several weeks. Field
instruments can provide the quickest results, especially
if the data do not go through a fonnal review process.
However, the confidence in chemical identification,
and particularly quantitation, may not be as high. In
general, methods with quick turnaround times may be
less preciseand have higher detection limits. Ifdata are
needed quickly. a field method can be used for initial
results and a fixed laboratory method used to produce
more detailed results (or conflI1Il the earlier results)•
thereby increasing the confidence in field analyses.

Sample quantitation limits. Risk assessment often
requires a sample quantitation limit at or below the
detection limit for routine methods formany chemicals
oftoxicologicalconcem(seeSection3,2.4). Thesample
quantitation limits vary according to the size, treatment,
and analysis ofeach individual sample. The quantitation
limits fOfchemicalsin water samples are often far lower
than for the same chemicals in soils because of co­
extractablecomponents in the soil. Interferences known
fOf the method may hinder acquisition of data of
acceptable quality and are more pronounced near the
method detection limit. Compare documented method
interferences with site conditions to identify potential
methodproblems. Somecommonsourcesofinterference
in organic and inorganic analyses are summarized in
Exhibits 54 and 55. If needed sample quantitation
limits cannot be met by available methods. consult the
project chemist for the feasibility of detection at the
desired level in the required sample type. The chemist
can help determine ifmethod adaptation can resolve the
problem, or if a nein-routine method ofanalysis can be
used.

Useful range. The useful range ofamethod is therange
of concentration of chemicals for which precise and
accurate results can be generated. This range is anaIyte­
specific. The lower end of the useful range is the
method detection limit, often generically referred to as



EXHIBIT 54. COMMON LABORATORY CONTAMINANTS AND
INTERFERENCES BY ORGANIC ANALYTE

Contamination •or Effects on Removal!
Interference Fraction Matrix Analysis Action

FaVOil Extractable Tissue, Increased GPC (all groups), f10risil
organics, waste, detection limit, (pesticides), acid
pesticides, and soils decreased digestion (PCBs only)
PCBs precision!

accuracy

Sulfur Extractable organics, Sediment, Presence! GPC, copper,
chlorinated and waste, absence, mercury, tetrabutyl
phosphorus- soils detection limits, ammonium sulfate
containing pesticides precision!

accuracy

Phthalate Chlorinated All False positive Florisil, GC-MS
Esters pesticides, PCBs, identification confirmation of identity

and extractable (pesticides and (pesticides, PCBs),
organics extractable evaluation of reagents

organics) or and method blanks for
positive bias contamination
(pesticides and
extractable

.
organics)

Laboratory Volatile organics All False positive Confidence in data use
Solvents (methylene chloride, identification or based on interpretation

acetone, and positive bias of blank data
2·butanone)

•
Source: EPA 19868.

the "detection limit" If a lower detection limit is
required, use ofa larger sample or smaller final extract
volume can sometimes compensate. However, any
interfering chemicals are also concentrated, thereby
producing greater interferenceeffects, Above the useful
range, the response may not 'be linear and may affect
quantitation. This causes inaccurate andlor imprecise
measurements, Reducing the sample size for analysis
or diluting the extracted material may bring the
concentration within the useful range. With individual
environmental samples, some chemicals are sometimes
presentat the low end of the useful range of the method,
whileothersareabove the useful range. In this situation,
two analyses, at different effective dilutions, are
necessary to prodnce accurate and precise data on all
chemicals. If detailed criteria for performing and
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reporting such actions are not already part of the
analyticalStatementofWork, then the laboratoryshould
be instructed to notify the RPM if this situation occurs,
to allow for sufficient time for reanalysis within the
specified holding time. All relevant analyses should be
reported to maximize the useabilityofboth detected and
non-detected analytes,

.. Allresultsshouldbe reportedforsamples
analyzed at more than one dilution,

Precisionand accuracy. Routinemethods oftenspecify
precision and accuracy with respect to specific analytes
(chemicals) and matrices (sample media), However, be
aware that environmental samples are often difficult to
analyze because of the complexity of the matrix or the



EXHIBIT 55. COMMON LABORATORY CONTAMINANTS AND
INTERFERENCES BY INORGANIC ANALYTE

AnalVle Technique Interference RemovaV
AcUon

Arsenic GFAA Iron, Aluminum Background correction
(not deuterium) (Zeeman).

ICP Aluminum If above 100 ppm,
correction factor utilized.

Beryllium ICP Titanium, Vanadium If above 100 ppm,
correction factor utilized.

Cadmium GFAA None except possible Background correction
sample matrix effects lor matrix effects.

ICP 1m" If above 100 ppm,
correction factor utilized.

Chromium GFAA Calcium Add calcium, standardize
suppression, background
correction.

ICP Iron, Manganese If above 100 ppm,
correction factor utilized.

L~d GFAA Sulfate Lanthanum nitrate
addition as matrix
modifier, background
correction.

ICP Aluminum If above 100 ppm,
correction factor utilized.

Mercury CVAA Sulfide, High Chloride Remove interferences with
cadmium carbonate
(removes sulfide),
potassium pennanganate
(removes chloride), excess
hydroxylamine sulfate
(removes free chlorine).

Selenium GFAA Iron, Aluminum Alternate wavelength for
analysis, background
correction (not deuterium)
(Zeeman).

ICP Aluminum Above 100 ppm,
correction factor utilized.

Cyanide Colorimetricl Acids, Sulfide, Increase pH to > 12 in field to

spectrophotometric Chlorine oXidizing remove acids, cadmium

agents carbonate (removes sulfide),
ascorbic acid (removes free
chlorine).

Key: ICP . Inductively coupled plasma.
GFAA = Graphite furnace atomic absorption.
CVAA = Cold vapor atomic absorption.

2'·OO2~1
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presenceofa large numberofcontaminants; this usually
results in lower levels of precision and accuracy than
those cited in the method.

4.2.3 Developing Alternatives When
Routine Methods are not
Available

Ifroutinemethodsarenotavailabletosuittheparameters
ofinterest, it is often due to oneormoreofthe following
factors:

The detection limit of commonly available
instrumentation has been reached, and a lower
detection limit is required for the riskassessment,

An unusual combination of chemicals are of
potential concern,

The sample matrix is complex, and

The chemicals of potential concern or other
analytical parameters are unique to a particular
site.

Consult an analytical chemist for specific guidance on
thepotential limitationsofalternativeapproaches. These
may include adaptation of a routine method or use of a
non-routine method. Be aware that certain conditions,
such as extremely low detection limits for some
chemicals, may be beyond the capability· of current
analytical technology. Turnaround times andcosts may
also be increased.

Adaptation of routine methods. Adapting routine
methods may be a solution when routine methods will
not prOvide the desired data even after compromises
have been made with respect to parameters such as
turnaround time and cost. Using the completedMethod
Selection Worksheet as the starting point, work closely
with an analytical chemist to formulate suitable
modifications to the routine method. Evaluate and
document any effects on data quality that will result
from the modifications.

Within the CLP, such analyses can be obtained by
special analytical requests. Before analysis of site.
samples, iUs advisable to confIrm alaboratory's ability
to perform the adapted method with preliminary data.

Use of non-routine methods. Existing non-routine
methods that meet criteria can be used if a routine
method carmotbeadapted toprovide the necessary data.
Such analyses can be found in the research literature,
usually catalogued by analyte or instrument. On-line
computerized search services can be of considerable
help in identifying such methods. Work interactively
with an analyticalchemistin reviewingselectedmethods.
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Recognize that non-routine analyses require a greater
level of capability and experience from the analytical
laboratory, and that turnaround time can be longer
because the method may need alterationduring analysis
if problems develop.

Development of new methods. Developing new
methods should be the option of last resort. The RPM,
risk assessor, and project chemist should consider
recommending the development of new methods only
for chemicalsofsubstantialpotentialconcernthatcannot
currently be analyzed atappropriate limits ofdetection.

Although designing a method based on data available
for a given instrument and analytes may seem
straightforward, the process is time.consuming and
expensive. Unforeseen problems can often arise when
the method is implementedin the laboratory. Problems
canoccureven when laboratory personnel have superior
training and experience. Consider the following points
when requesting the development of a new method:

If possible, select a laboratory with a recogniZed
reputation for performance and flexibility in a
related area. Treatlaboratory personnel aspartners
in the development process. This is true whether
a commercial or a government laboratory is used.

Identify sources for authentic standards of the
chemicals in question to support method
development Computerized databases such as
the EPA EMMI (see Exhibit53) may be useful for
such a determination.

Be aware that turnaround time for useable data
may be long (potentially several months) because
of the likelihood of trying different approaches
before discovering an acceptable procedure.

4.2.4 Selecting Analytical Labora­
tories

In selecting a laboratory to produce analytical data for
risk assessment purposes, identify and evaluate the
following laboratory qualifications:

Possession of appropriate instrumentation and
trainedpersonnel to perform therequired analyses,
as defined in the analytical specifications,

Experience in perfonning the same or similar
analyses,

Performance evaluation results from fonnal
monitoring or accreditation programs,

Adequate laboratory capacity to perform all
analyses in the desired timeframe,



Intra-laboratory QC review of all generated data.
independent Of the data generators, and

Adequate laboratory protocols for method
performance documentation and sample security.

For non~routineanalyses, the laboratory should have
highly trained personnel and instrumentation not
dedicatedtoproduction work, especiallyifnewmethods
or untested mOdifications are requested.

Accreditation programs monitor the level ofquality of
laboratoryperfOlmancewithinthe scopeoftheircharters.
Many of these· programs periodically provide
perfonnance evaluation samples that the laboratories
must analyze within certain limits in order to maintain
their status. Prior to laboratory selection, request that
laboratoriesprovideinformationabouttheirperfonnance
in accreditation programs. This information can be
used for evaluation of laboratory quality, in the case of
similar matrices and analytes. Laboratory adherence to
standards ofperformance such as the Good Laboratory
Practices Standards (Annual BookofASTMStandards)
also provides a measure of laboratory quality.

4.2.5 Writing the Analysis Request
Include the following items in the analysis request:

A .clear. complete description of the sample
preparation. extraction, and analysis procedures
including detailed performancespecifications. For
adaptation ofroutine methods, specify the routine
method and explicitly state alterations with
applicable references.

Documented reporting requirements.

Laborntory access to required authentic chemical
standards.

A mechanism for the laboratory to obtain EPA
technical assistance in implementing method
modificationsorperformingnon~routinemethods.

If the analysis request is for a non-routine method,
reference the published material with a detailed
specification of procedures and requirements prepared
by the analytical chemist who has been working with
the RPM and risk assessor. The specification must
include the frequency, acceptance criteria, and corrective
action requirements for each of the following:

Instrument standardization, including tuning and
initial and continuing calibration,
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QC check samples such as surrogate compound
and internal standard recoveries.

Method blank performance (permissible level of
contamination),

Spike sample recovery requirements,

• Duplicate analysis requirements. and

Performance evaluation or QC sample results.

Allow time for the laboratory to review the analysis
request and question any part of the description· that
seems unclear or unworkableaccording to its experience
with the analytes or sample matrix. Preliminary data,
such as precision and accuracy data on a subsetof the
analytes. can be requested to determine ifthe laboratory
can implement theproposedmethod. Should the criteria
not be met in the preliminary analyses, the analytical
chemist should advise the laboratory on additional
method mOdifications to produce the required data 'In
some cases, evenqualitative data can be used to note the
presence of chemicals of potential concern.

In all cases, require the laboratory performing the
analyses to contact the project chemist at the first sign
ofa problem thatmay affect data quality. The RPM and
the site technical team can then judge the magnitude of
theproblemand determine appropriate correctiveaction.

4.3 BALANCING ISSUES FOR
DECISION·MAKING

Resource issues. Resource limitations· are a major
reason for sampling design modification. The number
of samples required to achieve· desired performance
measures may exceed resource availability. Modifying
the sampling design and the efficiency of statistical
estimatorscanreducesamplesizeandcosts,andimprove
overaIl timeliness for the risk assessment. Analytical
methods such as field analyses may also reduce cost.
Systematic and geostatistical sampling designs can
often achieve the required performance measures with
fewer samples than classical random sampling (Gilbert
1987). Pilot sampling can be used to verify initial
assumptions of the SAP, increase knowledge of
contaminantdistribution, andsupportSAPmodifications
to reduce the number of samples. Explain resource
issues and record potential design modifications in
docwnentation developed during planning.

Completing a number of Sampling Design Selection
Worksheets (Exhibit 45) for different exposure areas,



media, and sampling design alternatives will enable the
RPM andriskassessortocompareandevaluatesampling
design options and consequences and select the
appropriate sampling design for each medium and
exposure pathway.

Computer programs are useful tools in developing and
evaluating sampling strategies, especially in trading off
costs against uncertainty, and identifying situations
when additional samples will notsignificantlyaffect the
useability of the data (i.e., the point of diminishing
returns). Each automated system has specific data
requirements and is based on specific site assumptions.
Themajorsystemsthatsupportenvironmentalsampling
decisions are listed, contacts for information given, and
brief descriptions provided in Exhibit 51.

Documenting design decisions. It is important to
document the primary issues considered in balancing
tradeoffs to accommodate resource concerns and their
impact ondata useability. Severalcompromises among
options are discussed in this section. Features of
analytical options available for organic and inorganic
analytes are summarized in Exhibits 56 through 59.
Fully documentall final sampling and analytical design
decisions. including the rationale for each decision.
During the course of the RI, continue to document
pertinent issues that arise and any plan modifications
which are implemented.

Thegoalofbalancing issues in the selectionofanalytical
methods is to obtain the best analytical performance
without sacrificing risk assessment requirements. The
selectionofanalytical methods often involves tradeoffs
among therequired detection limit, numberofanalytes
involved. precision and accuracy, turnaround time, and
cost. Some choices may conflict with others.

Costshouldbeconsideredonlyafterthemost appropriate
methods have been determined. Methods requiring
specialized instrumentation, such as high resolution
mass spectrometry, will be more expensive. Methods
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for use on matrices such as soil, can be more expensive
than similarmethods fora simplermatrix suchas water.
Less expensive methods often have higher detection
limits and less specific confirmation of identification.
However, the turnaround times are often quicker and a
larger number of samples can be analyzed. This often
significantly increases sampling precision and reduces
the probability of missing hot spots. Less expensive
methods are often chosen if the site has already been
characterizedby broadspectrmnanalyses. In evaluating
routine methods, consider whether analysis of more
samples through use of less expensive methods can
provide a similar level of data quality to that achieved
through the use of more expensive methods on fewer
samples. Byremaining aware of theeffectofindividual
issues on the data quality, the RPM can determine the
optimum choices.

... Field analysis can be used to decrease
cost and turnaround time, providing data
from a broad spectrum analysis are
available.

In addition to turnaround time for analysis. time must
also be scheduled for data review. This will not hinder
the availability of laboratory and field data for
preliminary use if a tiered data review sequence is
incorporated.

When nsing thetiered approach, considertheuse ofsplit
samples (i.e., sending sample splits for analysis by field
and fiXed laboratories). Quantitative comparison can
then be made between the precision and accuracy ofthe
field analyses and those of the fixed laboratory.
Conitrmation of identification by both field and fixed
laboratories also increases data confidence and
useability. It is recommended that field methods should
be used with at least a 10% rate of confumation or
comparison by fixed laboratory analyses.



EXHIBIT 56. COMPARISON OF ANALYTICAL OPTIONS
FOR ORGANIC ANALYTES IN WATER

Quantitative Precision &
Method MOL Confidence Timeliness Accuracy Comparability

FIELD SCREEN/FIELD ANALYSIS (Assumes preparation step)
GC(PCB) " " " "GC (Pesticides) " " "GC (VOA) " " "G C (Soil Gas) " "GC (BNA) " " "PHOTOVAC
Detector "FIXED LABORATORY

CLP RAS
VOA " "BNA " "Pesticides "Dioxin " "

CLP LOWCONC
GC " " "VOA " " " "BNA " " " "

500 SERIES
GC " "VOA " " "BNA " " "

600 SERIES
GC " "VOA " " "BNA " " "

SW846
GC "VOA " "BNA " "1600 SERIES
GC " " "VOA " " "BNA " " "Dioxin " " "PCDDs, PCDFs " " "
Key: '" = Method strength

21_002-055
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EXHIBIT 57. COMPARISON OF ANALYTICAL OPTIONS
FOR ORGANIC ANALYTES IN SOIL

Quantitative PrecIsion &
Method MDL Confidence Timeliness Accuracy Comparability

FIXED LABORATORY

CLP RAS
VOA ,} ,}
BNA ,} ,}
Pesticides ,}
Dioxin (2,3,7,8 TCOO) ,} ,}

SWS46
GC ,} ,}
VOA ,} ,}
BNA ,} ,}

1600 SERIES
GC ,} ,} ,}

VOA ,} ,} ,}

BNA ,} ,} ,}
Dioxin ,} ,} ,}

FIELD SCREEN
GC(PCB) ,} ,} ,}
GC(Pesticides) ,} ,}
GC(VOA) ,} ,} ,}
GC(Soil Gas) ,} ,}
GC(BNA) ,} ,} ,}
PHOTOVAC
Detector ,}
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EXHIBIT 58. COMPARISON OF ANALYTICAL OPTIONS
FOR INORGANIC ANALYTES IN WATER AND SOIL

Quantitative Precision ~
Method MDL Confidence Timeliness Accuracy Comparability 2

FIXED LASORATORY

CLP RAS
ICP -I -I -I
GFAA -I -I -I -I
FlarneAA

200 Series
GFAA -I -I -I
AA

ICP.M$l -I -I -I
ICP-Hydride3 -I

FIELD SCREEN

XRF -I
AA -I

Key: ..J = Method strength

1
CLP inorganic water assays are more accurate and precise than soil assays.

2
Ie? and GFAA are comparable at medium to high ppb levels. For As, Pb, Se, TI and Sb at less than
20 ppb, GFAA Is the method of choice.

3
ICP-MS and ICP·Hydride methods are relatively new; therefore, precision, accuracy, and comparability
estimates based on large statistical sampfing are not available.
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EXHIBIT 59. COMPARISON OF ANALYTICAL OPTIONS' FOR
ORGANIC AND INORGANIC ANALYTES IN AIR

Quantitative Precision &
Method MDL Confidence Timeliness Accuracy Comparability

FIXED LABORATORY

CLPVOA
Cannister 2-5 ppb ~ ~
Tenax 2-30 ppb ~ ~

(for most)

CLP BNA 0.00001- ~ ~
0.001 ug/m3

ClP Metals
3·10 ng/m3 ~ ~

Key: '" = Method strength

•
The methods described are new Statements of Work.
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Chapter 5
Assessment of Environmental Data for Useability in

Baseline Risk Assessments
The four basic decisions to be made from data collected
in the RI are:

What contamination is presentand at what levels?

Are siteconcentrations SUfficiently different from
background?

Are ail exposure- pathways and exposure areas
identified and examined?

Are all exposure areas fully characterized?

The uncertainty associated with each data useability
criterion affects the level ofconfidence associated with
each of these decisions.

How to conduct thedataassessment. Theriskassessor
orRPM examines the data, documentation, andreports
for each assessment criterion (I - VI) to determine if
performanceis within thelimits specifiedinthe planning
objectives. The data assessment process for each
criterion should be conducted according to the step·by­
step procedures discussed in this chapter. Minimum
requirements are listed for each criterion. Potential
effects of not meeting the minimum requirements are
also discussed and corrective action options are
presented. Exhibit 61 summarizes the major impact on
assessment if the minimum requirements associated
with each data useability criterion have not been met.

This chapter provides guidance for the assessment and
interpretation ofenvironmental data for use in baseline
human health risk assessments. Ecological risk
assessments follow a similar logic but may differ in
some details of sampling and analytical methodologies
and minimuni data requirements. The discussion of
data assessment ispresented as six steps that define the
assessment process for each data useability criterion.
Exhibit 60 lists the six criteria in the order that a risk
assessor would evaluate them. Italso gives references
to the sections in this chapter where they are further
discussed.

EXHIBIT 60. DATA USEABILITY
ASSESSMENT OF CRITERIA

CRITERION I

Reporls to Risk
Assessor

(5.1)

•
CRITERION II

Documentation
(5.2)

•
CRITERION III

Data Sources
(5.3)

•
CRITERION IV

Analytical Method and
Detection Limit

(5.4),
CRITERION V

Data Review
(5.5)

•
CRITERION VI

Data Quality
Indicators

(5.6)

21-'102"""0
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CLP
CV
CRDL
CRQL
DQO
GC
ICP
MDL
MS
QA
QC
RAGS
RI
RME
RPD
RPM
SAP
SOP
SQL

Acronyms

Contract Laboratory Program
coefficient of variation
contract required detection limit
contract required quantitation limit
data quality objective
gas chromatography
inductively coupled plasma
method detection limit
mass spectrometry
quality assurance
quality control
Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund
remedial investigation
reasonable maximum exposure
relative percent difference
remedial project manager
sampling and analysis plan
standard operating procedure
sample quantitation limit



EXHIBIT 61. MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS, IMPACT IF NOT MET, AND
CORRECTIVE ACTIONS FOR DATA USEABILITY CRITERIA

Data Useability Minimum Impact on RIsk
CorrectiveAssessment If Criterion

Criterion Requirement Not Met ActIon

5.1 Repatsto Risk · Sila description · Unable to perform · Request missing
A",,~ · Sampling design with quanlnalive risk information

sample locations """""""' · Perform qualitative· Analytical method and risk assessment
detection limit

· Results on per-sample basis,
qualified for analytical
limitations

· Sample quanlitatlon Iimts and
detection Iimils lor non-
detects

· Field conditions for media
and environment

· Preliminary reports

· Meteorological dara

· Field roporls

5.2 Documentation · Sample results related to · Unable to assess · RequesllocaUons
geographic location exposure pathways identified
(chain-aI-custody records, · Unable to Identify · Aesampling
SOPs, field and analytIcal appropriate
records) concentration for

exposure areas

5.3 Data Sources • AnalytJcal data results for • Potenlial for false · Resampflng or
one sample per medium negatlves or false reanalysis for
per exposure pathway positives crilical samples

· Broad spectrum analysis for · Increased variability in
one sample per medium exposure modeling
per exposure pathway· Field measurements data
for media and environment

5.4 Analytical · Routine (federally · Unquantifled precision · Reanalysis
Melhodand documented) methods used and accuracy · Resampling or
Detection L1mft to analyze chemicals of · False negatives reanalysis for critical

potential concern in cr"lcal salTllles
salTllles · Documented

statements of
lirritation for non-
critical samples

5.5 Data Review · Defined level of data review · Potential for false · Perform data
for aU data negatives or false review

poslUves

· Increased variability and
bias due to analytical
process, calculation
errors or transcription
errors

5.6 Data Qualily · Sampling variabllily · Unable 10 quantify · Resampling lor
Indicators quantified for each analyte confidence levels for critical samples· QC salllJles 10 identify and uncertainty · Performquafltative

quantify precision and · Potential for false risk assessment
accuracy negatives or false · Perform

· Sampling and positives quantitative
analytical precision and risk assessment
accuracy quantified for non-eritical

samples with
documented
discussion of
potenUallimilations

2'""",,-001
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The following activities should be perf01TI1ed for each
assessment criterion:

Identify ordetermine performance objectives and
minimum data requirements.

Quantitativeorqualitativeperformanceobjectives
should be specified in the sampling and analysis
plan for all components of the acquisition of
environmental data (as discussed in Chapter 4).
The fIrst step in assessing each criterion is to
assemble these perfonnance objectives and note
any changes. Performance objectives should also
be compared with the minimum acceptable
requirements for data useability presented in this
chapter. These minimum requirements can be
adopted as performance objectives if objectives
were not specified. For example, the requirement
that there mustbe a broad spectrum analysis for at
leastonesample in eachmedium for eacheXpbsure
area would be a performance objective, if
performance were not specified during planning.

Determine actual performance compared to
performance objectives.

Thenextstep in the assessmentofeach criterion is
to examine results to determine the ped01TI1ance
that was achieved for eachdatauseability criterion.
This performance should then be compared with
the objectives established during planning. Take
particular note of performance for samples or
analyses that are critical to the baseline risk
assessment. All deviations from the objectives
sltould benote(t In thosecases whereperfonnance
was better than that required in the objective, it
maybe useful for assessment offuture activities to
determine if this is due to unanticipated
.characteristicsofthe siteortosuperiorperformance
in some stage of the data acquisition. Corrective
action is the next step where perfonnancedoes not
meet performance objectives for data critical to
the risk assessment.

Determine and execute any corrective action
required.

". Focus corrective action on maximizing
the useabilitv ofdata from critical samples.

Corrective action should be taken to improve data
useability when performance fails to meet objectives
for data criticalto therisk assessment Correctiveaction
options are described in Exhibit 62. These options
require communication among the risk assessor, the
RPM, and the technical team. Sensitivity analysis may
be performed by the risk assessor to estimate the effects
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of not meeting performance requirements given the
certaintyofthe risk assessment. Corrective actions may
improve data quality and reduce uncertainty, and may
eliminate the need to qualify or reject data.

EXHIBIT 62. CORRECTIVE
ACTION OPTIONS WHEN DATA
DO NOT MEET PERFORMANCE

OBJECTIVES

• Retrieve missing infonnation.

• Resolve technical or procedural
problems by requesting additional
explanation or clarification from the
technical team.

• Request reanalysis of sample(s}
from extract.

• Request construction and
re-interpretation of analytical results
from the laboratory or the project
chemist.

• Request additional sample
collection and analysis for site or
background characterization.

Model potential impact on risk
assessment uncertainty using
sensitivity analysis to determine
range of effect.

• Adjust or impute data based on
approved default options and
imputation routines.

• Qualify or reject data for use in risk
assessment.

21-002-062

Using a worksheet to organize the data assessment.
Thelevelofcertaintyassociated with thedata component
of risk assessment depends on the amount of data that
meet performance objectives. The risk assessor
determines whether the data for each performance
measure are satisfactory (data accepted), questionable
(data qualified) or unsatisfactory (data rejected). The
worksheet provided in this chapter may be used as a
guide or organizational tool.

Use the Data Useability Worksheet, Exhibit 63, to
document data assessment decisions. Record the
decision as· accepted, accepted .with qualification, or
rejected for use in the risk assessment for each data



EXHIBIT 63. DATA USEABILITY WORKSHEET

.
Data Useability Criterion Decision Comments

I Reports 10 Risk Assessor

II Documentatron
A. Wot1<: PJan/SAP/OAPJP

B. SOPs

C. Field and
Analytical Records

III Data Sources

A. Analytical

B. Non·analytical

IV Analytical Methods

V Data Review

.
Decision: Accept, QualJfled Accept, Reject
----- ---- - - - --- - -- -

21-OO2~
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EXHIBIT 63. DATA USEABILITY WORKSHEET
(Conl'd)

.
Data Useability Criterion Decision Comments

VI Data Quality Indicators Sampling

A. Completeness Analytical

Combined

B. Comparability Sampling

Analytical

Combined

C. Representativeness
Sampling

Analytical

Combined

D. Precision Sampling

Analytical

Combined

E. Accuracy
Sampling

Analytical

Combined

•
Decision: Accept, Qualified Accept, Reject

- ------------ -

21·00Nl65-01

use.:'1bility criterion. Outline the justification for each
decision in the comments section.

TIle remainder of this chapter explains how to assess
data using the data useability criteria. Assessment of
Criterion I involves identifying the data and
documentation required for risk assessment (Section
5.1). Assessment of Criteria II through V examines
available data and results in tenus of the assessmentof
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data useability criteria for documentation (Section 5.2),
data sources (Section 5.3), analytical method and
detection limit (Section 5.4), and data review (Section
5.5). Criterion VI includes the assessment of sampling
and analytical performance (Section 5.6) according to
five data quality indicators: completeness,
comparability, representativeness. precision. and
accuracy.



5.1 ASSESSMENT OF CRITERION I:
REPORTS TO RISK ASSESSOR

Minimum Requirements

Site description.

Sampling design with sample locations,
related to site-specific data needs and data
quality objectives.

Analytical method and detection limit.

Results on per-sample basis qualified for
analytical limitations.

Sample quantitation limits and detection
limits for non-detects.

Fieldconditions formediaandenvironment.

Preliminary reports.

Meteorological data.

Field reports.

Data and documentation supplied to the risk assessor
mustbeevaluated-forcompletenessandappropriateness,
and to detennine ifany changes were made to the work
plan or thesampling and analysis plan (SAP) during the
course of the work. The SAP discusses the sampling
and analytical design and contains the quality assurance
projectplan anddataquaIity objectives (DQOs), ifthey
have been developed. The risk assessor shouldreceive
preliminary and final data reports, as described in the
following sections.

5.1.1 Preliminary Reports

.. Use preliminary data as a basis for
identifyingsamplingoranalysis deficiencies
and taking corrective action.

. Preliminaryanalyticaldatareports allow theriskassessor
tobeginassessmentassoon as thesamplingand analysis
effort has begun. These initial reports have three
functions:

The risk assessor can begin to characterize the
baseline risk assessment on the basis of actual
data. Chemicals of interest will be identified and
the variability in concentration can be estimated.

Potential problems in sampling oranalysis can be
identifiedand the need forcorrectiveaction can be
assessed. Forexample, additional samplesmaybe
required. or the method may need to be modified
because of matrix interferences.
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RI schedules are more likely to be met if the risk
assessmentprocess can begin before the final data
reports are produced.

The major advantage ofpreliminary review of data by
the risk assessor is the potential for feedback and
corrective action while the RI is still in process. This
can improve the quality ofdaia for risk assessinent.

5.1.2 Final Report

". Problems in data useability due to sam·
piing usually can affect all chemicals
involved in the risk assessment; problems
due to analysis may only affect specific
chemicals.

The minimum data reports and documentation needed
to prepare the risk assessment are:

A description ofthe site, including a detailed map
showing the location ofeach sample, surrounding
structures, terrain features, receptor populations,
indicationsofairand waterflow, and a description
of the operative industrial process (if any),

Adescription andrationalefor thesamplingdesign
and sampling procedures.

A description of the analytical methods used.

Results for eachanalyteand eachsample,qualified
for analyticallimitations. and a full description of
all deviations from SOPs, SAPs. and QA plans,

Sample quantitation limits (SQLs) and detection
limits for undetectedanaIytes, withan explanation
of the detection limits reported and any
qualifications,

A narrative explanation ofthe level ofdata review
used andtheresultingdataqualifiers. Thenarrative
should indicate the direction of bias, based on the
assessment of the results from QC samples (e.g.,
blanks and field and laboratory spikes), and

A description of field conditions and physical
parameter data as appropriate for the media
involved in the exposure assessment.

Itmay not bepossible to perfonn a quantitative baseline
riskassessmentifanyofthesematerialsarenotavailable
and cannot be obtained. The RPM or risk assessor
shouldattempt to retrieve missing deliverables from the
source.

Additional reports and data that are useful to the risk
assessor, such as data results on Contract Laboratory
Program(CLP)diskettes, are listedinExhibit 19. Access



to this •. information can improve the efficiency and
quality of the risk assessment However, not having
accessdoesnotnecessarilyrequirethedatatobequaIified
or rejected. Minimum requirements for reports to the
risk assessor are listed in Exhibit 61.

5.2 ASSESSMENT OF CRITERION II:
DOCUMENTATION

Minimum Requirements

Sampleresults related to geographic location
(chain~of-custody records, SOPs, field and
analytical records).

1bree types ofdocumentation must beassessed: chain­
of-custody records, SOPS, and field and analytical
records. Chain-of-custody records for risk. assessment
must document the sample locations and the date of
sampling so that sample results can be related to
geographic locationand specificsample containers. Ifa
sample result cannot be related to a sampling date and
the pointofsample collection, theresults are unuseable
for quantitative risk assessment. Full scale chain-of­
custody procedures (from sample collection through
analysis) are required for enforcementorcost recovery.

SOPsdescribeandspecify theprocedures tobe followed
during sampling and analysis. They areQA procedures
that increase theprobability thata datacollection design
will be properly implemented. SOPS also increase
consistency in perfOlIDing -tasks and, as a result,
determine the level of systematic error and reduce the
rimdom· error associated with sampling and analysis.
Knowledge that SOPs were developed and followed
increases confidence that the quality of data can be
determined, and the level ofcertainty in risk assessment
can be established. The existence of SOPs for each
processor activity involved in data collection is not a
minimum requirement, but SOPs can be useful if data
problems occur, particularly in assessing the
comparability of data sets.

Field and analytical records document the procedures
followed and the conditions of the procedures. Field
and analytical records, such as field logs and raw
instrument output, may be useful to the risk assessor as
back-up documentation, but they are not minimum
requirements. QC data from blanks, spikes, duplicates,
replicates, and standards should also be accessible, in
either raw orsummary fonnats, to supportqualitative or
quantitative assessments of the analytical results. Like
SOPs, such records are critical to resolving problems in
interpretation, but they may not directly affect the level
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of certainty of the risk assessment. Minimum
requirements for documentation are listed in Exhibit
61.

5.3 ASSESSMENT OF CRITERION III:
DATA SOURCES

Minimum Requirements

Analytical sample data results for each
medium within an exposure area.

• Broad spectrum analysis for one sample per
medium per exposure area.

Field measurements data for media and
environment.

Datasource assessmentinvolves the evaluation and use
of historical and current analytical data. Historical
analytical data should be evaluated according to data
quality indicators and not source (e.g., analytical
protocols may have changed significantly over time).

The minimum analytical data requirement for risk
assessment is that results areproducedfor each medium
within anexposureareausing a broadspectrumanalytical
technique, such as GC-MS methods fororganicanalytes
or ICP for inorganic analytes. The useability of data
will almost always increase as mote broad spectrum
analyses are performed for each exposure area. The
absence of a broad spectrum analysis from a fixed
laboratory results in an increased probability offalse
negatives; all chemicals ofpotential concern at the site
may not be identified. In the absence of a broad
spectrum analysis, the best corrective action is to take
additional samples. If additional samples cannot be
obtained, the probability of false negatives and false
positives should be considered high, and the level of
certainty of the risk assessment is decreased.

The broad spectrum analysis, and any other analytical
data, are subject to the basic documentation and data
review requirements discussed in this chapter. The
location ofthe sampledatapointmustbe known, as well
as the method and SQL achieved for analytical results.
Guidance for the assessment of analytical data to
determine false positives and false negatives and the
precision and accuracy of concentration results is
provided in Section 5.6.1.

Field measurements of physical characteristics of the
site, medium, orcontamination sourceare a criticaldata
source, whose omission can significantly affect the
ability of the risk assessor to perform a quantitative
assessment. Physical site information isalsorequired to
perfonnexposurefate and traIlsportmodeling. Examples



of such data are particle size, pH, clay content and
porosity ofsoils, wind direction and speed, topography,
and percent vegetation. RAGS, Part A, Exhibit 4-2,
"Examples of Modeling Parameters for Which
Information May Need to be Obtained During a Site
SamplingInvestigation," (EPA 1989a)providesalistof
data elements according to medium modeling category.
Thesemeasurements mustbe collectedduring sampling.
The use of default options and routines to estimate
missing values allows the useofthemodel but increases
the uncertainty associatedwith the exposureassessments;

5.4 ASSESSMENT OF CRITERION IV:
ANALYTICAL METHOD AND
DETECTION LIMIT

Minimum Requirements

Routine (federally documented) methods
used to analyze chemicals of potential
concern in critical samples.

The risk assessor compares SQLs or method detection
limits (MOLs) with analyte-specific results to determine
their consequence given the concentration of concern.
Assessment of preliminary data reports provides an
opportuuity to review the detection limits early and
resolve any problems. When a chemical of potential
concern is reported as not detected, the result can only
beusedwith confidenceifthe quantitation limitsreported
are lower than the corresponding concentration of
concern. The minimum recommended requirement is
that theMDL benomore than 20% ofthe concentration
of concern, so that the SQL will also be below the
concentration of concern, Chemicals identified above
this ratio ofdetection limit to concentration ofconcern
can be used with good confidence. For example, if the
concentration of concern for arsenic in groundwater is
70 ugIL for an average daily consumption of 2 L of
water by a 70 kg adult, the detection limit ofa suitable
method for examination of groundwater samples from
such a site should beno greater than 14 uglL. Minimum
requirements for analyticalmethods anddetection limits
are listed in Exhibit 61.

Ifthe concentrationofconcern isless than orequal to the
detection limit, and the chemical of concern is not
detected, do not use zero in the calculation of the
concentration term. When the MDL reported for an
analyte is near to the concentration of concern, the
confidence in both identification and quantitation may
be low. This is illustrated in Exhibit 64. Information
concerning non-detectsordetections atorne.:1fdetection
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limits should be qualified according to the degree of
acceptable uncertainty, as described in Section 5.6.1.

The concentration ofconcern for ecologicalrisk may be
different than the concentration of concern for human
health risk. In addition, aquatic life criteria should be
examined to detennine if they are based on ecological
or human health risk.

5.5 ASSESSMENT OF CRITERION V:
DATA REVIEW

Minimum Requirements

Defined level of data review for all data.

Data review assesses the quality of analytical results
and is performed by a professional with aknowledge of
the analytical procedures. The requirement for risk
assessment is that only data that have been reviewed
according to a specified level or plan will be used in the
quantitative risk assessment. Any analytical errors, or
limitations in datathat are identified by the review, must
be noted in the risk assessment if the data are used. An
explanation for qualifiers used must be included with
the review report.

All data should receive some level of review. The risk
assessor may receive data prior to the quantitative
baseline risk assessment that were not reviewed. Data
that have not been reviewed must be identified because
the lack of review increases the uncertainty for the risk
assessment. These data may lead to false positive or
false negative assessments and qllantitation errors.
Unreviewed data may also contain transcription errors
and calculation errors. Data may be used in the
preliminary assessment before review, but must be
reviewedata predetermined level before use in the fmal
risk assessment.

Depending upon data user requirements, the level and
depth of the data review are variable. The level and
depth of the data review may be determined during the
planning process and must include an examination of
laboratoryand method perfonnance forthe samples and
analytes involved. This examination includes:

Evaluation of data completeness,

Verification of instrument calibration,

Measurement of laboratory. precision using
duplicates; measurement of laboratory accuracy
using spikes,

Examination of blanks for contamination,



EXHIBIT 64. RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF DETECTION LIMIT
AND CONCENTRATION OF CONCERN: DATA ASSESSMENT

Relative Position of Method
Detection Limit (MOL) and

Concentration of Concern (COC)

Confidsnca MOL
Um~s

"
Concentration

Concentration

Assessmentofadherence tomethodspecifications
and QC limits, and

Evaluation of method performance in the sample
matrix.

Specificdatareview proceduresaredependent upon the
method and data user requirements. Section 5.6.1
details procedures for evaluating QC samples for
laboratory and method performance. CLP data review
procedures are performed according to criteriaoutlined
in National Functional Guidelines for Organic Data
Review (EPA 1991e) and Laboratory Data Validation:
Functional Guidelines for Evaluating lnorganics
Analyses (EPA 1988e). Minimum requirements for
data review are listed in Exhibit 61.
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Consequence

Non-Detects and
Detacts Useable

Possibility of
False Positives and

False Negatives

Non-Detects Not
Useable

Detects Useable

Possibility of False
Negatives

5.6 ASSESSMENT OF CRITERION VI:
DATA QUALITY INDICATORS

Minimum Requirements

Sampling variability quantitated for each
analyte.

QC samples required to identify and
quantitate precision and accuracy.

Sampling and analytical precision and
accuracy quantitated,

The assessment of data quality indicators presented in
this chapter is significant to detennine data useability,



EXHIBIT 65. CONSEQUENCES OF ALTERNATIVE SAMPLING
STRATEGIES ON TOTAL ERROR ESTIMATE

Environmental
Dala

Statistioal
Assumptions

Classioal
Model

No Goo_
Statisflcal

Model

Consult a
Statistician

Multiple ) "N~O,-_..J
Dala Points,

Non-Statistical
Treatment

) ... N""o-;.~__<
Yes Add Samples.

No

No

Modify Performance
Objective

No

Accept and Quality
Oala or Reject

Total Error Estimates
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Determine
Corrective

Action

Determine
Corrective

Action



Assessment of Sampling and
Analytical Data Quality
Indicators

The major activity in determining the useability ofdata
based on sampling is assessing the effectiveness of the
sampling operations performed. Samples provided for
analysis must answer the four basic decisions to be
made with RI data in risk assessment (cited at the
beginning of this chapter) that are translated into site­
specific objectives based on scoping and planning
decisions.

5.6.1

Independent data review evaluates laboratory results,
not sampling. Determining the useability ofanalytical
results begins with the review of QC samples and
qualifiers to assess analytical performance of the
laboratory and the method. It is more important to
evaluate the effect on the data than to determine the
source of the error. The data package is reviewed as a
whole for some criteria; data are reviewed at the sample
level for other criteria, such as holding time. Factors
affecting theaccuracy ofidentificationandthe precision
and accuracy of quantitation of individual chemicals,
such as calibration and recoveries, must be examined
analyte-by-analyte. The qualifiers used in the review of
CLP data are presented and their effect on data quality
is discussed in this section. Exhibit 66 presents a

EXHIBIT 66. USE OF aUALlTY CONTROL OATA FOR RISK ASSESSMENT

<r Qualified data can usually be used for
quantitative risk assessments.

The assessment of data quality indicators for either
sampling or analysis involves the evaluation of five
indicators: completeness, comparability, represen­
tativeness, precision, and accuracy. Uncertainties in
completeness, comparability, and representativeness
increase the probability of false negatives and false
positives when the data are used to test particular
hypotheses as part of the site evaluation. This increase
in uncertainty can affect the confidence of chemical
identification. Variation in completeness, comparability,
representativeness, precision, and accuracy affects the
uncertainty of estimates of avemge concentration and
reasonable maximum exposure (RME). Once the
indicatoris examinedoranumerical value is determined,
theresults canbe compared totheperfonnanceobjectives
established during RI planning. This comparison
determines the useability of the data and any required
corrective actions.

A summary of the minimum requirements for data
quality indicators is presented in Exhibit 61, and the
evaluation process is illustrated in Exhibit 65. Specific
requirements for each indicator are presented in the
following sections.

Qua11ty Control Criterion Eftect on Identif1c<rtlon When QuantitatIve Bias •••
Criterion Is not Met

Spikes (High Recovery) - High Use data as upper limit.

Spikes (Low Recovery) False Negative1 Low Use dala as lower limit.

Duplicates None, unless anatyte found High or Use data as estimate-poor precision.
in one duplicate and not the Low2

other. Then eilher false
posilive or false negative.

Blanks False Positive High Set confidence level5x blank.
Use data above eonfidence level.
Use data below confidence level
as estimate.

Calibration - High or Use data as estimate
Low 2 unless problem is extreme.

Tune False Negative -- Rejeel data or examine raw data and
use professional judgment.

Internal Standards - - Use data as estimale.·poor precision.
(Reproducibility) 3

Internal Slandards - Low Use data as lower limit.
(High Recovery)

Internal Standards False Negative 1 High Use data as upper limit.
(Low Recovery)

1 False negative only Iikety if recovery is near zero.
2 Effect on bias determined by examination of data for each individual analyte.
3 Includes surrogates and system monitoring compounds.

2'·00l....
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Completeness, Completeness for sampling is
calculated by the following formula:

This measure ofcompleteness is useful fordata collection
and analysis management but misses the key risk
assessment issue, which is the total number of data
points available and acceptable for each chemical of
potential concern, Incompleteness should be assessed
to determine ifan acceptable level ofdata useability can
still be obtained or whether the level of completeness
mustbe increased, eitherby further sampling orby other
corrective action, Any decrease in the number of
samples from that specified in the sampling design will
affect the final results. In this case, the option of
obtaining more samples should be reviewed.

summaryoftheQCsamplesandthedatauseimplications
of qualified data. Corrective action options are shown
in Exhibit 62.

Sample media can be more complex than expected in
environmental analysis. For example, sludge or oily
wastes may contain interfering chemicals whose
presence cannot be predicted in precision and accuracy
measurements, The risk assessor must examine the
reported precision [relative percent difference (RPD)]
and accuracy [percent recovery (%R)] datato determine
useability. Ranges used for rejection and qualification
ofCLPdata have beendetenninedbasedon the analysis
of target compounds in environmental media, These
ranges, documented in theFunctional Guidelines (EPA
1991e, EPA 1988e) can be used in the absence of
specifications in the planning documents.

Percent
Completeness

<Number of Acaiptahle Data Points) X 100

Total Number of Samples Collected

Minimum Requirements Impact When Minimum Corrective Action
for Completeness Requirements Are Not Met

• Percentage of sample • Higher probability of false • Resampling or reanalysis to
completeness determined negatives, fill data gaps.
during planning to meet
specified performance · Reduction in confidence · Additional analysis of
measures. level and power, samples already at

laboratory.

· 100"1.. of all data for analytes · A reduction in the number of
in critical samples (at least samples reduces site · Determine whether the
one sample per medium per coverage and may affect missing data are crucial to
exposure area). representativeness, Data for the risk assessment (Le.,

critical samples have data from critical samples).

· All data from critical samples significantly more impact
considered crucial. than incomplete data for
Background samples and non-eritical samples,
broad spectrum analyses are
usually critical. • Useability of data is

decreased for critical
samples.

• Useability of data is
potentially decreased for
non-critical samples.

· Reduced ability to
differentiate site levels from
background,

• Impact of incompleteness
generally decreases as the
number of samples
increases,
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The completeness for analytical data required for risk
assessmentis definedas thenumberofchemical-specific
data results for an exposure area in an operable unit that
are determined acceptable after data review.

Typicalcauses forsampleattrition includesiteconditions
preventing sample collection (e.g., a well runs dry),
sample breakage, and invalid or unuseable analytical
results. Incompleteness can increase the uncertainty
involved in risk assessments by reducing the available
numberofsampleson which identifIcationandestimates
ofconcentration ofchemicals at the site are based. The
reduction in the number of samples from the original
design further affects representativeness by reducing
site coverage and increases the variability in
concentrationestimates. Onlytbecollectionofadditional
samples will resolve the problem, unless the samples
involved were duplicates or splits. In this case, or if the
cause was laboratory performance, the extracts may be
considered for reanalysis.

Completeness for analytical data is calculated by the
following formula:

Percent
Completeness

:: (Number of Acceptahle Samples) x 100

Total Number of Samples Analyzed

An analysis is consideredcomplete ifall datagenerated
are determinedtobeacceptablemeasurementsas defined
in the SAP. Results for each analyte should be present
for each sample. In. addition, data from QC samples
necessary to determine precision and accuracy should
be present. QC samples and the effects of problems
associated with these samples are discussedlaterin this
section.

Comparability. Comparability is not compromised
provided that the sampling design is unbiased, and the
samplingdesign oranalyticalmethodshavenotchanged
over time. If any of these factors change, the risk
assessor may experience difficulties in combining data
sets to estimate the RME. The determination of the
RME is based on the principal of estimating risk over
time for the exposure area. The ideal situation occurs
when samples can be added within the basic design,
decreasing the level of uncertalnty.

..Anticipate the needto combine data from
different sampling events and/or different
analytical methods.

Comparability is a very important qualitative data
indicator for analytical assessment and is a critical

Minimum Requirements Impact When Minimum Corrective Action
for Comparabliity Requirements Are Not Met

· Unbiased sampling design or • Non-additivity of sample For Sampling:
documented reasons for results.
selectIng another sampling · Statistical analysis of effects
design. · Reduced confidence, power, of bias.

and ability to detect
• The analytical methods used differences, given the For Analytical Data:

must have common analytical number of samples
parameters. available. · Preferentially use those data

that provide the most

· Same units of measure used · Increased overall error. definitive identification and
In reporting. quantitation of the chemicals

of potential concern. For

· Similar detection limits. organic chemical
identification, GC·MS data

· Equivalent sample are preferred over GC data
preparation techniques. generated with other

detectors. For quantitatlon,
examine the precision and
accuracy data along with the
reported detection limits.

· Reanalysis using comparable
methods,
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parameter when considering the combination of data
sets from different analyses for the same chemicals of
potential concern. The assessment of data quality
indicatorsdetermines ifanalytical results being reported
are equivalent to data obtained from similar analyses.
Only comparable data sets can readily be combinedfor
the purpose of generating a single risk assessment
calculation.

The use ofroutinemethods simplifies the detennination
of comparability because all laboratories use the same
standardized procedures and reporting parameters. In
other cases, the risk assessor may have to consult with
an analytical chemist to evaluate whether different
methods are sufficiently comparable to combine data
sets. The RPM should request completedescriptions of
non-routine methods. A preliminaryassessment can be
made by comparing the analytes, useful range, and
detection limit of the methods. If different units of
measure have been reported, all measurements must be
converted to a common setofunits before comparison.

Representativeness. Representativeness of data is
critical to risk assessments. The results of the risk
assessment will be biased to the degree that the data do
not reflect the chemicals and concentrations present in
the exposurearea or unitofinterest. Non~representative
chemical identification may result in false negatives.
Non-representative estimates of concentration levels
may be higher or lower than the true concentration.
Non-representative sampling can usually only be

resolved by additional sampling, unless the potential
limitations of the risk assessment are acceptable.

It is important to determine whether any changes have
occurred in the actual sample collection that convert an
originally unbiased samplingplanintoabiasedsampling
episode. Bias in unbiased designs is difficult to assess
because no measure of the true value is known. Bias is
assumed in non-statistical designs.

Representativeness is primarily a planning concern.
The solution is in the design of a sampling plan that is
representative. Once the design is implemented, only
the sampling variability is evaluated during the
assessment process, unless contamination occurs in the
QC samples or blanks, orproblems exist during sample
preparation that affect sample results. Incompleteness
of data potentially decreases representativeness and
increases the potential for false negatives and the bias in
estimations of concentration.

Representativeness is determined by examining the
sampling plan, as discussed in Section 3.2. In
detennining the representativeness of the data, the
evaluator examines the degree to which the data meet
the perfonnance standards of the method and to which
the analysis represents the sample submitted to the
laboratory. Analytical data quality affects
representativeness since data of low quality may be
rejected for use in risk assessments. Holding time,
sample preservation, extraction procedures, andresuIts

Minimum ReqUirements Impact When Minimum Corrective Action
for Representativeness Requirements Are Not Met

• Sample data representative 0 Bias high or low in estimate 0 Additional sampling.
of exposure area and ofAME.
operable units. . Examination of effects of. Increased likelihood of false sample preparation

0 Documented sample negatiVes. procedures.
preparation procedures.

For critical samples,Rlterlng, composiling, and 0 Inaccurate identification or 0

sample preservation may estimate of concentration reanalyses of samples or
affect representativeness. that leads to Inaccurate resampling of the affected

calculation of risk. site areas. For non-crltical
• Documented analytical data samples, reanalyses or

as specified in the SAP. 0 Remaining data may no resampling should be
longer SUfficiently represent decided by the RPM in
the site if a large porlion of consultation with the
the data are rejected, or if all technical team.
data from analyses of
samples at a specific location . If the resampling or
are rejected. reanalyses cannot be

performed, document in the
site assessment report what
areas of the site are not
represented due to poor
quality of analytical data.
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from analyses ofblanks affect the representativeness of
analytical data (see Appendix V).

Precision. The two basic activities performed in the
assessment of precision are estimating sampling
variability from the observed spatial variation and
estimating the measurement error attributable to the
data collection process. Assumptions concerning the
samplingdesignanddatadistributionsmustbeexamined
prior to interpreting the results. This examination will
provide the basis for selecting calculation formulas and
knowing when statistical consultation is required.

The type of sampling design selected is critical to the
estimation of sampling variability as discussed in
Sections 3.2 and 4.1. If the sampling design is
judgmental, the nature of the sampling error canDot be
determined and estimates ofthe average concentrations
of analytes may not be representative of the site.

- Determine the distribution of the data
before applying statistical measures.

The nature of the observed chemical data distribution
affects estimation procedures. The estimation of
variabilityandconfidenceintervals willbecomecomplex
if the distnbution cannot be assumed normal or to
approximate normal when transformed to log normal.
Estimates of the 95% upper confidence limit of the
average concentration for the RME should be based on
an analysis of the frequency distribution of tlie data
whenever the database is sufficient to support such
analysis. Statistical tests may be nsoo to compare the
distribution of the observed data with the normalor log
normal distribution (Gilbert 1987). Graphs of data
withoutstatistical test results may also beacceptable for
some data sets. Statistical computer software can assist
in the analyses of data distribution.

Sampling variahility. Exhibit 67 summarizes the
assessment procedures for the evaluation of variability
from different sampling procedures. The estimation of
confidence levels, power, and minimum detectable
relative differences requires assumptions about the
coefficients of variation from sampling variability for

Minimum Requirements Impact When Minimum Corrective Action
for Precision Requirements Are Not Met

• Confidence level of 80% (or · Errors in decisions to act or For Sampling:
as specified in DaDs). not act based on analytical

data. · Add samples based on

· Power of 90% (or as specified information from available
in DaDs). · Unacceptable level of data that are known to be

uncertainty. representative.

· Minimum detectable relative
differences specified in SAP · Increased variability of · Adjust performance
and modified after analysis of quantitative results. objectives.
background samples if
necessary. • False negatives for For Analysis:

measurements·near the

· One set of field duplicates or detection limits. • Analysis of new duplicate
more as specified in the SAP. samples.

· Analytical duplicates and • Review laboratory protocols
splits as specified in the SAP. to ensure comparability.

• Measurement error specified. • Use precision measure~

ments to determine
confidence limits for the
effects on the data.

· The risk assessor can use
the maximum sample results
to set an upper bound on the
uncertainty in the risk
assessment if there is too
much variability in the
analyses.
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EXHIBIT 67. STEPS TO ASSESS SAMPLING PERFORMANCE

1. Confirm statistical assumptions.

2. Summarize analyte detection data by strata: media within site or site subgroups
and strata within media.

3. Transform analyte concentration data so distribution is approximately normal.

4. Calculate the coefficient of variation for each analyte detected.

5. Using Exhibit 47 "Relationships Between Measures of Statistical Performance
and Number of Samples Required," look up the range of power, confidence
level and minimal detectable relative differences for the calculated
coefficient of variation.

6. Compare the statistical performance measures required to those achievable
given the coefficient of variation and sample size.

7. If the performance objectives are achieved, go to Step 9.

If the required statistical performance levels are not met, then additional samples
must be taken or one or more of the performance parameters must be changed.

If samples are to be added, Exhibit 47 and the calculation formulas in Appendix
IV can be used to determine the number needed.

8. If the performance parameters are to be changed, the parameter to be changed
should be the one which will increase the probability of taking unnecessary
action as opposed to unnecessary risk.

9. Examine the results of the ac samples. Sample results must be considered to
be qualitative if no results are available for ac samples.

10. If the ac sample results indicate possible bias through contamination, take
appropriate corrective action.

each chemical of potential concern. The RPM or risk
assessor should discuss the implications of these
assumptions with a statistician to detennine their
potential impacts on data useability.

.. Determine the statistical measures of
performance most a'pplicable to site
conditionsbefore assessing data useability.

Once the statistical assumptions and observed analyte
variability are known, selected statistical perfonnance
measures can be assessed to detennine the data quality
achieved. Additional samples may be needed, or
modified DQOs required, as a result of evaluating
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sampling variability. Three issues are involved in the
assessment of required statistical performance:

Level of certainty or confidence,

Power, and

• Minimum detectable relative difference.

The required level for each of these perfonnance
measures should be included in the SAP as DQOs. The
user's data quality requirements defined by these
statistical measures determine the number of samples
that are taken during data collection. Recommended
minimum statistical performance parameters for



discriminating contaminant concentrations from
background levels in risk assessment are provided in
Exhibit 68.

EXHIBIT 68. RECOMMENDED
MINIMUM STATISTICAL

PERFORMANCE PARAMETERS FOR
RISK ASSESSMENT

Null Hypothesis: On-site Contaminant
Concentrations are not Higher than

the Background

Confidence level:
1•

80% minimum, reject null when true (take
unnecessary action).

· Power. 2
90% minimum, accept null when false (fail to
take action when action is required).

• Minimum detectable relative difference:
10% - 20%, usually depends on concentration
of concern.

1 (l-false positive estimate) or (1 -<xl.
2 (Halse negative estimate) or (1 ~).

Source: EPA 1989f.

First, sununarize the sample results at the analyte level
bystratum and strata within media to detennine whether
the peiformance objectives have been met Sampling
error is not relevant if a particular combination of
stratum andanalyte yields only a single data point In
that case, assessmentproceeds to that ofanalytical error
for that stratmn and analyte combination.

The distribution for stratmn and analyte combinations
with multiple data points should usually be examined
for nonnality and transfonned to log normaL The
coefficient of variation is calculated for each stratum
and analyte combination. If the dislribution resulting
from the transformation is not normal, a new
distributional model will need to be identified and
validated in consultation with a statistician. Non­
parametric procedures which require no distributional
assumptions may also be used.

Conversely, the statistical perfonnance achieved can be
determined, given the coefficient of variation, This
perfonnance should be compared to the requirements
stated in planning. If the perfonnance objectives are
achieved, the riskassessorcanproceed to the assessment
of measurement error.
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Ifthe required statistical perfonnanceobjectives are not
met, additional samples must be taken, orone (ormore)
of the performance parameters must be changed. If
samples are added. the tables and fonnulas provided in
Chapter4 and Appendix IV can be used to calculate the
number ofsamples required. Ifa perfonnancepararneter
is changed, it should be the one that will increase the
probability of taking unnecessary action as opposed to
an increased probability of unnecessary risk The
uncertainty level will thenbe reduced first, the minimum
detectable relative difference will be increased second,
and the level of power will be reduced last. Minimum
reconunended levels for performance parameters in
risk assessment in the absence ofsite-specificDQOsare
80% confidence levels. 90% power, and 10-20%
minimum detectable relative differences (EPA 19890.
Exhibit 68 summarizes the recommended DQOs for
statistical perfonnance parameters.

Measurement error. Measurement error is estimated
using the results of field duplicate samples. Field
duplicates detennine total within-batch measurement
error, including analytical error if the samples are also
analyzedas laboratory duplicates. Theestimate is ofthe
difference between analytical values reported for
duplicates. Thistypeofvariationhasfourbasicsources:
sample collection procedures, sample handling and
storage procedures, analytical procedures. and data
processing procedures.

The fonnulaforcomputing therelativepercentdifference
between duplicates is:

RPD - IR, - R,I x 100
(R, + R,)/2

where R1and~ are the results from the first and second
duplicate samples, respectively. Precision is a measure
of the repeatability of a single measurement and is
evaluated from the results of duplicate samples and
splits.

Low precision can be caused by poor instrument
perfonnance. inconsistent application of method
protocols,orby adifficult, heterogeneoussamplematrix.
The last effect can be distinguished from the others by
evaluation of laboratory QC data.

Ifsplitsampleshavebeen analyzed by differentmethods
ordifferent laboratories, then data users have a measure
of the quality of individual techniques. Splits are
particularly effective when one laboratory is areference
laboratory. Ifoothsetsofdataexhibitthe sameproblems,
then laboratory perfonnance can usually be ruled outas
a sourceoferror. Splits are also useful when using non­
routine methods or comparing results from different
analytical methods.



Accuracy. Accuracy is a measure ofoverestimation or
underestimation of reported concentrations and is
evaluated from the results of spiked samples. The
procedure fordetermining accuracy will vary according
to differences in the number of measurements and the
precision of the estimates. Data that are not reported
with confidence limits cannot be assigned weights
based on precision and should not be combined for use
(Taylor 1987).

Spikedsamples are particnlarly useful in the analysisof
complex sample types because they help the reviewer
determine theextentofbiason the samplemeasurement.
Asetofstandards atknown concentrations is mixedinto
a portion of the sample or into distilled water prior to
sample preparation and analysis. The analytical results
are compared to the amount spiked to determine the
level of recovery. It is important to note that unless
every sample is spiked, spike recoveries indicate only a
trend rather than a specific quantitative measure.

Accuracyis controlledprimarilyby the analyticalprocess
and is reported as bias. The absolute bias ofa sampling
design cannot be determined unambiguously because
the true valueofthe chemicalsofconcern in theexposure
area can never be known. However, statistically based
sampling designs described in Chapter 4 are structured
to prodUce unbiased results.

Bias can be estimated using field spikes on field
evaluation or audit samples to assess the accuracy and

comparability of results. These estimates will reflect
the effects ofsamplecollection, handling, holding time,
and the analytical process on the result for the sample
collected.

Bias is estimated for the measurement process by
computing the percent recovery (%R) for the spiked or
reference compotmd as follows:

%R
- IMwmmd Amount. AmQ\lnl in 1JnspiJred Sample); 100
- Amount Spiked

Because of the inherent problems associated with the
spiking procedure and the interpretation of recovery,
spikes are considered minimum requirements only if
specified in the SAP. Field matrix spikes are currently
not recommended for use in soils (EPA 19890.

Field blanks areevaluated toestimate the potential bias
caused by contamination from sample collection,
preparation, shipping and/or storage. Results for the
analysis of field blanks indicate whether contamination
resnlted in bias, but they are not estimates ofaccuracy.
Bias pertaining to analytical recoveries is computed as
follows:

Percent (MWJJ1ed AmmlQ}_Ammml in1JmpiW Sample) 11 100

Bias Amount Spiked

Minimum Requirements Impact When Minimum Corrective Action
for Accuracy Requirements Are Not Met

• Field spikes to assess • Increased potential for false • Consider resampling at
accuracy of non-detects and negatives. If spike recovery affected locations.
positive sample results if is low, it is probable that the
specified in the SAP. method or analysis is biased • No correction factor is

low for that analyte and applied to CLP data on the

· Analytical spikes as values of all related samples basis of the percent recovery
specified in the SAP. may underestimate the in calculating the analyte

actual concentration. concentration.
• Use analytical methods

(routine methods whenever • Increased potential for false • If recoveries are extremely
possible) that specify positives. If spike recovery low or extremely high, the
expected or required . exceeds 100%, interferences risk assessor should consult
recovery ranges using may be present, and it is with an analytical chemist to
spikes or other ac probable that the method or identify a more appropriate
measures. analysis is biased high. method for reanalysis of the

Analytical results samples.

· No chemicals of potential overestimate the true
concern detected in the concentration of the spiked
blanks. analyte.

21.olJ2..085
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Blanks are of primary concern for the analysis of bias
involved in sampling because of the difficulty in
perfonning ft.eldspikes andtheavailabilityofappropriate
reference standards and matrix for evaluation samples.

Results from blanks can be used to estimate the extent
ofhigh bias in theeventofcontamination. The following
procedures should be implemented to prevent the
assignment of false positive values due to blank
contamination:

If the field blanks are contaminated and the
laboratory blanks are not, the RPM orrisk assessor
can conclude that contamination occurred prior to
receipt of the samples by the laboratory. If the
contamination is significant (i.e., it will interfere
with thedeterminationofrisk), considerresampling
at affected locations.

If it is not possible to resample, the RPM or risk
assessormustassess theeffectofthecontamination
on the potential for false positives. Often, this
detennination can be made by examining data
from samples located nearby. If all samplesand
blanksshow the samelevelofa particularchemical,
the presenceofthe chemical in the samples is most
likely due to contamination.

If the laboratory blanks are contaminated, the
laboratory should be required to rerun the
associated analyses. This is especially important
in the case ofcritical analytes or samples. Before
reanalyses, the laboratory must demonstrate
freedom from contamination byproviding results
of a clean laboratory blank:. Note: If laboratory
blanksarecontarninated, field blanks will generally
also be contaminated.

If reanalysis is not possible, then the sample data
must be qualified. The Functional Guidelines
provide examples of blank qualification.
Chemicals detected in the associated samples
below the action level defined in the Functional
Guidelines are cousidered undetected.

Data qualifiers. All data generated by the routine
analytical servicesoCtheCLParereviewed and qualified
by Regionalrepresentatives according to the guidelines
found in the FunctionalGuidelines as modified to fit the
requirements of the individual Regions.

,.. Use data qualified as U or J for risk
assessment purposes.

Analytes qualified with a U are considered "not
detected," Ifprecision and accuracy are acceptable (as
determined by the QC samples), data are entered in the
data summary tables in the data validation report as the
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SQL orcorrectedquantitation limit (fo,1DL corrected for
dilution and percent moistme), and qualified with a U.
Note that the same chemical can be reported undetected
in a seriesofsamplesat differentconcentrationsbecause
of sample differences.

Data qualified with an R are rejected because
perfonnancerequirements in the sampleorinassociated
QC analyses were not met. For example, if a mass
spectrometer "tune" isnot within specifications, neither
the identification nor quantitation of chemicals can be
accepted with confidence. Extremely low recoveries of
a chemical in a spiked sample might also warrant an R
designation for that chemical in associated samples
becauseof theriskoffalsenegatives (see Appendix VI).

Data qualified with aJ present amore complex issue. J­
qualified data are considered "estimated" because
quantitation in the sample or in associated QC samples
did not meet specifications. The justification for
qualifying the data should beexplained in the validation
report. Draft revisions of the Functional Guidelines
propose that the justification be included on a qualifier
summary table submitted with the validation report.

Data can be biased high or low when qualified as
estimated. The bias can often be determined by
examiningtheresults of the QC samples. Forexample,
ifinterfering levels ofaluminum arefound in inorganic
analysis of the interference check sample, the sample
results are probably biased high because the signal
overlap is added to the signal being reported, When
volatile organic compounds are qualified J for holding
time violations, theresultsareusuallybiasedlowbecause
some of the volatile compounds may have volatilized
during storage.

Data associated with contaminated blanks are not
consideredestimatedand arenot flaggedJ, Thepresence
of the blank contaminant chemical in the analytical
samples is questionable at levels up to 5 to 10 times
those found in the blank, depending on the nature ofthe
analyte. An action level is detenninedforeach chemical
basedon the quantity found in the blank:, Dataabove the
action level are accepted without qualification and data
between the contractrequiredquantitationlimit(CRQL)
and the action level are qualified U (undetected).

Estimated organics and inorganics data that are below
the CRQL or contract required detection limit (CRDL)
are qualified as UJ. This qualifier signifies that the
quantitation limit is estimated because the QC results
did not meet criteria specified in the SAP.

Other qualifiers may be added to the analytical data by
the laboratory. A set of qualifiers (or flags) bas been
defined by the CLPfor use by the laboratories to denote



problems with the analytical data. These qualifiers and
their potential use in risk assessment are discussed in
RAGS (EPA 1989.).

5.6.2 Combining the Assessment of
Sampling and Analysis

Once the quality of the sampling and analysis efforthas
been assessed using the five data quality indicators,
combine theresults to determine the overall assessment
of a particular indicator across sampling and analysis.
Combining the assessment for completeness,
comparability, and representativeness is discussed in
this sectionas aqualitativeprocedure. Statisticalmodels
are available for combining data sets with different
variability and bias. Therisk assessor should consult a
chemist or statistician if the magnitude of the sampling
and analysis effort warrants the use ofa formal statistical
treatment of comparability.

The basic model for estimating total variability across
samplingandanalysis components ispresented inExhibit
69. An example of a non-statistical approach to
combining the assessmentresults is given in Exhibit 70.
Using this approach, each data quality indicator is

assessed to determine whethera problem exists in either
sampling oranalysis. This assessment leads to different
combinations ofproblem determination. For example,
completeness may have been a problem in sampling
[YES] but not a problem in analysis [NO]; the
combination is [YESINO].

Basicguidance is given on the combinationsofsampling
and analysis once assessment patterns based on the
detemtination ofaproblemhave beenestablished. This
guidance is qualitative in nature and is presented to
assist in organizing the data assessmentproblem for the
application ofprofessionaljudgment Ifthe assessment
pattern is [NOINO] , the issueofcombiningresults is not
a problem. Conversely, iftbepatternis [YESIYES], the
issueofcombining results is an issueoftheeffectsofthe
combinedmagnitudes. Instances ofcombinedsampling
and analysis problems for a single indicator will have
significant effects on the risk assessment uncertainty.
The most complicatedassessmentpattern to interpret is
encountered when a problem occurs in one area but not
in another (e.g., in sampling but not in analysis). This
situation is briefly discussed for each indicator in the
following sections.

EXHIBIT 69. BASIC MODEL FOR ESTIMATING
TOTAL VARIABILITY ACROSS SAMPLING AND

ANALYSIS COMPONENTS

where O't = total variability

am = measurement variability

O'p = population variability

2
q" =

2
+ OJ,

where O"s = sampling variability (standard deViation)

q, = handling, transportation and storage variability

cts = preparation variability (subsampling variability)

O"a = laboratory analytical variability

'b = between batch variability

NOTE: It is assumed that the data are nonnally distributed or that a
nonnalizing data transformation has been petfonned.

Source: EPA 1990c.
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EXHIBIT 70. COMBINING DATA QUALITY INDICATORS FROM
SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS INTO A SINGLE ASSESSMENT

OF UNCERTAINTY

Assessment of Problems Combined Sampling
Data Quality and Analytical .

Indicators Sampling Analytical Determination

- - - - YESNES

YES YES YES/NO
Completeness

NO NO NONES

- - L- -

;-- - - - YESNES

YES YES
YES/NOComparability

NO NO NONES
L- - L- -

- - ;-- - YESNES

YES YES
YES/NORepresentativeness

NO NO NONES

- - L- -

- - r- - YESNES

YES YES
YES/NO

Precision
NO NO• NONES

- - ~ -

- - ;-- - YESNES

YES YES
YES/NO

Accuracy NO NO
NONES

~ - ~ -

•
The combination [NO/NO] indicates that the data quality indicator will not affect the
level of uncertainty in data useability.

21-oD2.{)70
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Completeness. A sample is considered incomplete for
all analytes. Analytical incompleteness is usuallyrelated
to particular analytes. In this instance [YESIYES], the
effect on the risk assessment will varyaceording to
chemical. For some chemicals, the data points will be
lost in both sampling and analysis.

The effects ofa loss in the number of sample points for
a particular chemical can be substantial. For example,
ifcollection of 10 samples was plannedand one sample
could not be collected because of site access problems,
one was broken in transport, and the laboratory
experienced analysis problems with three samples for
the chemical bfpotential concern causing the data to be
rejected, then only five data points remain.

If the assessment pattern is [YESINOJ. the effects are
distributed across all chemicals involved in the risk
assessment If the pattern is [NOIYESJ, the effects are
localized to the particular chemical affected.

Comparability. Comparability problems in sampling
are primarilydue to different samplingdesigns and time
periods. Seasonal variations are treated like spatial
variations because the risk assessment is calculated as
risk over time. Datacan be averaged and consideredas
a single data set. For analytical data, comparability
problems are related primarily to the use of different
methods and laboratories. A pattern of [YESfYESJ will
indicate that the risk assessor will have considerable
difficulty in combining the various data sets into a
single assessmentofrisk. In situations of[YESINOJ or
[NOIYES], the problem of sampling comparability is
more difficult to resolve. Models exist for determining
cdmv.arability between methods and integrating results
across laboratories. Tbese models involve the general
statisticalapproach to confnmingdatasets with different
but known variability and bias (Taylor 1987).
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Representativeness. Representativeness in sampling
is criticalto therisk assessmenl NonMrepresentativeness
affects both faIse negatives (chemicals not identified)
and estimates of concentration and, therefore, affects
estimates of RME. Analytical representativeness
involves the question of whether the analytical results
represent the sample collected. For example, holding
times and sample preservation can cause the analytical
results not to be representative of the sample collected.
These questions should be treated separately in the
discussion ofeffects.

Precision. The contribution to imprecision from
sampling variability often exceeds that from analytical
variability in the measurement process. If precision is
a problem in both sampling and analysis, the risk
assessor should focus on the impact of sampling
variabilityontheestimateofRME. Analyticalvariability
willbeminimal in comparison to theeffects ofsampling
variability unless the sampling variabilityis untypically
low and the analytical variability is untypically high.

Accuracy. The assessment ofaccuracy in sampling is
focused primarily on recoveries from spiked or
performance evaluation samples. Analytical
performance and potential blank contamination are
reflected in analytical spike recoveries. Ifthe pattern is
[YESIYES] for accuracy, this may require assessment
of calibration, or of potential blank contaminants, and
integration of their possible effects by comparison of
results from laboratory and field QC samples.

If the accuracy pattern is [NOIYESJ, then the issue is
analytical performance. Low variability in sampling as
measured by low coefficients ofvarlation for chemicals
ofpotential concern should increase the risk assessor's
concern over an analytical accuracy problem.

High sampling variability (CV>25%) will greatlyreduce
the effects ofanalytical bias on the level ofcertainty of
the risk assessment.



Chapter 6
Application of Data to Risk Assessments

6.1.1 What Contamination is Present
and at What Levels?

... The major concern with false negatives
is that the decision based on the risk
assessmentmaynotbeprotectiveofhuman
health.

Sampling strategies can increase the probabilityoffalse
negatives iftoo few samples were taken or if sections of
the site were not sampled. The probability of false
negatives increases ifsamplingofany exposurepathway
was not representative.

Knowledgeofanalyte-specificdeteetionlimitsiscritical
to determining the probability of false negatives.
Recovery values from spikes, internal standards,

Probability of false negatives. False negatives occur
when chemicals ofpotential concern are present butare
not detected by the sampling design or the analytical
method. The probability of false negatives can be
determined by using the following parameters from the
Data Useability Worksheet: analytical methods, data
review, sampling completeness, sampling
representativeness, analytical completeness, analytical
precision and accumcy, and combined error.

... False negatives can occur ifsampling is
not representative, if detection limits are
above concentrations ofconcern, or ifspike
recoveries are very low.

Acronyms

Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund
sampling and analysis plan
standard operating procedure

RAGS
SAP
SOP

The risk assessor's first task is to use analytical data to
detennine what contamination is preseIit at the site and
at whatlevels (i.e., what potential exists for increased
riskfrom the contamination). Exhibit 71 lists the
criteria from the Data Useability Worksheet that affect
this decision. The most critical analytical data question
to be answered before calculating the risk is the
probability of false negatives or false positives. FaIse
negatives areofgreater concern in risk assessment than
false positives, since false negatives may result in a
decision that would not be protective of human health.
False positives cause the calculated risk to be biased
high, and are of concern because taking unnecessary
action at a site is costly.

This section explains how to assess the level of
confidence in sampling and analytical procedures in the
context of the four major decisions to be made by the
riskassessorwith environmentaIanalyticaldata. Exhibits
in this section apply the data useability criteria, defined
in Chapter 3 and appearing on the Data Useability
Worksheet, to these four decisions. Data useability
criteria affect the level of confidence involved in each
decision. The level of certainty in the data collection
andevaluationcomponentofrisk assessmentaffects the
overall certainty of the risk estimate.

The Data Useability WOIxsheet (Exhibit 63) assists the
risk assessor in sununarizing data quality across the
various assessment phases. This worksheet is the basis
for this chapter's discussion of the impact ofanalytical
data quality on the level of certainty of the risk
assessment.

This chapter provides guidance for integrating the
assessment of data useability to detennine the overall
level of uncertainty of risk assessment. This guidance
builds on each of the previous chapters.

Chapter 2 explained the risk assessment process
and the roles and responsibilities of key
participants. Exhibit 5 defined a continuum of
level of certainty in the baseline risk assessment
result based on the ability of the risk assessor to
quantitate or qualify the level of uncertainty
associated with the analytical data.

Chapter 3 defined six data useability criteria and
examined preliminary issues that must be
considered while planning sampling and analysis
activities to increase the certainty oftbe analytical
data collected for the risk assessment.

Chapter 4 presented strategies for planning
sampling and analysis activities based on the six
data useability criteria.

Chapter5describedhow to useeach datauseability
criterion to determine the effect of sampling and
analysis issues on data quality and on theuseability
of data in baseline risk assessment.

6.1 ASSESSMENT OF THE LEVEL OF
CERTAINTY ASSOCIATED WITH
THE ANALYTICAL DATA
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EXHIBIT 71. DATA USEABILITY CRITERIA AFFECTING
CONTAMINATION PRESENCE

Worksheet
Reference

Data Useability
Criterion

Data Collection and
Evaluation Decision

1 Reports to risk assessor
28 Documentation (SOPs)
2C Documentation (analytical records)
3A Data sources (analytical)

What contamination is
4 Analytical methods ..... present and at what
5 Data review

levels?6A Completeness (analytical)
6C Representativeness (sampling)
60 Precision (analytical)
6E Accuracy (sampling and analytical)

21-002..(171

surrogates, andsystemmonitoring compounds are used
to assess thelevelofaccuracyand precision in laboratory
data anddetermine whether thedetection limitsstated in
the analytical methods have been met.

The probability offaIse negatives for an analyteis
high ifthe concentration ofconcern is ator below
the detection limit. Tbis probability should have
been documented during planning ifno analytical
methods were found with detection limits below
the concentration ofconcern. Ifthe concentration
of concern is very near the detection limit, a false
negative can occurbecauseof"drift" ininstrument
response. This behavior may not be reflected in
data from spike recoveries or blanks.

The probability of false negatives is low if spike
recoveries are acceptable, or biased high as
documented during data review. and the detection
limits are below the concentration of concern for
each analyte.

Theprobabilityoffalse negatives is directlyrelated
to the amount ofbias ifspike recoveries are biased
low anddetectionlimits arebelow the concentration
of concern for each anaIyte. The effect is more
pronouncedtheclosertheconcentrationofconcem
is to the detection limits.

The possibility of false negatives should be
carefullyevaluatedwheneversampleextraetshave
been highly diluted (i.e., diluted beyond normal
method specifications).

Probability of false positives. False positives occur
when a chemical of concern is detected by an analytical
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method but is truly not present at the site. Assessment
of the following parameters from the Data Useability
Worksheet can be used to determine the probability of
falsepositives: analyticalmethods, datareview, sampling
accuracy, analytical completeness, analytical precision
and accuracy, and combined error.

... False positives can occur when blanks
are contaminated or spike recoveries are
very high.

Sampling and analysis uncertainties connected with
false positives can be assessed by examining the results
ofquality control samples. Blank contamination is the
mostimportantindicatorofprobability offalse positives,
particularly when accompaniedbyhigh spikerecoveries.
As described in Chapter 5, samplescan becontaminated
during sampling, storage, or analysis. Field and
laboratory blanks identify this problem by determining
the level and point of contamination. Sample matrix
interferences can also cause false positives. High spike
recoveries indicate thatmatrix interference has occurred.

The probability of false positives is high if the
chemicalofpotential concern has been detected in
any blanks. False positives should be suspected
for any sample value less than 5 times the blank
concentration (10 times for common laboratory
contaminants). High spike recoveries combined
with blank contamination increase the likelihood
of false positives.

• The probability ofafalse positive for an anaIyteis
directly related to the amount of bias ifchemicals
of potential concern are detected in blanks and
spike recoveries for the analyte are biased high.



The probability of false JXlsitives is highest when
the reported concentration is near the detection
limit for an analyte.

Theprobabilityoffalsepositives is low ifchemicals
ofJXltentiai concern have notbeen detected in any
blanks and spike recoveries are not biased high.

6.1.2 Are Site Concentrations
Sufficiently Different from
Background?

Backgroundsamples providebaselinemeasurements to
determine the degree of contamination. Background
samples are collected and analyzed for each medium of
concern in the same manner as other site samples. They
require the same degree of quality control and data
review. Backgroundsamples differ from othersamples
in that the sampling points, as defined in the sampling
and analysis plan (SAP), are intended to be in an area
thathas notbeenexposedto the sourceofcontamination.
Historical data, when available, are particularly useful
in selecting sampling and analysis techniques used to
detennine therepresentativeconcentrationsofchemicals
ofpotential concern in background samples. Historical
data can help to delineate physical areas that are
backgronnd and provide a basis for temporal trends in
the concentration of chemicals of JXltential concern.
Exhibit 72 lists the criteria from the Data Useability
Worksheet that affect this decision.

As part of the risk assessment process, the risk assessor
must determine if background samples are
uncontaminated. The entiredatacollectionprocess will
be simplified if chemicals of potential concern are not
found in background samples. Ifchemicals ofpotential
concern are found in the background samples, the risk
assessor must detennine whether they are at naturally

occurring levels, of anthropogenic origin, due to
contamination during the sampling process, or are site
contaminants.

Both naturally occurring chemicals and anthropogenic
chemicals have significance for risk assessment.
Naturally occurring chemicals are those expected at a
site in the absence of human influence. Metals are
naturally occurring chemicals thatare often included in
risk analysis; they are often present in environmental
media in varying concentrations. For example, soils of
high organic content, such as humus, would have a low
concentration of metals by weight, while soils with a
high clay content would contain higher metal levels.
Anthropogenic chemicals are defined in RAGS (EPA
1989a) as chemicals that are present in the environment
due to man~made, non-site sources (e.g., industry,
automobiles). Chemicals ofanthropogenic origin may
include organic compounds such as phthalates
(plasticizers),DDT, orJXllycyclicaromatichydrocarbons
and inorganic chemicals such as lead (from automobile
exhaust). Guidance highlights for background
concentration issues for risk assessment are:

Organic chemicals of potential concern found in
background samples should not be considered
naturally occurring. Theymay bepresent because
they are either site contaminants or are of
anthropogenic origin. They also could be aresult
of contamination during sampling.

The risk assessor may eliminate chemicals from
risk assessmentcalculations iftheirconcentrations
fall within naturally ocuning levels andare below
the concentration of concern.

Contaminationofbackgroundsamples isindicated
ifchemicalconcentrationsarehigherthan naturally
occurring levels. Such contamination may come

EXHIBIT 72. DATA USEABILITY CRITERIA AFFECTING
BACKGROUND LEVEL COMPARISON

Worksheet
Reference

Data Useability
Criterion

Data Collection and
Evaluation Decision

1 Reports to risk assessor
2A Documentation (SAP) and historical data
3A Data sources (analytical)

Are site concentrations6A Completeness (sampling) sufficiently different from
68 Comparability (analytical) background?
60 Precision (analytical)
6E Accuracy (sampling and analytical)

21-002·012
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from anthropogenic sources or from problems in
sampling or analysis activities. The risk assessor
may include analytical data with other site data or
perfonn a separate risk assessment based on best
professional judgment.

Anthropogenic chemicals shouldnotbeeliminated
from the risk assessment.

Statistical analysis may be necessary to determine
if site levels are distinctly different from those
found in background samples when background
results approach site concentration levels.

Statistical analysis may be necessary where
chemicals ofpotential concern are detected in site
samples at very low concentrations..It is difficult
to distinguish a difference between background
and site sample concentrations at levels close to
the detection limit.

... Statistical analysis may determine ifsite
concentrations are significantly above
background concentrations when the
differences are not obvious.

6.1.3 Are All Exposure Pathways and
Areas Identified and Examined?

Theidentificationandexaminationofexposurepathways
is discussed in detail in RAGS. Exhibit 73 summarizes
thecriteriathat therisk assessormust assess to determine
theprobable levelofcertainty thatallexposurepathways
and areas have been identified and examined.

The nature of the exposure pathways and areas to be
examined is critical to the selectionofa samplingdesign
and analytical methods. If the pathways and areas are
not identified properly, the resulting characterization
maybeinappropriate. Theriskassessorshoulddetennine
which pathways and areas are not adequately assessed

and determine the effect on the risk assessment if they
are excluded from study. Guidance highlights for
exposure pathway identification for risk assessment
are:

Recommend acquisition of additional samples
from. the inadequately represented exposure
pathway or area if feasible. (Sampling
considerations presented in Chapter 3 should be
re-examined).

Investigatewhethercomputer simuIationmodeling
is feasible ifadditional samplescannotbecollected
from an inadequatelyrepresented pathwayorarea.
For example, air flow models could be used to
estimate transport of volatile contaminants if the
contamination of soil and water at a site is fully
characterized but no air samples were obtained.

Note in the report that the risk could not be
determined for a pathway or area, or use simple
chemical/physical relationships to estimate
exposure ifadditional samplescannotbecollected
from an inadequately represented pathway and no
simulation models are appropriate. For example,
equilibrium partition coefficients can be used to
estimate movement in the vadose zone of soil if
insufficient data exist to calibrate a groundwater
tranSport model.

6.1.4 Are All Exposure Areas Fully
Characterized?

Assessing how well exposure areas have been
characterized involves evaluation of completeness,
comparability, andrepresentativeness across analytical
and sampling data quality indicators. Exhibit 74 lists
the criteria from the worksheet that affect this decision.
To be fully characterized, the exposure area must have

EXHIBIT 73. DATA USEABILITY CRITERIA AFFECTING EXPOSURE
PATHWAY AND EXPOSURE AREA EXAMINATION

Worksheet
Reference

1
2A
38
6A
68

Data Useability
Criterion

Reports to risk assessor
Documentation (SAP)
Data sources (non-analytical)~
Completeness (sampling)
Comparability (sampling)
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Data Collection and
Evaluation Decision

Are all exposure
pathways and areas

identified and
examined?
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been appropriately sampled. Broad spectrum analyses
mllst also have been conducted for the mediaofconcern
and analyre-specific methods used where appropriate.
The uncertainty in data collection and analysis depends
on the evaluation of completeness. comparability and
representativeness as discussed in Section 5.6. Based
on these indicators, the risk assessor should determine
the magnitude of the effect of data confidence on the
riskassessment. Guidancehighlightsforchamcrerization
of exposure areas for risk assessment are:

Use the data but note the level of confidence
associated with assessmentoftheaffected exposure
area if it is not significant.

Statistical interpretation procedures (e.g .•
sensitivity analysis) may be used ifthe confidence
level associated with data for an exposure area is
significant but does not warrant resampling and
reanalysis.

If the uncertainty associated with the data is high.
the risk assessor may determine that an exposure
pathway or area is not fully characterized.

6.2 ASSESSMENT OF UNCERTAINTY
ASSOCIATED WITH THE BASE·
LINE RISK ASSESSMENT FOR
HUMAN HEALTH

The level of certainty in making each of the four
decisions discussed in Section 6.1 contributes to the

overall uncertainty in data collection and analysis
components of risk assessment. The critical factor in
assessing the effectof uncertainty on the environmental
analytical data component ofrisk assessment is not that
uncertainty exists, butratherthat the risk assessor is able
to qualify and/or quantitate the uncertainty so that the
decision-maker can make infonned decisions. The
certainty levels for risk assessment, represented in
Exhibit 75, are based on the ability to quantitate the
uncertainty in analytical data collection and evaluation.
However, data collection and evaluation is only one
source of uncertainty in the risk assessment Other
components of the risk assessment process, such as
toxicity of chemicals and exposure assumptions.
influence the four decisions to be made and contribute
significantly to the unceIt:1.inty. of the baseline risk
assessment.

The most quantitative level of risk assessment occurs
when the uncertainty in data can be detennined
quantitatively. The next level occurs when the
uncertainty can be determined qualitatively, or the
impact of the uncertainty is assessed using sensitivity
analysis. The least desirable situation occurs when the
uncertainty in data is unknown. This situationcanoccur
if the minimum requirements given in Chapter5 for the
data useability criteria have not been achieved.

... The primary planning objective is that
uncertainty levels are acceptable, known
and quantitatabfe, not that uncertainty be
eliminated.

EXHIBIT 74. DATA USEABILITY CRITERIA AFFECTING
EXPOSURE AREA CHARACTERIZATION

Worksheet
Reference

Data Useability
Criterion

Data Collection and
Evaluation Decision

1 Reports to risk assessor
2A Documentation (SAP)
28 Documentation (SOPs)
2C Documentation (field records)

~ Are all exposure areas
3A Data sources (analytical)

fully characterized?
38 Data sources (non-analytical)
6A Completeness (sampling and analytical)
68 Comparability (sampling and analytical)
6C Representativeness (sampling and analytical)
60 Precision (sampling)

21-002-074
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EXHIBIT 75. UNCERTAINTY IN DATA COLLECTION AND EVALUATION
DECISIONS AFFECTS THE CERTAINTY

OF THE RISK ASSESSMENT

(

Decisions To Risk Assessment
Be Made Process

What
contamination is Data Collection
present and at and Evaluation
what levels?

I
Are site

Iconcentrations
sufficiently Exposure I

different from Assessment ibackground?

I- ,
I
I

Are all exposure
pathways and Toxicity

areas identified Assessment
and examined?

,

I
I
I,,
!

Are all I
exposure Risk
areas fUlly Characterization

characterized?

Nature of Risk I
Assessment

Quantitative
(uncertainty

explicitly stated)

I
Quantitative I'

(uncertainty not

known) I

I
I
I

!
l

Qualitative (no
uncertainty
estimate)

2Hl02.{J7S
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APPENDIX I
DESCRIPTION OF ORGANICS AND INORGANICS DATA REVIEW PACKAGES

The purpose of Appendix I is to familiarize the reader with a model for data review
deliverables. This appendix consists of the following items:

o A description of the data reporting format,

a An example Of a data review summary. and

o Example data review forms.

Please note that the example forms are designed for the validation of Contract
Laboratory Program (eLP) data packages. An example forth is included for each analytical
fraction (volatiles. semivolatiles. pesticide/Aroc1ors and metals) and for samples from
soil/sediment and aqueous matrices. These forms nevertheless include the necessary
information for the review of most types of data (analytical results, sample
quantitation/detection limits, data qualifiers, etc.) not associated with the eLP.

L DATA REPORTING FORMATS

Whenever art analytical laboratory is requested to analyze field samples for a specific
site, the RPM (in consultation with the technical project team) must ensure that the laboratory
will provide adequate documentation to support all current and future uses of the data.
Potential uses of the data can include data validation, monitoring, modeling, risk assessment,
site characterization, Record of Decision defense, enforcement, and litigation.

Data packages produced by analytical laboratories should contain all the documents that
were produced or used by the laboratory for that particular analysis. The required documents
should include a narrative (detailing the exact method performed, deviations from the method,
problems encountered, and problem resolution), chain-of-custody records, laboratory logbook
pages, and raw data and tabulated summary forms for all standards, quality control and field
samples.

The documents should be organized in a logical manner and the entire data package
should be paginated. Generally. the laboratory should be required to produce a data package
with documents ordered in the following manner:

1) Narrative
2) Tabulated summary forms for laboratory standards and quality control samples

(in chronological order by type of quality control sample/standard by date of
analysis by instrument)

3) Tabulated summary forms for field sample results (in increasing RAS, SAS, or
project sample number order)

4) Raw data for field samples (in increasing RAS, SAS, or project sample number
order)

5) Raw data for laboratory standards and quality control samples (in chronological
order by type of quality control sample/standard by date of analysis by
instrument)

6) Laboratory logbook pages
7) Chain-of-custody records
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APPENDIX I (continued)

It is often convenient to require that the laboratory data package resemble as closely as
possible the data packages required by the current CLP RAS SOWs for organics and
inorganics, that the tabulated summary forms provided in those SOWs be utilized and modified
appropriately, and that the data qualifiers in those SOWs be applied to the data as appropriate.
The following sections describe specific requirements for the content of each document
contained in the laboratory data package.

NARRATIVE:

A narrative must be provided describing the analytical methods and exact procedures
performed by the laboratory, as well as any deviations from the method. Problems
encountered during analysis, problem resolution and any factors which may affect the validity
of the data must be addressed. The narrative must include the laboratory name and RAS,
SAS, or project sample numbers cross-referenced to the laboratory sample identification
numbers, and must be signed and dated by the laboratory manager.

Any telephone communications between the laboratory and sampling personnel (or other
parties outside of the laboratory) to resolve sampling discrepancies or analytical problems must
be documented in detail on telephone communication logs. Those telephone logs must
explicitly detail the problems requiring resolution, the agreed to resolution, and the names and
affiliations of the communicating parties. All telephone logs must be appended to the
narrative.

An example calculation of a positive hit and a detection/quantitation limit for each type
of sample analysis must be provided. All equations, dilution factors and information required
to reproduce the laboratory results must be provided.

TABULATED SUMMARY FORMS:

Laboratory Standards and Quality Control Samples

Tabulated summary forms must be provided for all laboratory standards, tunes, blanks,
duplicates, spikes, and any other types of laboratory quality control samples/standards. The
tabulated summary forms must contain information pertinent to the type of laboratory quality
control sample/standard which was analyzed. Typical entries include: concentrations spiked,
concentrations detected, spike compound names, results of statistical calculations (%R, %0,
RPD, RSD, CV, RRF, SD, etc.), sample identification numbers, dates/times of analysis,
instrument IDs, lab file IDs, and QC limits.

The exact forma! of each tabulated summary form will depend on the particular analysis
method requested and the Quality control procedures specified in that method. However,
comprehensive tabulated summary forms must be prepared for all quality control
samples/standards analyzed by the laboratory. For example, typical tabulated summary forms
for volatile organics analyses include but are not limited to:

Surrogate results: Tabulate the sample identification numbers, surrogate compounds added,
concentration added, percent recoveries, and QC limits for all standards, blanks, quality
control samples and field samples. Flag outliers.

Matrix spike and matrix spike duplicate results: Tabulate the matrix spike compounds added,
concentration added, percent recoveries and relative percent differences for the spiked
compounds, and QC limits. Flag outliers. List the sample identification numbers. Results for
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APPENDIX I (continued)

all non-spike compounds must be tabulated on the form used to summarize field sample
results.

Method/laboratory blanks: Tabulate the sample identification numbers, lab file IDs, and time
analyzed for field samples and matrix spike samples which pertain to each blank on a separate
form. The form must also contain the GC column, instrument 10, laboratory sample
identification number, lab Hie ID, and date/time of analysis for the blank itself. Results for
each blank must also be tabulated on the form used to summarize field sample results.

Tuning results: Tabulate the m/e, ion abundance criteria, and percent relative abundances and
list the tune compound name, instrument 10, lab file 10, and date/time of injection which
pertain to each tune analysis on a separate form. The form must also contain tabulated sample
identification numbers, lab file IDs, and date/time of analysis for all field samples, matrix
spike samples, blanks, and standards which pertain to that tune. Flag outliers.

Initial calibration results: Tabulate the target compound names, relative response factors for
each target and surrogate compound at each standard concentration, mean relative response
factors and percent relative standard deviations for all target and surrogate compounds, and
QC limits for each initial calibration on a separate form. The form must also contain the
concentration of the calibration standards, instrument 10, lab file IDs, and dates/times of
standard analyses for that initial calibration. Flag outliers.

Continuing calibration results: Tabulate the target compound names, mean relative response
factors from initial calibration, relative response factors from continuing calibration, percent
differences, and QC limits forall target and surrogate compounds for each continuing
calibration on a separate form. The form must also contain the concentration of the
continuing calibration standard, instrument 10, lab file ID, and dates/times of initial and
continuing calibration standard analyses which pertain to that continuing calibration. Flag
outliers.

Internal standard results: Tabulate the sample identification numbers, internal standard
compound names, QC limits, retention times and area counts of the quantitation ion for each
internal standard compound in the continuing calibration standard and all field samples,
matrix spike samples, and blanks which pertain to that continuing calibration on a separate
form. The form must also contain the instrument rD, lab file rD, and date/time of continuing
calibration standard analysis. Flag outliers.

MOL study results: Tabulate the target compound names, concentrations spiked and detected
for each MDL spike analysis, and the standard deviation and calculated MDL for each target
compound. (Note: The narrative must explain the MOL procedure utilized to generate the
values. The formula and associated constant values utilized in the calculation of the MOL for
each analyte must be provided. The column, instrument 10. trap composition, and operating
conditions must be clearly displayed on the raw data.)

Field Samples

The exact format of the tabulated summary form for each field sample will depend on the
particular analysis method requested. However, comprehensive tabulated summary forms must
be prepared for each field sample analyzed by the laboratory. At a minimum, the target
compound names, concentration units, positive hits and numerical detection/quantitation limits
and any laboratory qualifier flags for each target compound must be tabulated on a separate
form. Definitions must be provided for all qualifier flags used by the laboratory. For each
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APPENDIX I (continu.ed)

sample, the tabulated form must also contain the RAS, SAS, or project sample identification
number, laboratory name, laboratory sample ID, lab file ID, sample matrix type, and level of
analysis (low, medium, high). The percent moisture/solids, weights and volumes of sample
prepared/purged/extracted/digested/analyzed, initial and final extract/digest and extract
clean-up volumes, injection volume, clean-ups performed, dilution factor, measured pH, and
dates that sample was received/extracted/digested/analyzed should be included as appropriate
to the analysis method.

RAW DATA:

Raw data must be provided by the laboratory for all laboratory quality control samples,
blanks, spikes, duplicates, standards, and field samples. The exact format and content of the
raw data will depend on the particular analysis method requested. However, any and all
instrument printouts, strip chart recordings, chromatograms, quantitation reports, mass spectra
and other types of raw data generated by the laboratory for a particular project must be
provided in the data package. Typical raw data for organic GC/MS analyses includes but is
not limited to:

o Reconstructed total ion chromatograms,

o Instrument quantitation reports containing the following information:
laboratory sample identification number, RAS, SAS or project sample number,
date and time of analysis, RT and/or scan number of quantitation ion with
measured area, analyte concentration, copy of area table from data system,
GC/MS instrument ID, lab file ID, column, trap composition, and operating
conditions,

o Raw and enhanced mass spectra for all positive field sample results and daily
continuing calibration standard reference spectra for all positive field sample
results,

o Mass spectra and three library searched best-match mass spectra for all
tentatively identified compounds reported, and

o Instrument normalized mass listing and the mass spectrum for each tune.

Typical raw data for inorganic analyses includes but is not limited to:

o Instrument printouts and strip chart recordings containing the following
information: laboratory sample identification number, RAS, SAS or project
sample number, date and time of analysis, absorbance/emissions values, analyte
concentration, instrument ID, lab file ID, and operating conditions, and

o Standard curve raw data, plotted standard curves, linear regression equations,
and correlation coefficients.

LABORATORY LOGBOOK PAGES:

Copies of standards preparation logs, sample preparation/extraction/digestion logs,
sample analysis run logs, personal logs, and any hand written project-specific notes must be
included. The initial and final volumes of sample prepared/purged/extracted/digested, initial
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APPENDIX I (continued)

and final extract/digest and extract clean-up volumes. injection volumes, and dilution factors
must be clearly labelled.

CHAIN-OF-CUSTODY RECORDS,

All chain-of-custody records provided to the laboratory during sample shipment or
generated by the laboratory during sample receipt. storage, preparation, and analysis must be
included. Chain-of-custody records include but are not limited to: signed and dated field
chain-of-custody forms. signed and dated shipping airbills. sample tags. SAS packing lists,
RAS Traffic Reports. internal laboratory receiving records, and internal laboratory
sample/extract/digest transfer records.
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APPENDIX I (Continued)

2. DATA REVIEW SUMMARY

ORGANIC DATA SUMMARY FORMS UTILIZED
BY REGION III IN THE CLP

DATE:

SUBJECT:

FROM:

TO:

THRU:

OVERVIEW

Case consisted of four (4) low level water and two (2) low
level soil samples I submitted for ·full organic analyses. Included
in this data set was one (1) equipment blank and one (1) trip
blank. The trip blank was analyzed for volatiles only. The
samples were analyzed as a Contract Laboratory Program (CLP)
Routine Analytical Service (RAS).

SUIDrARY

All samples were successfully analyzed for all target compounds
with the exception of 2-Butanone and 2-Hexanone in the volatile
fraction. All remaining instrument and methoa sensitivities were
according to the Contract Laborat'ory Program. (eLP) Routine
Analytical Service. (RAS) protocol.

MAJOR PROBLEM

The response f~ctors (RF) for 2-Butanone and 2-Hexanone were less
than 0.05 in one of the continuing volatile calibration. The
quantitation limits for this compound in the affected samples
were qualified unreliable I fIR". (See Table I in Appendix F for

"the affected samples.)

MINOR PROBLEMS

Several co~pounds failed precision criteria for initial and/or
continuing,. calibrations. Quantitation limits and the reported
results for these compounds may be biased and l therefore l have
been qualified estimated I uUJIf and 11JII, respectively _ (See Table
I in Appendix F for the affected samples).
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APPENDIX I (Continued)

2. DATA REVIEW SUMMARY

Page 2 of 3
NOTES

o The soil semivolatile MS/MSO analyses Were originally
extracted within the technical and contractual holding
times. Re-extractions were required because of surrogate
recoveries, and these re-extractions were performed outside
of holding times. Surrogate recoveries were again outside
of the QC limits, therefore, original sample results are
being reported.

o The maximum concentration of compounds found in the trip
blanks, ~ield blanks, or method blanks are listed below.
All samples with concentrations of common laboratory
contaminants less than ten times «~OX) the blank
concentration, and uncommon laboratory contaminants less
than five times «5X) the blank concentration have been
qualified CIB" in the data summary table. (See Appendix F).

Compound

Methylene chloride *
Acetone *

Concentration (ug/L)

7 J
9 J

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate * 10 J

* Common Laboratory Contaminant

o The semivolatile MS/MSD analyses had compounds o~her than
the spiking compounds present. The following is a table of
results and precision estimates for the non-spiked
compounds:

MS/MSD Non Spiked Comoounds
Concentration (ua/L)

Comoound %RSD

Phenanthrene 150 J 190 J 140 J 16.5
Fluoranthene 340 J 470 J 440 J 16.3
Benzo(a)anthracene 290 J 310 J 320 "J 5.0
Chrysene 290 J 330 J 300 J 6.6
Bis (2-ethylhexy1 l phthalate 160 J 200 J 240 J 20.0

Benzo (blpyrene 190 J 240 J 240 J 12.9
Benzo (k) pyrene 230 J 200 J 220 J 7.1
Benzo (a) pyrene 240 J 190 J 240 J 12.$-

RSD= Relative Standard Deviation
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APPENDIX I (Continued)

2. DATA REVIEW SUMMARY

Page 3 of 3

o The pesticide/PCB analyses of all soil sa~ples and associated
QC samples had surrogate recoveries in excess of the QC limit~

Since no positive results were reported for any pesticide or
PCB compounds for any of the samples in this case no data was
affected~ . (See Appendix F) ~

o The reported Tentatively Identified Compcunds (TIC's) in
Appendix 0 have been reviewed and accepted or corrected.

o All data for Case
Functional Guidelines
modifications for use
report addresses only

ATTACHMENTS

were reviewed in accordance with the
for Evaluating Organic Analyses with
within Region III~ The text of this
those problems affecting usability.

APPENDIX D

APPENDIX E
APPENDIX F

APPENDIX
APPENDIX

(a)

(b)
APPENDIX

A - Glossary of Data Qualifiers
B - Data Summary~ These ·include:
All positive results for target co~pounds with
qualifier codes where applicable~

All unusable detection limits (qualified lIRIC
).

C Results as Reported by the Labc~atory for All
Target Compounds

Reviewed and Corrected Tentatively Identified
Compounds
Organic Regional Data Assessment Summary
Support Documentation
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TEMPA2·9

TABLn. _

CLP lNORQANlC ANALYSIS AQUBOUS SAMPLn DI!Tl!Cl10N L1MrtS (u&IIl
PAGE of

CERCLIS srm NAME

CASE No. $00 No.

!" >
."

" ."

~ '"""-"' ><
'" -< ~- Q'"" ;.
"'1 ,
0 c

" •Q.:;: ~

1__1 I I r

UJ The detect l It 1$ pproltimated due t llmltat, nS Identified In e q llY
control review (data validation).

R Value is rejected.
NA Not Analyzed.

....nalytlcal t cd
F Furnace All NOTE:
I' lCP/flamo AA
cv Co Id vapor
C Colorimetric

SiI~le'~ wet ..eight (gms)
I" II'J lI'\nl".<I$
I" ICP llnalysls
for furnace AA Dn6\ysfs
for Cyanide enalysi.s

Sarrple Location

Snmp\c H,.nhcr

Traffic Nunber -
~eport

~emarks

Sarrpl ing date

.... nalysls Dllte

Inorganic Analytes IOL(vg/L) -
.... \uninun p
Antimony p
Arsenic ,
Barlun P
Beryl( lun p
Caaniun P
catctun P
ChrOtni\.J1'l P
Cobal t P
Copper P
Iron P
lead ,
MagnesiUll P
Manganese P
Mercury CV
Nickel P
PotassiLnl P
S~lcnlLnl

,
Sil ver P
Sodhn P
Thalliun , .

Vanadiun p
Zinc p
Cyanide C

'" Ion t, • 0 0 th ual'



('n1ICI,lssrro N/t.MI".====:-;;;;;;;:======-CASaNo., -'-_, SOO No.

TEMPL2·9 CLP INOROANIC ANALYSIS

TADtn'_-'-~

SOIL AND SRD1MIl.NTSAMI'LIl DaTI!CTlON UMITS (uVl) PAGE of

'" >..
" ..
> '";;! Z

"-'" ><
'" -'" ~

;;; b'
~ 0

0 '"0•",. •~
3: ~

in the qualityU The d tl0n tlmit IS IlpprOJ(1mnted due to timltlltl0nS Identlf.
control review (datil vlllldotion).

R Value is rejected.
!lAo Not Anal yzed. '

A alytlca et cd
f furnace AA 1-I01E:
P ICP/Flllme AA
CV Cold Vllpor
C ColorimetrIc

Sll~le LOClltion

Sll~le ,.."""
Trdf(ic Report I-Iunller

Remarks ,
Sll~ling d<'lte

Analysis Ollte

Percent Sol ids

Inorganic Anal ytes 10l(ug/L)

Aluninun P
Antimony P
Arsenic ,
Bariun P
Bery\{ il.l1l p
Cadniun p
Calcil.l1l p
chromhJ'll P
CObalt P
Copper P
Iron P
Lead ,
Magnesiun P
Manganese P
Mercury CV
~icke{ P
pot/lssiun P
seteniun F
Silver P ,
Sodiun p
Thall iun F
vanadil.l1l P
Zinc P
Cyanide C

"
I , , J (llec . 'd

_""""" '" '_'1'"'""",._,_,__,_,__,_,_1 I I I· f
for Ng analysis .
for ICP analysis
for furnace AA. analysis
for Cyanide analysTs



TEMPtZ·l

TAIILl! _

CLP INOROANIC ANALYSIS SOILANALmeAL It!lSULTS (~£I't£)

CURCI.IS srmNAMll::===;;;;;;;~======
CAsnNO•• ~SDO NO.

PACE of

Sample Location

Sample Il~r

1raff\c Repor t Nunber

Remarks

Sa!tl'l; ng date

CRDl
IMrfj/anlc IInalytes

A1lJ1l1 nlJ1l P 200
"t'ltlmony P 60
Arsenic f 10
8Brillll P 200
Beryl I illll P 5
CaOl'lh.rn P 5
CalciUTI P 5000
Chromillll P 10
Cabal t P 50
COpPer P 25
Iron P 100
tead P ,
Magneslllll P 5000
Manganese P 15
Merc:ury CV 0.2
Nickel P 40
PotaullJ1l P 5000
Selenillll f 5 ,
Silver P 10
Sodlllll P 5000
ThaI I ilJ1l F 10
Vanadlllll P 50
Zinc P 20
Cyanide C 10

-----"Mlytlcal Mt'thod J Ounntltntion I, approx!matlld due to lml tilt ions dentlfled during the qunlity contro revIew.

w >..,
"

..,
~ '"'""-" ><
'" --: ~- "'" 0

" •
2l ••
" •~;: ~

f
P
cv
C

Furnace
lCP/flame AA
Cold Vapor
Colorimetric

R Value is rejected.
U Revised Sllmple OUllntitlltion Limit.

UJ ouantitation limit ;s approximate due to llmltitatlons Identified in the quality control review.
HA Hot Ana\y~ed.

Sample r~sults are reported on Il dry weight basis.



T£MPl2·7

TADU!' _

Cl.1' INonOANIC ANAl.YSIS Aouneus ANAl.Y'J1CAl. RIlSUI.:rs (ufIIl

(,'I!IU:Wllrl1lNAMUt' _

CASBNO,, ~SDONO. _

PAGE of

So~le loclltion

Sll~te Nl.6lbtr

Traffic Report NU'lIber

Remarks

SlIlIIf.'llno dote

CROl --
Inorganic anlllytes

Alunlnun P 200
Antimony p 60
Arsenic f 10
8llriun P 200
Beryt nun p ,
Cadniun P 5
CaiciUll P sooo
Chromh.m P 10
Cobatt P "Copper P "1"" P 100
lead P 3
Mognesh.rn P SOOO
Manganese P 1S
Mercury CV 0.2
Hickel P 40
PotllSsllJII P SOOO
SelenilJll f ,
sliver P 10
SodiUII P 5000
Thall iUll F 10
Vanadhn P "Zinc P 20
Cyanide C 10

'" >-
."

'" ."

~ '"Z
>- l:;I-" ><
'" -< ~- It'"., •
(g'

g.
0

" •..::: ~

Analytlca.l Method
F Furnace
p ICP/Ftalne AA
CV Cotd Vapor
C Cotorimetrlc

J Quantitatlon IS approximated due to limitations Identified during the quality control revIew.
R Value is rejected.
U Revised Sample Quant!tlltlori Limit.

UJ Ouantftation limit Is approxfmate·due to tlrnftltations.ldentified in·the quality control review.
NA Hot Analyzed.

Sample results ore reported: o~ 0 dry wolght basfs.



TMP2-'-1
TA....' _

C:U' V(lIA"lJtflKClI\N1C I\NI\I.Y$1S I\C)I'P.OIIS ...H.....ynC...I.RRSUI:rS (~Il")
'AGE _ of

ceRCUS SrmHI\MB!

CASe NO. SOOHOo

[Silllple lotation

I]Sbllple NUllber

ITraffiC Report "-,, I\._".
5aq:.t ing Date

IAnalYSiS Date

]volatlte OrganIc C~und CROL

\Chtoromethane 10
IBrornomethane 10
Vlnyt Chloride 10
Ch(oroethane 10
Methylene Chloride 5
Acetone 10
Carbon Oisulfide 5
','-Oichtoroethene 5
1, "D I.ch loroethane 5
1,Z-oich loroethene(Total) 5
Chloroform 5
1,Z-0Ichloroethane 5
Z'Sutanone 10
1,l,1-Trichloroethane 5
carbon Tetrachloride 5
Vinyl Acetate 10
Bromodfchloromethane 5
1,Z'0 Ieh Ioropropanct 5
cls",3-Dlchloropropene 5
Trlchloroethene 5
Olbromochloromethane 5
1,1,Z'Trlchloroethane 5
Benzene 5
trans' 1,3'0 i eh loropropene 5
Bromoform 5

14'MethYI.,.pentanone 10 I2-Mexanone 10
Tetrach loroethc:ne 5
',1,2,2'Tetrachloroethane 5
Toluene 5
Chlorobenzene 5

IE thylbenzene
I

5
I[Styrene 5

lxytene (Total) I 5
I

CROL Contract Required Quantltat!on Limit.
J Duantftat!on is approKimate due to limitations Identified durfng the quality control review.

UJ ounntltotlon limit Is opproltlll\l\tcd duo to llmltotlons Identified In tho qUlltity control review.
R Value Is rejected.

!-' >..
" ..
> '")! z

51
" "'" ~

-< ~
~ (")

'" Q

'" ~

0 S'
c". •0-:::: ~



H1PZ-2-1

TADLB' _

CLI' vou..'I1Ln OR,OAN1CANALYSIS SOIL ANALmCAL IU"SUL'rS (usf.<s)

Cl!UCLIS S"":"~,"~A~M:':'===::;;;;;;;;:::===CASRNO,_ SDO NO, _

PAGE__ 0'__

Sample LoclIt i on
. . _..

Sample Nunber

iraHic Report Nvmber

Remllrk s

SlImpl ing Date

Analysis Date

VOlatile Orsanic Compound CRQL

Ch IorOl!lethane 10
BrO/l'll:l/l'lethane 10
Vinyl Chloride 10
Chloroethane 10
Methyl ene Ch Iod de 5
Acetone 10

,
Carbon oisulfide 5
1,1-0ichloroethene 5
1,1-0ichloroethonc 5
1,Z-oichloroethene (Total) '5
Chloroform 5 ,
1,Z-Oichloroethone 5
Z-8utanone 10
1,1 , 1- r ri eh l oroethone 5
Carbon Tetrachloride 5
VInyl ACetate 10
Bromodichloromotharle 5
1,2'Oichloroprop~ne 5
cis-l,3-0ich\oropropene 5
Trichloroethane 5
Oibromoeh!oromethano 5
1,1,2·rrichloroethnne 5
Benzene 5
trans-l,3-0ichloropropenll 5
BrOl!lOform ·5
4-Hethyl'Z- pent llnon.:! )0
2· Hexanone 10
Tet rach loroeth"ne 5
1,i,2,Z-TetrachlorOethane 5
Toluene 5
eh IOrOben2ene 5
Ethylbentene 5
Styrene 5
Xylene (Total) 5

CRQL Contract Required Quontlttltion LimIt.
J Ouantitotion Is approximate due to IlmlhtlongldentiHed during the quality control review,
UJ OUllntltlltion limit Is approxtmate due to ltmltlltlons Identified In the quality control review
R Value Is rejected_

(
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THP2-3-l
TAl'lLn~__

eLI' VOLA'I1Ln ORGANIC ANALYSIS SOILSAMI'l.B QUAtmTA'I10N UMITS (uVta)

CERCUS srm "'AMB:

CASB"'o.

SarJlll e Location

S~le """"
Traffic Report "-,
Remllrk$

Sa""l ing Oate

Dilution factor

Percent Sol i ds

Volatile Organic Compound

Chloromethane
Bromomethane
Vinyl Chloride
Chloroethane
Methylene ChlorIde
Autone
Carbon Olsulflde
1,1·0Ichloroethene
1,1·01chloroethane
1,2*Olchloroethen~ (Total) .

Chloroform
1,2-01chloroethane
Z-8utllnone
1,1,1·Trichloroethane
Carbon Tetrachloride
Vinyl Acetate
8romodiehlorcrnethane
1,2-0 feh loropropaM
cis-1,3-0Iehloropropene
Trichloroethene
olbromochloromethane
1,1,Z-Trichloroethane
Benzene
trans-1,3-0ichloropropene
Bromoform
4·Methyr-2:-pcntanone
2-Hexanone
Tetrachloroethene
" ',2:,2:- Tet rnch loroethllne
Toluene
Chlorobenzene
Ethyibenzene
Styrene
Xylene (Total)

SooNO'. _

!" >..
" ..
~ '"Z

"-" ><
'"< ~- :;>'"" ~.
'" 0
0 c

" •0-
il: ~

sample Ouontltotlon lImits are reported on a dry weight basis.
UJ ouontltatlon limit Is approximated due to limitations during the quality control review.
R Value is rejected.



THPZ-3-Z
CLP VOLATILE ORfANrt ANALYSIS AQUEOOS SAMPLE QUAlliTATION LIMITS (ug!l)

~ >..,
"

..,
> '">-i :z
> "'" ~

'" -"" ~- b''">: =-." S'
0 c

~
•~
~

tE~CLIS SITE NAME ___

CASE No. • SOG No.

Sample· Location

sllmpl e· NU'l1oor

TraHic Report Nunber -
Re'MrkK

Sampt ing Date

Dilution roctor

Vol~tjlc OrganIc Compound

Chloromethane
BrotnOlllCthone
Vinyt Chloride
Chtoroethane
Methylene ·Chtorlde
Acetone
Carbon Olsulflde
1.1·0tchtoroethene

I
1,1-0Ichtoroethone
l,Z-Oichloroethene (Total)
Chloroform
1,2-0 Ich loroethane
2-Buunone
1.1,1-Trlchloroethane
Carbon Tetrachloride
Vlnyt Acetate
Bromodl ch toromethone
1,2-01 ch loropropone
c.is.1.3-0ichtoropropene
Trichloroethene
Olbromochloromethane
1,1,Z-Trichloroethane
Bentene
trans-1.3~Dichloropropene

Bromoform
4-Hethyl-Z-pentanone
Z-Hexanone
Tet rachloroethene
1.1;Z,Z-Tetrachloroethone
Toluene
eh l orobenzene ,
Ethytbenzene
Styrene
Xylene (Total)

Sample Ouontitotlon limits are reported on a dry wolght bash.
UJ Ouantitatlon limit Is approximated due to limitations during the quality control review.
R Value is rejected.



THP2·4-1
TABt.B' _

CLP I!X'l'1tACTABLE OIlOANICANALYSlS AOUnoUSANALmCALRI!SULTS (uti\)

CgRCUSSrrnNAMEt'~ _

CA5nNa' --'-_~ISOONa~ _

PAGE__OF__

!sampte location

iIS&~le MUJ'ber

\''''1;' "poet "",,,,,,
-

ii'c;;,,,·k-;;-- .,.. -~....--.",---------,- --------

IS&~llng Date I

lexun'llon Onlc

l...nlltysiS Dote I - I·
!SC'flIi'VOlllllle COll"{Xlund I CROl

Iphenol

I
10

bis (Z-Chtoroethyt) ether 10
2-Chlorop!lenol 10
t,3-Dlchlorobenzene 10
t,'-Dfchlorobenzene 10,
Benzyl Alcohol 10
l,2-Dlchlorobenzenl 10

\2'HethYlphenOl 10
bl s (2'Chlorolsopropyl )ether 10

I'-Hethytphenot 10 IM-M Itroso-di -n-propytamlne 10
Hexachloroethane 10 INitrobenzene 10 -Isophorone 10 I2'Mltrophenol 10
2,4-Dlmethylphenol 10 IDenzole aeh.! 50
bls (2-Chloroethoxy) methane 10 I2,4-D Ichlorophenol 10
l,2,4-Trlch\orobcnzene 10
Naphthalene 10
4-Chloroanlline 10
Hexachlorobutadfene 10

14-Chloro.3.methYlphenol 10 I I2-Hethylnaphthalene 10
IHexachloroeye,opentadiene I 10 I I2,4,6-Triehtoropheno\ 10
12,4,S-Trlchlorophenol I 50 I I12-Chloronap!l.thalene 10
12-N Itroanillne I 50 I I I IlD imethylphthat ate 10
IAcenaph t hy lene I ;g I I I I I I I I12,6-Dinitrotoluene
1 _I I I 1 1 1 1

tROl Contract Required Oual'ltltatlon LImit.
J Ouantltation Is approximate due to limitations Identified during the quality control review.

UJ Quantltatlon limit is approximated due to limitations Identified In the quatlty control review.
R Value is rejected.

!" :>..
" ..
~ '"z
:> "-" X

'""" ~

M '"'0

'" 0

'"
g.

0 0

" •'";;:: ~



TMP2-4-2

TADLI! _

CLP I1JCT'RACTADLI! OROANICANAL\'SIS AQUEOVS ANALmCAL RIlSVL7S (u&!l)

CI!RCUSSrrnNAMI!: _

CASRN~__--" -"SDONO,~- __

'" >-..,
'"

..,
>- '"...; Z
>- '"~" ><
'" ~

< ~
~ <"l
'" 0

'" =
¢ ."=" •::: e

q
J Ouantltatlon Is approximate due to limitations Identlfled during the quality control revIew,

UJ Quentltatlon limit lsapproxlmated due to limitations identlfled in the quality control revIew.
R Value Is rejected_

Sallllle Location

Sample Number

Trat f Ic Report Nutnb~r

Rem<'lr~s

Sa~lln9 Date

e~tractlon Date

Analysis Date

Serni-Volat I ttl Cornpourld CRQL

3-Nltroanillnc 50
Acenllpl'lthene 10
2,4-0Inltrophenol SO
4-tHtrophenol 50
Olbenzofuran 10
2,4'Dlnitrotoluene 10
01 ethylphthal ate 10
4-Ch Ioropheny\' phenyl ether 10
Huorene 10
4-Nitrollnillne 50
4,6-0Inltro-2'rnothylpheno( 50
N'Nltrosodlphenytarnlne 10
4- BrOo1lOphenyl' phel'lyl ether 10
NexlIchlorobenzone 10
PeMath Iorop/lenol 50
PhenElnthrene 10-
Anthracene 10
ol-n-butylphthalate 10
Ftuoranthene 10
pyrene 10
Butylbenzylphthalllte 10
3,3'·0 Ich lorobenz Idi ne "Benzo(a)anthracene 10
Chrysene 10
bis(2-Ethylhe~yl)phthtlltlte 10
Ol'n-octyt phthalate 10
Benzo(b)fluorllnthene 10 >

Benlo(klfluoranthene 10 .BeMo( alpyrene 10
Indeno (1,2,3'cd)pyrene 10
Oibenz(a,h)anthracene 10
Benlo( 9, h. I )peryl ene 10

CROL Contract Re uired Quant I tntl.on Lim t.



TMP2'4'3
TAB'"!R'- _

CLP mmtAcrAoLB Ott.<'Ji\NrC ANi\t.YSlS AOUaoUS ANALYI1CALkl!SULTS (u1/I)

CERCI.IS SOU NAMI!:

CASBNO, 5001"'0.

Sampte Location

SaJlllle NUtber

Traffic Report NlPber

Remarlo:s

Isampl ing Date 1
\Extraction Date 1
IAntllynlnOllll!

!pest i Cide/PCB Compound CRQL

lalPIWBIIC o:os
beta-Bile 0.05
delta-Bile 0,05
gamma-BHC (Lindane) 0,05
Heptachlor 0.05
Aldrin 0.05
Heptachlor epoxlde 0.05

IEndosul fan I 0.05
Dieldrin 0.10
4,4

"
OOE 0.10

Endrln 0.10
Endosut fan If 0.10
4,4/-000 0.10

IEndosulfan sulfate 0.10
4,4 /o OOT 0.10

IMethOltYChlOr I0.5 IEndrln Io:etone 0.10
\alphaoChlordane

1
0.5 Igamma-Chlordane 0.5

ITOltnphcnc 1.0
1Aroclor'1016 0.5

IAroctor-1221 0.5
1 1 1 1 IAroclor-12J2 0.5

\ArOclOr-1242 I0.5 IAroclor-1248 0.5
IAroclor-1254

11.0 I I
IAroclor-1260 1.0 I
I I_- I I

CROL Contract Required Ouantitatlon Limit.
J Quantltatlon is approximate due to llmltatlons identified during the quality control review.

UJ Ouantitation limit Is approximated due to limitations identified in the quality control review.
R Voluo Is rejected.
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TAlllA'~__

CU· EX1'RACl'AlllA OROANIC ANt.t.YSIS AQUEOUS SAMPLE OUAN11TA"ON UMrrs (urJl) PAOE " __

CERCUS srm NAMI!:

CASRNO. SDONO. _

!Sarrple Location

Isall'f)te Nunber

!Traffic Report """""
Relllllrlts

Sarrpllng Oate

IOltutlon factor I
Percent Solid.

Seml-Volad Ie Conpound

3-Hltroanlllne
Acenaphtllana
2,4-0lnitrophenot
4-Nftrophenol
olbenzofuran
2,4-olnltrotoluene
ol.ethylphthalate
4-Chlorop!lenyt-phenylether
fluorene
4-Hltroanlllne
4.6-0Inltro-2-mcthylphenot
N-Nltrosodiphenylamlne
4-aromophenyt-phenyletller
Hexachlorobenzene
Pentach lorophenol
Phenanthrene
Anthracene
01 -n·butytphthot lite
Fluoranthene
Pyrene
Butyl benzyt ph tha tate
3,3'-olchlorobenzldlne
Benzo(a)anthracene

jChrYSene Ibl s(2,Ethylhexyt )phthalate
DI-n-octyt phthalate
Benzo(b) f tuoranthene
Benzo(k)ftuoranthene IBenzo(a)pyrene

jlndenO (1,2,3'cd)pyrene IDlbenz(a,h)anthracene
18enzo(9,II, i)perylene I II

Sompte Quantltot on Limits are reported on dry weight boafs.
UJ Quanlltlltlol\ Limite ara approximate dua to llmltlltlone Identified during the qUl\llty control review.
R Vatue Is rejected.
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TH~2-4-S

'rAIlLB, _

eLI' EX'l'RAcr,\IlU! onOANlc ANALYSts AQUEOUS SAMPLBQUAmtrA110N LIMn'S (lI&"Il PAGE__,f__

CI!RCUS SITE NAMI!:

CASllNO. SooNO.

l-' >.... ..
~ '"Z..
'" ;:;
'"-< ~- "'"., 0•.., "•0 c"' . •...:;: ~

, ~

UJ Quantttation limit la apprOltimlted due to limitations identified In the qUilt tty control review.
R. Valve Is rejected.

\SampLe Location

I
1

I\sampLe Nunber I
Traffic R.eport Hunber

Remark.s

S&~\ Inil Ollte

DHution Fllctor

jpercent Sill ids

ISetni 'Voillt i Ie COlTfXlund

Phenol
bls (Z-Chloroethyl) ether
2-Chlorophenol .

11,3-01 ch LOrobenzene
1,4'0lchlorobentene

lsenty \ Alcohol
',2-01 chlorobenzene

\Z-Methy\phenOI
bls (Z-Chtorolsopropyl)ether
4~HethyLphenot

N-Nltroso·di-n-propylamlne
Hexach.loroethane
Nitrobenzene
Isophorone
Z-N1trophenol
Z.4-01methy\phenol IBenzoic acid
bls (Z-Chtoroethoxy) methat\l! I2,4-0lchlorophenol

1,·z,4-TrIChlorObentene
Naphthalene
4-ctlloroani l1ne
Hexachlorobutadlene
4-Chloro-!-methylphenol
2-1'1('1 hyl Mphthn l NIt'
tlexftchl orocycl openttl!!! Of III

Z,4.6-Trichlorophenol
j2,4,S'TrIChlorOphenol
Z-Chloronaphthalene

IZ-NitrOllnltiM
olmethylphthalllte

lAcenaphthYlene I I IZ.6-0!nitroto!uene
L. ___.. ___________ 1. I I 1 1 1

linn ,\" Qllnl1ttlnttorl L mill nrCl r" HCldon n dry wflillht hMl~.



T,o\llI.n,•• _

ClP EXTRACTABLE! ORGANIC ANALYSIS AQUI!OUS SAMPLE QUAtmT'A110N L1MrJ'S (u&!11

CI!RCllSSnn NAMP-'·. _

CASI1No.. ,SDONO'••• _

PAc:e__,,_

ISample location -I I

ISall'ple NUTbe:r

Traffic Report ",m""
Remarl::s

sa~llnll Date

Dilution Factor

Percent Solids

Pesticide/PCB C••'",nd I
alplla~BIiC

beu-BIiC
delta-Slie
gamma-BKC (lindone)
Heptachlor
Aldrin
Keptach tor epox I de
Endosut fan I
Dieldrin
4,4'-DDE
Endrln
Endosul fan II
4,4'-000
Endosulfan sulfate

I4,"'-00T
Methoxychlor
Endrln ketone
alpha-Chlordane
gamla-Chlordane
Toxaphene
Aroelor·l016
Aroelor·1221
Aroclor·1232

IAroclor-1242
Aroc lor'lZ48

jArOclOr-1254
Aroelor-1Z60
I I I

Sample auantltatlon limits are reported on dry weight basis.
UJ auantltation limits are approximate due to limitations identified during the quatlty control review.

R Value is rejected.

w >..,
"

..,
~ '":z

S
'" ><
'" -<: ~;;; n

0.,
0
::.

6 0
0

~. •Q.
~



TMP2-S-\

TADW _

C1.r RXTRACTADLP. ORGANIC ANALYSIS SOli_ ANALmCAL RESULTS (u$I"'l)
PACiE__" __

CIlRcussrrnNAMllI:===:;;;;;-;;======CASBNO. SOO NO.

1M >
."

" ."
> '">oj Z
> "-'" X

'"-< ~- b''"" 0
~

'" S'
0 =
~

•0-
~

q
J Ouantitlltlon Is approximate due to llmltlltlons identIfied during the qUality control review.

UJ Ouantltatlon Is Ilpproxlmate due to llmitlltlons Identified durIng the quality control review.
R Yalue Is rejeCted.

Salll'le location

Sample Number

Traffic Report Number

Relflllrl:.s
.

Satlf'l ins Date

Extraction Dele

Analysis Dale

Semi-Yolatile Compound CROl

Phenol 33'
bls (2:-Chloroethyl) ether 330
2-Chlorophenol 33'
1,3-0ichlorobenzcnc 33'
l,~-OIChlorobenzene 33'
Benzyl Alcohol 330
1,2-Dlchlorobenztne 330
2-Methylphcnol 330
bis (2-Chloroisopropytlethcr 330
4-Methylphenol 330
W-Nitroso-dl-n-propylamlnc 330
Hex8chlorocthnnc 330
wi trobenzenc 330
IsophoroM 330
2-wltrophenol 330
2,~-Olmethylphcnol 33'
Benzoic field 1600
bls (2-Chloroethoxy) m<!thenc 330
2,~-Dlchlorophcnol 330
1,2,4-TrichLorobenzene 330
Nflphthatene 330
4-Chloroani line 330
Hcxachlorobutadlene 330
4-Ch(oro-3-methylphcnol 330
2-Methylnaphthalene 330
Hexachlorocyclopentadlene 330
2,4,6-Trlchlorophenol 330
2,4,5 -Tr! eh l orophcnol 1600 ,
2-Chloronaphthaten<! 330
2-Nitroaniline 1600
Dimelhylphthatate 330
Acenaphthylene 330
2,6-0initrotoluene 33'

----- ---- - CIlOl Controct Rc ulred Quantltetlon LImit,



T..."18.... _

CLP I!XTRACTABLBOR.OANICANALYSIS SOILANAl.'l"nCAL R!!SUL'l'S (\I~ PAClE__'f_

~ >-
."

" ."

~ '"Z
>- "~
'" ><
'" ~

< -~ ("J

'" 0

" =
0 =c
'" •0-;: ~

oqu
J Owntltatlon Is opproxlll\lllte due to limitations ldentffled durlnt the qulilty control revIew.

UJ OUllntltotlon limit I. opproxlmte clue to limlt.tlons IdentifIed In the quality control review.
R Value I. rejected.

Cl!RCl.lSSrm NAMe: -
"""N~ .SDONO.

\sampte Location

Isa~le NU!ber

Traffic Report No..rnber

Remark.s -
I.

SlllfPl i ni Date

I Extraction Date

lAnatY5h Date I
lseml-votat Ile COITpQl,lro CllOL

3-Witroanlllne 1600
ActMp!ltnene 33.
2,'·Oinlttophenol 1600
"Nltropltenot 1600
Oibentofuran 33'
2,4 0 0lnltrototuene 330
Oitthylphthalate 330
4-Chlorophenyt'phenylether 33.IFluorene 330
4-Wltroanl Lina 16001'.6'0 i nit rO° Z-methyl phena l 1600
N-HltrosOdlphenylnmlne 33.I" B:romophenylophenyl ether ".
Kexochtoroben~lme J30
Pentachlorophenol 1600
PhenanthreM 330
AMhr..cene "'o l-n-ootyLphtha late llO
FIuoranthene 33'
Pyrene 33'
Butylbenlylphthalate 33' I3,3"Olchlorobentldlne 660

IBenzo<ll>anthracene 330
Chryslll'\¢ "'Ibls(2.ethY\he~yt)phthlllate J30
Ol-n"oetyl phthalate "'IBento( b) f Iuoranthene 330
aento(k)fluoranthene "'laento(a)pyrene "'InderlO (l,2,3·cdlpyrene "'jDlbenl(.,h).nthracene 330
aento(g,h,l)perylene 330

I
tRQl tontroct R Ired Detection Li~it.



fHP2+3

TA8\,,8~_-,",

CU" flXTRAcrADL801l0AmC ANALYSIS son.ANALY1lCAt.RtlSUL'IS (ul/tl) PACE_"_

CuItCUSSrrnNAMB' ,...- _

C\SBNO',_----~SDoNO'---~-

'" )-..
" ..
~ '"Z
)- "~
" ><
'" ~

'" ~
~

"'"., a
0

;.
0

". •..;: ~

CItOl Controct Itequlred Ouontltotion Ll It.
J aunntitotlon Is approximate due to llmltfltlons Identified during the quality control review.

UJ Qunntltlltlon Is IIpproxlmnte clue to llmlutlons Identified In the qullllty control review.
It Vnlue Is rejected.

Sample location

Sample NUflber

trat/ic Report Ilu:nber

Itemar~s

Sampling Date

E~traction Date

AnalysIs Date

PestiCIde/PCB Compond CItQl

alpl\a-8IlC 8,0
beta'8llC 8,0
del u-BIiC '.0
gall'lll3!'BHC (lindane) '.0
Heptaclllor 8.0
Aldrin '.0
HeptachlOr epo~ide '.0
Endosul fan I '.0
Dieldrin 16.0
4,4"DOE 16.0
Endrln 16.0
Endosul flln 11 16.0
4,4"000 16.0
Endosulfan sulfate 16.0
4,4"00t 16.0
Metho~ychlor 60.0
Endrin ketone 16.0
alpl\a-Ch.lordane 80.0
g~~·thlord~ne 60.0
tO~lIphene 160.0
Aroclor-1016 80.0
Aroclor-1221 80.0
Aroclor·1232 110.0
Aroclor-\242 60.0
Aroc lor'1248 80.0
Aroclor-1254 160.0
Aroclor'1260 160.0

m



TMP2-6-j
TABlR~__

CLP IDITRACTABLR OROANIC ANALYSIS SOIL SAMPLE QUAmTrA'l10N LIMITS (o&'\t)
PAGE " __

CllRCUSSrrtlNAMI!: _

C\SI!NO'__~-__SDONO••------

-:s

.
ISample Location

I
,

ISampl e Nunber

Traffic Report NlIlber I
Rem~r~s I

lsampllng Date

Oilutlon fllctor

Percent Sol ids

Semi-Volatile Compound

Phenol
bls (2-Chloroethyi) ether
2-Chlorophenot
1,3-0IchlorObenzene
1,4-0Ichlorobentene
Benzyl Alcohol
1,2-DlchlorObenzene
2-Hethylp/lenol
bls (2-Chlorolsopropyl)ether
4-Methylp/lenol
N-Nltroso-dl-n-propylamlne
Hexachloroethane
Nitrobenzene
lsophorone
Z-Nltrophenol .
2.4 -0 i methylp/lenol
Benzoic acid
bis (2-Chloroethoxy) methane
2.4-0ichlorophenol
1.2,4-Trlchlorobenzene
Naphthalene

j4-Ch loroanl line
Hexachlorobutadlene

14-Chtoro-3-methYiphenOI
2-Methyl naph tha i ene

jHeXaChlorocYClopentadlene
2.4 .6-Tri ch lorophenol

12.4.5-Tri ch lorophenol I I2-Ch!oronophthalene
2-Nltroanil ine
olmethytphthalate
Acenaphthylene I2,6-0Inltrotolucnc
I I

basiL
I I

somple tluontltatlon L ml ts are reported on a dry we Ight
UJ tluantlt.lltlon limit Is approxlmllted due to llmlt.lltlons IdentifIed In the qUlIllty controt review.

R Value Is rejected.

(

l" >..
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~ '"~-" ><
'" --< ~- b''"., 0

Cl
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TMPZ-6-2
TADLB' _

CLP EXTRACfADLI! OROANIC ANALYSIS SOILSAMPLB QUArm1'AnON UMtrS {ugil}
PAGE__" __

~ >..,
'"

..,
~ '"Z> '".. X
'"-< ~- ~'"" ;
~

0•.. •0-
3: ~

Sample Quontitot!on LImits IIro reported on dry weight baSIS.
UJ Quantitatlon Limits tll'e approximate due to limitations Identified during the quality control revlell.

R Value is rejected.

CI!RCLlssrmNAMRi

CASI!NO. SOO NO.

.

ISarrple Location

I
,

Sallple· Nunber i
Trllffic Report Nu:nber

Remark.s

Isarrpllng Dote I
Dilution factor I

IPercent Sol ids i
Semi· ...olatile Compound

3'Nitroanillne
lAcenaphthene
2,4'Dlnltrophenol
4'Nltrophenol
Oibenzofuran
2,4-0Inltrotoluene
Olethylphthalate

I4 0 Ch lorophenYl·phenylether
Fluorene
4o Nitroani line
4,6 0 0lnltroo Zo m&thylphenol
N-N;trosodlphenylamlne
4- Bromoph.eny l· phenyl ether
Nexachlorobenzene
Pentachlorophenol
Phenanthrene
Anthracene
Of-n-butylphthaLate
Fluoranthene
Pyrene IButylbenzylphthalate

13 ,3"OlchlOrObenZidfne IBenzo{a)anthracene
IChrysene
bis{Z'Ethylhexyl)phthalate

\Oi.n-octYl phthalate
Benzo(b)fluoranthene

!BenZO(k)flUoranthene
Benzo(a)pyrene

illndeno (1, 2,3·Cd)pyrene
oibenz(a,h)anthracene

IBenzo{9,h,i)perylene I I I I



TMP2·6·3
T'AnLl!' _

CI.P rnrntAcrAfll.1! OIWANIC ANAl.YSIS SOlI. SAMPl.fi QtlAt-rITrATlON LIMn':! ("til)

CI!IICI.ISst!ltNAMnl-===::;;;;;-;;:::=====~CAsaNO. " __~.sOONO.

PAGE__of

Sa"llle Location

Sample Hunber

TraffIc Report Hw-ber

il7hii;iT,j- - ------ ------
Sa"llling Date

Oilutlon Fattor

lVl!!'tt'lit St/llurl

Pest Ie ide/PCA COIJ'pound

alpha'BHC
[beta'BIlC
del ta'BIlC

Igamma'BIlC (Lindane)
Heptachlor
ALdrin
Heptachlor epox!de
Endosut fan I
Oietdrln
4,4'·OOE
Endrln
Endosut tt1n II
4,4"000
Endolul fan sul fate
4,4"DDT
MethoxychLor
Endrln ltetoM
alpha'Ch Lordan!! Igamma'Chlordan!!

IToxaphene IAroclor·l016
IAroc lor·122:1 IAroclor·12:32
IAroclor.1242: I IAroc Ior·124S
IAroclor'12s4

I I IAroclor·1260
I

Sample Quontltatlon L1miu are reported on dry weight basis.
UJ Ouantitatlon 'LImits are approximate due to Llmitatiomr Identified during the quality controL revIew.,
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APPENDIX II
LISTING OF COMMON POLLUTANTS GENERATED BY SEVEN INDUSTRIES

Appendix II identifies seven industries that generate waste which contains pollutants that
are known to pose human and environmental hazards. This appendix is intended to aid the
reader in three ways:

o To assist in the identification of target compounds and potential exposure pathways.

o To predict associated contaminants that potentially yield interferences.

o To assist in early identification of sites that contain high levels of compounds that
may not be included as target analytes for routinely available methods.

The data for these tables were obtained by searching the USEPA Toxic Release Inventory
System using the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes listed below:

Industry SIC Code

I
2
3
4
5
6
7

Battery Recycling
M uni tions/ Explosiyes
Pesticides Manufacturing
Electroplating
Wood Preservatives
Leather Tanning
Petroleum Refining

3691, 3692
2892
2842, 2879
3471
2491
3111
2911

The appendix consists of seven tables and depicts the pollutants associated with each of
the seven industries, the CAS number of each pollutant, and the matrices where each pollutant
has been found. The list is not inclusive of all pollutants or industrial SOUTces. The seven
industries were selected based on the recommendation of the Risk Assessment Subgroup of the
Data Useability Workgroup because of the frequency of occurrence of the pollutants produced
by those industries in Superfund sites.

153



1l'liMd;x"LISTING OF C ON POLLUTANTS
GENERATED BY SEVEN INDUSfRJES

INDUSTRY 1: BATIERY RECYCLING

•RMk Compound CAS Numbcr Air W_ Soil Oth"

1 LEAD 7439921 Y Y Y Y
2 SODIUM SULFATE (SOLUTION~ 7757826 Y
3 SODIUM HYDROXIDE (SOLUT ON) 1310132 Y Y Y, SULFURIC ACID 7664939 Y Y Y
5 AMMONIUM SULFATE (SOLUTION) 7783202 y.

• MANOANESE 7439965 Y Y Y Y
7 l,t,l·TRICHLOROETHANE 71556 Y Y Y• METHANOL 67561 Y Y y

• FREON 113 76131 Y Y
10 TRICHLOROETHYLENE 79016 Y Y Y

" TOLUENE 108883 Y Y
12 ZINC 7...... Y Y Y
13 AMMONIA 7664417 Y Y y
I4 CADMIUM 7440439 Y Y Y Y

" ANTIMONY 7440360 Y Y YI. BARIUM 7440393 Y Y Y- 17 NICKEL 74<0020 Y Y Y Y
V> 18 FORMALDEHYDE 50000 Y Y

'" "
ACETONE 67641 Y

20 XYLENE (MIXED ISOMERS) 1330207 Y
21 TETRACHLOROETHYLENE 127184 Y Y
22 DICHLOROMETHANE 75092 Y Y
23 PHENOL 108952 Y Y
2' MERCURY 7439976 Y Y Y
25 N·BUTYL ALCOHOL 71363 Y
2. METHYL ETHYL KETONE 78933 Y Y
27 METHYL ISOBUTYL KETONE 108101 Y
2. HYDROCHLORIC ACID 7647010 Y Y
2. NITRIC ACID 7697372 Y Y
30 1,1 ,I.TRICHLOROETHANE (METHYL CHLOROFORM) 71556 Y
31 COBALT 7440484 Y Y Y
32 ARSENIC 7440382 Y Y
33 COPPER 7440508 Y Y
3' SILVER 7440224 Y Y Y
35 ACETONITRILE 75058 Y

•
Rank = Order of Frequency of Occurrence•Other'" Other Matrices (Biota, Hazardous Waste, SlUdge, etc.)



A:n
LISTING OF dfJ ON POLLUTANTS
GENERATED BY SEVEN INDUSTRIES

INDUSTRY 2: MUNITIONS/EXPLOSIVES

,
RMk Compound CAS Number Air W.." Soil Other

1 ACETONE 67641 Y Y Y Y
2 NITRlCACID 7697371 Y Y Y y
3 AMMONIUM NITRATE (SOLUTION) 6484522 Y Y Y Y, PENTACHLOROPHENOL 87865 Y
5 SODIUM SULFATE (SOLUTION) 7151826 y

• AMMONIA 1664417 Y y y
7 SULFURIC ACID 7664939 y y y y, METHYL ETHYL KETONE 78933 y y

• CYCLOHEXANE 110827 Y Y
I. CHLORINE 7782505 Y Y
11 NITROGLYCERIN 55630 Y Y Y Y
12 DICHLOROMBTHANE 75<>92 Y Y
13 CALCIUM CYANAMIDE 156627 Y Y
14 LEAD 7439921 Y Y y y
15 ETHYLENE GLYCOL 107211 Y Y Y
I. N·BUTYL ALCOHOL 71363 Y
17 TERT·BUTYL ALCOHOL 75650 Y y- 18 M-XYLENE 108383 Y

~
"

METHANOL 67561 Y y y
2. ASBESTOS (FRIABLE) 1332214 Y
21 l,l.l-TRICHLOROETHANE 71556 y y
22 POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS 1336363 Y
23 COPPER 744OSOB Y Y Y Y
2' ALUMINUM 7429905 Y Y Y Y
25 2,4.D1NITROTOLUENE 121142 Y Y
2. GLYCOL ETHERS 79141 Y
27 BENZENE 71432 y y y y
28 BIS(2.ETHYLHEXYL) ADIPATE 103231 Y
2' ZINC 7'40666 Y
3. DIBUTYL PHTHALATE 84742 Y Y Y
31 SODIUM HYDROXIDE (SOLUTION) 1310732- Y Y
32 DlETHYL PHTHALATE 84662 Y

•
Rank = Order of Frequency of Oeeurrencc,
Other - Other MatrlccI (Biota. Hazardoul Waste, Sludge, etc.)



1Jjpendixil
LISTING OF C MMON POLLUTANTS
GENERATED BY SEVEN INDUSTRIES

INDUSTRY 3: PESTICIDES MANUFACTURING

•Ron. Compound CAS Number Air W"" Soil Other

1 SODIUM SULFATE (SOLUTION) 7757826 Y Y Y
2 AMMONIA 7664417 y y y y
3 TOLUENE 108883 Y Y y y

• SODIUM HYDROXIDE (SOLUTION) 1310732 Y Y Y Y
5 TITANIUM TETRACHLORIDE 7SS04SO Y
6 METHANOL 67561 Y Y Y Y
7 DlCHLOROMETHANE 75092 Y Y Y Y
8 XYLENE (MIXED ISOMERS) 1330207 Y y y y

• CHLOROBENZENE 108907 Y Y y
10 HYDROCHLORIC ACID 7647010 Y Y Y Y
II CHLOROpHENOLS 10648, Y y y y
12 STYRENE 100425 Y Y Y
13 ACRYLONITRILE 107131 Y Y Y
14 FORMALDEHYDE 50000 y y y y
15 CARBON TETRACHLORIDE 56235 y y y yI. CHLOROTHALONIL 1897456 Y Y Y
17 1,2-DICHLOROETHANE 107062 Y y y y- IS ACETONE 61641 Y Y Y y

'"'" I' HEXACHLOROBBNZENE 118741 Y Y Y
20 1,I,I-TRICHLOROETHANE 11556 y y y
21 ETHYLENE GLYCOL 107211 Y Y Y Y
22 GLYCOL ETHERS 791-$1 y y y y
23 1,3-BUTADIENE 106090 Y y y
2. CHLOROMETHANE 14873 Y Y
2S CAFTAN 133062 Y Y Y
2. TETRACHLOROETHYLENE 127184 Y Y Y Y
27 CHLORINE 711250S y y y y
28 CARBARYL 63252 Y y y
2' COPPER 7_ y y y y
30 PARATHION 56382 y y
3I ZINED 12122677 Y
'2 PYRIDINE 110861 Y Y
33 AMMONIUM NITRATE (SOLUTION) 6484522 Y
34 PHOSPHORIC ACID 7664382 Y Y Y Y

" CARBON DISULFIDE 751SO Y Y,. 1.2,4~TRICHLOROBENZENE 120821 Y Y Y
37 SULFURIC ACID 7664939 Y y y y
38 MALEIC ANHYDRIDE 108316 Y y y
3. ETHYLBENZENE 100414 Y Y y
40 2,4-D 94757 Y y y y
41 BROMOME'I'HANE 74839 Y
'2 SEC-BUTYL ALCOHOL 78922 Y Y

•
Rank - Order of Frequency of Oecurrence•Other _ Other MatriCCl (Biota. HII2IIfdoWl Wute. Sludge. $.)



A dixU
LISTING OF dl'~ONPOLLIITANTS
GENERATED BY SEVEN INDUSTRIES

INDUSTRY 3: PESTICIDES MANUFACTURING

,
Ra<>k Compound CAS Number Air W_ So" Other

43 1.EAD 7439921 y
44 CUMENE 98828 y y y
45 M·XYLENE 108383 Y y
4. ASBESTOS (FRIABLE) 1332214 y y
47 FReON 113 76131 Y Y

" l>1l.'::IILOROUliNZliNLi (MIXUl> ISOMURS) 25321226 Y Y Y4. CYCLOHEXANE 11082.7 y y y
30 2,4·DICHLOROPHENOL 120832 y y
3' 1,4·D1CHLOROBENZENE 106467 y
52 DICHLQROBROMOMETHANE 75274 y y
53 TRIFLURAUN 1582098 Y y y y
54 1,2,4-TlUMETHYLBENZENE 95636 y y y
55 METHYL ISOBUTYL KETONE 108101 y y y
3. It4-D10XANE 123911 y Y
57 NITRIC ACID 1691372 y y y
58 N-BUTYL ALCOHOL 71363 y y y
3. FLUOMETURON 2164172 y y y- 60 2·METHOXYETHANOL 109864 YV> .1 BIS(2.-ETHYLHEXYL) ADIPATE 103231 y y-..>
.2 PHENOL 108952 y y y
.3 ACRYUCACID 79107 y y y
64 QUiNTOZENE 82688 Y Y
.3 ALUMINUM 1344281 y Y y Y•• BENZOYL PEROXlDE 94360 Y Y
.7 O·XYLENE 95476 y
.8 CHROMIUM 7440473 y Y Y•• 2·PHENYLPHENOL 90437 y Y
70 HYDROGEN CYANIDE 74908 y Y Y
71 ZINC 7440666 y y y y
72 HEXACHLOROCYCLOPENTADIENE 77474 Y
73 DICOFOL 115322 Y Y
74 BIPHENYL 92324 y Y Y
7S 4~NITROPHENOL 100027 Y Y Y
7. METHYL ETHYL KETONE 78933 y Y
77 TRICHLOROETHYLENE 19016 y Y
78 M-CRESOL 108394 y y
7. TETRACHLORVINPHOS 961115 Y
80 DI(Z-ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE (DEHp) 111811 y y
81 TEREPHTHAUC ACID 100210 Y y
82 DICHLORVOS 62737 y Y
83 MANEB 12427382 y Y
84 p-XYLENE 106423 y Y

, Rank = Order of Frequency of Occurrence

Other = Other Matrices (Biota.. Hazardous Waste. Sludge. etc.)



1fJpendixII
LISTING OF C MMON POLLUTANTS
GENERATED BY SEVEN INDUSTRIES

INDUSTRY 3: PESTICIDES MANUFACTURING

b
RMk Compound CAS Number Air Waler Soil Oth~

8S METHYLENE BROMIDE 74953 Y

" CHLORAMBEN 133904 Y Y
87 BENZEN'E 71432 Y Y

" HYDROGEN FLUORIDE 7664393 Y Y
'9 ETHYLENE 74851 Y
90 C.1. ACID BLUE 9, DISODIUM SALT 3844459 Y Y
91 DIMETE-~ (L SULFATE 77781 Y
92 ISOPROPYL ALCOHOL .7630 Y
93 HYDRAZINE 302012 Y Y
94 VINYL CHLORIDE 7S014 Y
95 METHYLENEBIS(PHENYLISOCYANATE) 101688 Y Y
96 EPICHLORaHYDRIN 106898 y
97 PROPYLENE 115071 Y
9. NITRILOTRIACETIC ACID 139139 Y
99 ARSENIC 7440382 Y Y
100 NAPHTHALENE 91203 Y Y
'01 VINYUDENE CHLORIDE 75354 Y- 102 TRICHLORFON '268' Y Y

V> 103 DIBUTYL PHTHALATE 84742 Y
~ 104 ANILINE 62533 Y Y

10' METHOXYCHLOR 72435 Y Y Y
106 DIETHANOLAMINE 111422 Y Y Y Y
107 NITROBENZENE 98953 Y Y
108 CVANIDE COMPOUNDS 57125 Y Y
109 AMMONIUM SULFATE (SOLUTION) 7783202 Y
110 LINDANE 58899 Y Y
III POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS 1336363 Y Y
112 PROPYLEN i1 OXIDE 75569 Y
113 2,4·DINITR....PHENOL 51285 Y Y Y
114 PHOSGENE 75445 Y

"' HEXACHLOROETHANE 67721 Y
116 CADMIUM 7440439 Y
117 ETHYLENE OXIDE 75218 Y

"' BENZYL CHLORIDE 100447 Y Y
119 4,6-DINITRO-O-CRESOL 534521 y
120 CHLOROBENZILATE 510156 Y

•
Rank :: Order of Frequency of Occurrence

>
Other z: Other Matrices (Biota. Hazardous Waste, Sludge, etc,)



A pendix II
LISTING OF CM'MMON POLLUTANTS
GENERATED BY SEVEN INDUSTRIES

INDUSTRY 4: ELECTROPLATING

>
Ronk Compound CAS Number Air Water Soil Otl=

1 SULFURIC ACID 7664939 Y Y Y Y
2 HYDROCHLORIC ACID 7647010 y y y y
3 SODIUM HYDROXIDE (SOLUTION) 1310732 Y y y y, 1.I,I·TRICHLOROETHANE 71:556 Y y y y
5 SODIUM SULFATE (SOLUTION) 7757826 y y y

• NITRIC ACID 7697372 y y y y
7 DICHLOROMETHANE 75092 y y y
8 NICKEL 7440020 Y Y y y
9 TRICHLOROETHYLENE 79016 Y y yI. CHROMIUM 7440473 Y y y y

II TETRACHLOROETHYLENE 127184 Y Y y Y
12 METHYL ETHYL KETONE 78933 Y Y Y
13 ZINC 7440666 Y Y Y Y

I' FREON 113 76131 y y y
IS ALUMINUM 7429905 Y Y y YI. COPPER 7440508 Y y y y- 17 PHOSPHORIC ACID 7664382 y y y y

'" 18 TOLUENE 108883 Y Y y y

'" 19 LEAD 7439921 Y Y y y
20 XYLENE (MIXED ISOMERS) 1330207 Y y
21 ACETONE 67641 Y y Y
22 CADMIUM 7440439 Y Y Y
23 ETHYLBENZENE 100414 Y y
24 ETHYLENE GLYCOL 107211 Y Y Y Y
25 CYANIDE COMPOUNDS 57125 Y y y y
2. AMMONIA 7664417 Y Y y
27 FORMALDEHYDE 50000 Y y y
28 GLYCOL ETHERS 79141 Y y Y
29 CHLORINE 7782505 y y y
3. METHANOL 67561 Y Y y
31 ETHYLENE OXIDE 75218 Y
32 METHYL ISOBUTYL KETONE 108101 Y y
33 2-METHOXYETHANOL 109864 Y Y
34 HYDROGEN FLUORIDE 7664393 Y Y y
35 PHENOL 108952 Y y
3. l,2.DICHLOROBENZENE 95501 Y y
37 N·BUTYL ALCOHOL 71363 Y Y
38 TER~BUTYLALCOHOL 75650 Y
39 BARIUM 7440393 Y,. VINYUDENE CHLORIDE 75354 y
41 2·ETHOXYETHANOL 110805 Y Y
42 ISOPROPYL ALCOHOL 61630 Y

•
Rank "" Order ofFrequcncy ofOCCurrcnce

>
Other .. Other Matrices (Biota. Hazardous Waste. Sludge. etc.)



-g

lIlpendb< n
L1SfING OF C MMON POLLUI'ANTS
GENERATED BY SEVEN INDUSfRIES

INDUSTRY 4, ELECTROPLATING

•Ronk Compound CAS Number Air· W..., Soil Otho:

4J MANGANESE 7439965 Y Y
44 HYDROGEN CYANIDE 74908 Y

" STYRENE 100425 y
4. TETRACHLORVINPHOS 961115 y
47 MELAMINE 108781 Y
48 N·DIOCTYL pHTHALATE 117840 y4. 1,4-D10XANE 123911 Y
'0 COBALT 7440484 y

" NAPHTHALENE 91203 y
'2 AMMONIUM SULFATE (SOLUTION) 7783202 Y

" SILVER 7440224 y y

" PROPYLENE IlS07! y

•
Rank - Or~er of Frequency of OCcurrence•Other .. Other Matrices (Biota. Hazardol'S Waste. SlUdge. etc.)



~nLISrING OF C ON POLLUTANTS
GENERATED BY SEVEN INDUSTRIES

INDUSTRY 5: WOOD PRESERVATION

•Ronk Compound CASH...... AU W_ So" 00"

• CHROMIUM 1440473 y y y y
2 NAPHTHALENE 91203 y y y y
3 AMMONIA 7664417 y y y
4 PENTACHLOROPHENOL 87865 y y y y, DIBENZOFURAN 132649 Y y y y
6 ANTHRACENE 11012.1 y y y y
7 COPPER 7_ y y y y
8 ARSENIC 7440382 y y y y

• FORMALDEHYDE SOOOO y
'0 BIPHENYL 02524 y y y y

" BENZENE 71432 y y
'2 DICHLOROMETHANE 7S092 y
13 1.1.1-TRICHLORoETHANE 71556 y Y
14 AMMONIUM SULFATE (SOLUTION) 7783202 y y

" QUINOUNE 91225 y y y y

•• PHENOL 108952 Y y
'7 ZINC 7440666 y y y- 18 PHOSPHORIC ACID 7664382 y

a- •• a-CRESOL 95487 y Y- 20 HYDROCHLORIC ACID 7647010 y
2• M-CRESOL 108394 Y y

•
Rank ... Order of Frequency of Occurrence•Other ... Other Matrices (Biota, HazudoUI Wasce, Sludge. etc.)



A pendixll
LISI'ING OF CM'MMON POLLUTANTS
GENERATED BY SEVEN INDUSTRIES
INDUSTRY 6: LEATHER TANNING

•R"'k Compound CAS Numbcr Air WoIe, Soil Othu

I AMMONIUM SULFATE (SOLUTION) 7783202 Y Y Y Y
2 SULFURIC ACID 7664939 Y Y Y
3 SODIUM HYDROXIDE (SOLUTION) 1310732 Y y
4 AMMONIA 7664417 Y Y Y Y
S TOLUENE 108883 Y Y• SODIUM SULFATE (SOLUTION) 7757826 Y
7 METHYL ETHYL KETONE 78933 Y Y
8 XYLENE (MIXED ISOMERS) 1330207 Y Y Y• CHROMIUM 7440473 Y y y y
10 GLYCOL ETHERS 79141 Y Y Y
11 METHYL ISOBUTYL KETONE 103101 Y Y Y
12 2·METHOXYETHANOL 109864 Y Y Y
13 ACETONE 67641 Y Y Y
14 2-ETHOXYETHANOL 110805 Y y y
IS N-BUTYL ALCOHOL 71363 Y Y YI. TETRACHLOROETHYLENE 127184 Y Y
17 CYCLOHEXANE 110827 Y Y- 18 AMMONIUM NITRATE (SOLUTION) 6484522 Y~

N I' MANGANESE 7439965 Y Y Y
20 1,I,I-TRICHLOROETHANE 71556 y
21 DICHLOROMETHANE 75092 Y
22 DIETHANOLAMINB 111422 Y Y
23 METHANOL 67561 Y Y
24 ISOPROPYL ALCOHOL 67630 Y Y
2S PHOSPHORIC ACID 7664382 Y
2. ETHYLENE GLYCOL 107211 Y
27 FREON 113 76131 Y
28 PHENOL 108952 Y
2• ETHYL ACRYLATE 140885 Y

•
Rank ... Order of Frequency of Occurrence•Other _ Other Matrica (Biota. HazardoUI Waste, Sludge, etc.)



A=nLISTING OF cd! ON POLLUTANTS
GENERATED BY SEVEN INDUSTRIES

INDUSTRY 7: PETROLEUM REFINING

•
"""" Compound CAS Number AU W.... Soil Oth~

1 SODIUM SULFATE (SOLUTION) 7757816 y y y y
2 ALUMINUM 7429905 y y y y, AMMONlA 7664417 y y y y
4 SODIUM HYDROXIDE (SOLUTION) 1310731 y y y y
5 SULFURiC ACID 7664939 y y y y

• TOLUENE 108883 y y y y
7 XYLENEfiIXED ISOMERS) 13302D7 y y y y

• BENZEN 71432 y y y y
9 METHYL ETHYL KETONE 78933 y y y y,. PROPYLENE 115071 y y y
II PHENOL 108952- Y y y y
12 D1ETHANOLAMINE 111421 Y Y Y Y
13 ETHYLENE 74851 Y y Y
14 METHANOL 67561 Y Y Y Y
15 CYCLOHEXANE 110827 Y Y y YI. 1,2,4-TRIMETHYLBENZENE 9563. y y y y
17 ETHYLBENZENE 100414 Y Y Y y- 18 PHOSPHORIC ACID 7664382 Y y Y Y'"w '9 CHROMIUM 7440473 Y Y Y Y
2. METHYL TERT-BUTYL ETHER 1634044 Y Y Y Y
21 ASBESTOS (FRIABLE) 1332214 Y Y
22 P-XYLENE 106423 Y Y y y
23 AMMONIUM SULFATE (SOLUTION) 7783202 Y Y
24 M-XYLENE 108383 Y Y Y Y
25 CUMENE 98828 Y y Y Y
2. ACETONE 67641 Y y Y
27 CRESOL (MIXED ISOMERS) 1319773 Y Y Y y
28 HYDROGEN FLUORIDE 76643" y y y y
29 ~XYLBNE 95476 y y y y,. NAPHTHALENE 91203 y y y y
31 NICKEL 7440020 Y Y Y Y
32 CHLORINE 7782505 y y y
33 LEAD 743m, y y y y
34 METHY,L ISOBUTYL KETONE 108101 Y Y
35 ETHYLENE GLYCOL 107211 Y y y y,. MOLYBDENUM TRIOXIDE 1313275 Y Y Y Y
'7 ZINC 7440666 Y Y Y Y
38 HYDROCHLORIC ACID 7647010 Y Y y

'9 GLYCOL ETHERS 79141 y Y y y
40 BARIUM 7440393 y y y y
41 COPPER 7440508 y y y y
42 I,I,I-TRICHLOROETHANE 71556 y y y y

•
Rank - Order of Frequency of Occurrence•Other - Other Matrices (Biota, Hazardoul Waste, Sludge, etc.)



1fJpendixII
LISrING OF C MMONPOLLtITANTS
GENERATED BY SEVEN INDUSTRIES

INDUSTBY 7: PETBOLEUM REFINING

•"'""' Compound CAS Number Air W"" Soil Other

.3 ANTIMONY 7440360 y y y y
44 !,3-BUTADIENE 106990 y y y., N-BUTYLALCOHOL 71363 y
.6 FORMALDEHYDE SOOOO y y y y
.7 EPICHLOROHYDRIN 106898 Y y
48 COBALT 7440484 y y y y
4' VANADIUM (FUME OR DUST) 7440622 y y y
'0 CUMENE HYDROPEROXIDE 80159 y
51 TERT~BUTYL ALCOHOL 75650 y y
'2 4,4'·ISOPROPYLIDENEDIPHENOL 80057 y y
53 BUTYRALDEHYDE 123728 Y,. BIPHENYL 92524 y y y y
55 CARBON TETRACHLORIDE 56235 Y y y y
56 STYRENE 100425 y y y y
57 TRICHLOROETHYLENE 79016 Y y
58 MANGANESE 7439965 Y Y Y
59 ETHYLENE OXIDE 75218 y

~ 60 AMMONIUM NITRATE (SOLUTION) 6484522 y

'" 61 CARBON DISULFIDE 7S1SO y y...
62 1,2-DICHLOROETHANE 107062 y y y y
63 POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS 1336363 y
64 PHOSPHORUS (YELLOW OR WHITE) 7723140 y
65 QUINOUNE 91225 y
66 2-METHOXYETHANOL 109864 Y y y
67 1,2-DIBROMOETHANE 106934 Y y y y
68 TETRACHLOROETHYLENE 127184 y y y
6. ANTHRACENE 120127 y y y
70 2,4-DIMETHYLPHENOL 105679 Y y
71 HYDROGEN CYANIDE 74908 y y
72 CHLOROMETHANE 14873 y
73 NITROBENZENE 98953 Y
74 t.2-DICHLORQPROPANE 78875 y y y
75 CARBONYL SULFIDE 463581 y y
76 ACETONITRILE 75058 y
77 SILVER 7440224 y y y
78 2-ETHOXYETHANOL 110805 Y
79 THALLIUM 7440280 y y
80 FREON 113 76131 y
81 SELENIUM 7782492 y y y y
82 DICHLOROMETHANE 75092 y
83 MERCURY 7439976 y y y
84 CADMIUM 7440439 y y y

•
Rank • Order of Frequency of Occurrence•Other • Other M.tricea (Biota, HazardoUi Waste, Sludge. etc.)



A dixU
LISfING OF C(j'~ONPOLLUrANTS
GENERATED BY SEVEN INDUSfRIES

INDUSTRY 7: PETROLEUM REFINING

•.... Compound CAS Number Ai, W""', Soil Oth..

85 1,1,2·TRICHLOROETHANE 7900S Y Y

•• ARSENIC 7440382 Y Y Y Y
87 CYANIDE COMPOUNDS 57125 y
88 CHLORINE DIOXIDE 10049044 Y

•• ACRYUCACID 79107 Y
90 1.3-DICHLOROPROPYLENE 542156 Y
.1 1.2.BUTYLENEOXIDB 106887 Y
92 CHLOROBENZENB 108907 Y
'3 1.4.DlOXANE 123911 Y

•• Dl(2.ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE (DEHP) 117817 Y., BERYLUUM 1440417 Y
96 CHLOROFORM .7663 Y

•
Rank • Order of Froqucnq" ofOecurrcaco•Other • Other Matrk:a (Biota, HuardouI Wuto. Sludge. de.)
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APPENDIX III
LISTING OF ANALYTES, METHODS, AND DETECTION OR QUANTITATION LIMITS

FOR POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

The purpose of this appendix. is to familiarize the reader with the variety of EPA
methods that aTe available for analysis of pollutants of concern in risk assessment. The
appendix facilitates appropriate method selection for pollutants in the matrix of interest.

Appendix III consists first of a summary of definitions of commonly used detection
limits and Quantitation limits. Tables I, II, and III depict detection limit estimates achievable
for 33 organic and inorganic pollutants of potential concern to risk assessment in air. soil, and
water matrices respectively. The detection limits listed herein are provided for guidance and
may not always be achievable. Specific quantitation limits are highly matrix-dependent.

Table IV provides a summary of each method of analysis for these pollutants. The 33
pollutants listed were chosen because they are highly toxic and/or have reported cancer risks,
and occur at a frequency of greater than 2% in 141 National Priorities List (NPL) sites.·

Tables V-A and V-B provide an additional comparison of analytical methodologies for
selected organic compound classes and inorganic analytes including method detection ranges
and the applicable analytical system and preparation procedures.

·Source: eLP Statistical Database (STAT).
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In.lrumentatlon

CVAA=
ECO=
ELCO=
FlO =
FLAME =
Fluor =
FPO=
GC=
GC-MS=
GFAA=
HPLC=
HYOAA=
ICP=
LC=
MS=
NPO=
PIO=
UV=

APPENDIX III
GLOSSARY

Cold Vapor Atomic Absorption
Electron Capture Detector
Electrolytic Conductivity Detector
Flame Ionization Detector
Flame Atomic Absorption
Fluorescence
Flame Photometric Detector
Gas Chromatography
Gas ChromatographyMMass Spectrometry
Graphite Furnace Atomic Absorption
High Pressure Liquid Chromatography
Hydride Atomic Absorption
Inductively Coupled Plasma
Liquid Chromatography
Mass Spectrometry
NitrogenfPhosphorus Detector
Photoionization Detector
Ultraviolet

QuantitationlDetection Umit8

CRDL = Contract Required Detection Limit
CROL = Contract Required Ouantitation Limit
EDL = Estimated Detection Limit
MOL = Method Detection Limit
NA = Not Available
POL = Practical Quantitation Limit

MelhodslSample Preparation

CLPSOW
01
EPA

EPA AIR

EPA OW
EPExtracts
MCAWW
QTM
SOOC
SMEWW
SW848
TO
XTN
3510
3540
3550
5030

Contract Laboratory Program Statement of Work
Direct injection of liquid samples: solid samples mixed, then injected
Guidelines Establishing Test Procedures for the Analysis of Pollutants
under the Clean Water Act
Compendium of Methods for the Determination of Toxic Organic
Compounds in Ambient Air
Methods for the Determination of Organic Compounds in Drinking Water
Extraction procedure toxicity test extracts
Methods for Chemical Analysis of Water and Wastes
Quick Turnaround Method
Silver diethyldithiocarbamate
Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and Wastewater
Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste
Toxic organic
Extraction methods that could be used include 3510, 3520, 3540 and 3550
Separatory Funnel Extraction of Liquid Sallllies
Soxhlet Extraction of Solid Sallllles
Sonication Extraction of Solid Sallllies
Purge and Trap
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APPENDIXID
TABLE)

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AIR MATRICES
ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER METHOD REFERENCEITITLE OF METHOD

INSTRUMENT- QUANillATIONI
ATION DETECTION UMIT

ORGANOCHLORINE PESTICIDES/AROCI.ORS

Chlordane
57749

p,p'-DDE
72559

p,p'·DDT
50293

EPA AIR METHOD TQ.4 "Method for the Determination of Organochlorine
Pesticides and Polychlorinated Biphenyls in Ambient Air"

EPA AIR METHOD T04 "Method for the Determination of Organochlorine
Pesticides and Polychlorinated Biphenyls in Ambient Air"

EPA AIR METHOD TO-4 "Method for the Determination of Organochlorine
Pesticides and Polychlorinated Biphenyls in Ambient Air"

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

EDL = > 1.0 ng/m3

EDL = > 1.0 ng/m3

EDL = > 1.0 ng/m3

VOLATILE COMPOUNDS

-$ l,l-dichloroethane
75343

1.1.2-trichloroethane
79005

1,1,2,2­
tetrachloroethane
79345

l,2-dichloroethane
107062

l,2-dicbloropropane
78875

EPA AIR METHOD TO-14 "The Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds
(VOCs) in Ambient Air Using SUMMA Passivated Canister Sampling and Gas
Chromatographic Analysis"

EPA AIR METHOD TO-14 "The Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds
(VOCs) in Ambient Air Using SUMMA Passivated Canister Sampling and Gas
Chromatographic Analysis"

EPA AIR METHOD TO·14 "The Detennination of Volatile Organic Compounds
(VOCs) in Ambient Air Using SUMMA Passivated Canister Sampling and Gas
Chromatographic Analysis"

EPA AIR METHOD TO·2 "Method for the Determination of Volatile Organic
Compounds in Ambient Air by Carbon Molecular Sieve Adsorption and Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS)"

EPA AIR METHOD TO-14 "The Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds
(VOCS) in Ambient Air Using SUMMA Passivated Canister Sampling and Gas
Chromatographic Analysis"

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-MS

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA



APPENDlXm
TABLE I

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AIR MATRICES
ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

l,4-dich1orobenzene
106467

Benzene-c5 71432

Chloroethene
(Vinyl Chloride)
75014

Dichloromethane
(Methylene Chloride)
75092

METHOD REFERENCEITITLE OF METHOD

EPA AIR METHOD TO-l MMethod for the Determination of Volatile Organic
Comp01Ulds in Ambient Air Using Tenax Adsorption and Gas Chromatography­
Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS)"

EPA AIR METHOD TO-14 "The Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds
(VQCs) in Ambient Air Using SUMMA Passivated Canister Sampling and Gas
Chromatographic Analysis"

EPA AIR METHOD TO-3 "Method for the Determination of Volatile Organic
Compounds in Ambient Air Using Cryogenic Preconcentration Techniques and Gas
Chromatography with Flame Ionimtion and Electron Capture Detection"

EPA AIR METHOD TO-l "Method for the Determination of Volatile Organic
Compounds in Ambient Air Using Tenax Adsorption and Gas Chromatography­
Mass Spectrometry (GC~MS)"

EPA AIR METHOD TO-14 "The Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds
(VOCs) in Ambient Air Using SUMMA Passivated Canister Sampling and Gas
Chromatographic Analysis"

EPA AIR METHOD TO·2 "Method for the Determination of Volatile Organic
Compounds in Ambient Air by Carbon Molecular Sieve Adsorption and Gas
Chromatography-Mas, Spectrometry (GC-MS)"

EPA AIR METHOD TO-3 "Method for the Determination ofVo1atile Organic
Compounds in Ambient Air Using Cryogenic Preconcentration Techniques and Gas
Chromatography with Flame Ionization and Electron Capture Detection"

EPA AIR METHOD TO-14 "The Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds
(VOCs) in Ambient Air Using SUMMA Passivated Canister Sampling and Gas
Chromatographic Analysis"

EPA AIR METHOD TO-14 "The Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds
(VOCs) in Ambient Air Using SUMMA Passivated Canister Sampling and Gas
Chromatographic Analysis"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-FIDI
GC-ECD

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-FIDI
GC-ECD

GC-MS

GC-MS

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION UMIT

NA

NA

NA

NA

EDL = 6.0 mg/m3

NA

NA

NA

NA



API'ENDIX III
TABLE!

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AIR MATRICES

­..,-

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Dichloromethane
(Methylene Chloride)
75092

Ethenyl Benzene
(Styrene)
100425

Tetrachloroethene
(Tetrachloroethylene)
127184

Tetrachloromethane
(Carbon Tetrachloride)
56235

METHOD REFERENCEmTLE OF METHOD

EPA AIR METHOD TO-2 "Method for the Determination of Volatile Organic
Compounds in Ambient Air by, Carbon Molecular Sieve Adsorption and Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS)"

EPA AIR METHOD TO-3 "Method for the Determination of Volatile Organic
Compounds in Ambient Air Using Cryogenic Preconcentration Teclmiques and Gas
Chromatography with Flame Ionization and Electron Capture Detection"

EPA AIR METHOD TO-14 "The Determination of Volatile Organic Compol]D.ds
(VOCS) in Ambient Air Using SUMMA Passivated Canister Sampling and Gas
Chromatographic Analysis"

EPA AIR METHOD TO-3 "Method for the Determination of Volatile Organic
Compounds in Ambient Air Using Cryogenic Preconcentration Techniques and Gas
Chromatography with Flame Ionization and Electron Capture DetectionM

EPA AIR METHOD TOMI MMethod for the Determination of Volatile Organic
Compounds in Ambient Air Using Tenax Adsorption and Gas ChromatographyM
Mass Spectrometry (GC_MS)M

EPA AIR METHOD TO·14 MThe Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds
(VOCs) in Ambient Air Using SUMMA Passivated Canister Sampling and Gas
Chromatographic Analysis"

EPA AIR METHOD TO-3 "Method for the Determination of Volatile Organic
Compounds in Ambient Air Using Cryogenic Preconcentration Techniques and Gas
Chromatography with Flame Ionization and Electron Capture Detection"

EPA AIR METHOD TO-14 "The Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds
(VOCs) in Ambient Air Using SUMMA Passivated Canister Sampling and Gas
Chromatographic Analysis"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-MS

GC-FIDI
GC-ECD

GC-MS

GC-FIDI
GC-ECD

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-FIDI
GC-ECD

GC-MS

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

NA

NA

EDL = 10 mg/m3

NA

NA

EDL = 50 mg/m3

NA

EDL = 2000 mg/m3



APPENDIXffi
TABLE!

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AIR MATRICES
ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Tetrachloromethane
(Carbon Tetrachloride)
56235

METHOD REFERENCEITITLE OF METHOD

EPA AIR METHOD TO-2 "Method for the Determination of Volatile Organic
Compounds in Ambient Air by Carbon Molecular Sieve Adsorption and Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS)"

INSTRUMENT- QUANTITATIONI
ATION DETECTION LIMIT

GC-MS NA

Trichloromethane
(Chloroform)
67663

EPA AIR METHOD TO-3 "Method for the Determination of Volatile Organic
Compounds in Ambient Air Using Cryogenic Preconeentration Techniques and Gas
Chromatography with Flame Ionization and Electron Capture Detection"

EPA AIR METHOD TO-14 "The Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds
(VOCs) in Ambient Air Using SUMMA Passivated Canister Sampling and Gas
Chromatographic Analysis"

EPA AIR METHOD TO-2 "Method for the Determination of Volatile Organic
Compounds in Ambient Air by Carbon Molecular Sieve Adsorption and Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS)"

EPA AIR METHOD TO-3 "Method for the Determination of Volatile Organic
Compounds in Ambient Air Using Cryogenic Preconcentration Techniques and Gas
Chromatography with Flame Ionization and Electron Capture Detection"

GC-FIDI
GC-ECD

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-FIDI
GC-ECD

NA

EDL = 2000 mg/m3

NA

NA



APPENDIXm
TABLE II

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIEIl ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

SOIL/SEDIMENT MATRICES

ANALYTE/
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

INORGANICs

METHOD REFERENCE/ TITLE OF METHOD
INSTRUMENT­
ATION

QUANTITATION/
DETECTION UMIT

Arsenic
7440382

Beryllium
7440417

Cadmium
7440439

eLP SOW METHOD INORG "Statement of Work for Inorganics Analysis­
Multi-Media, MultiMConcentration"

MCAWW METHOD 206.2/SW846 Method 7060 "Arsenic (Atomic Absorption.
Furnace Technique)"

SW846 METHOD 6010 "Inductively Coupled Plasma Atomic Emission
Spectroscopy H

SW846 METHOD 7061 "Arsenic (Atomic Absorption, Gaseous Hydride)"

eLF sow METHOD INORG "Statement of Work for Inorganics Analysis­
Multi-Media, Multi-Concentration"

MeAWW METHOD 21O.lISW846 Method 7090 "Beryllium (Atomic
Absorption, Direct Aspiration)"

MCAWW METHOD 2IO.2/SW846 Method 7091 "Beryllium (Atomic
Absorption, FurnaceTechnique)"

SW846 METHOD 6010 "Inductively Coupled Plasma Atomic Emission
Spectroscopy"

eLP SOW METHOD INORG "Statement ofWork for Inorganics Analysis ­
Multi-Media, Multi-Concentration"

MeAWW METHOD 213.lISW846 Method 7130 "Cadmium (Atomic
Absorption, Direct Aspiration)"

MCAWW METHOD 213.2/SW846 Method 7131 "Cadmium (Atomic
Absorption, Furnace Technique)"

GFAA-ICP CRDL ~ 2.0 mglkg

GFAA MDL ~ 0.1 mglkg

ICP EDL ~ 5.3 mglkg

HYDAA MDL ~ 0.1 mglkg

GFAA-FLAME- CRDL = 1.0 mglkg
ICP

FLAME MDL = 0.5 mglkg

GFAA MDL ~ 0.02 mglkg

ICP EDL = 0.03 mglkg

GFAA-ICP- CRDL = 1.0 mglkg
FLAME

FLAME MDL = 0.5 mglkg

GFAA MDL ~ 0.01 mglkg



APPENDIXm
TABLE II

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT
SOIL/SEDIMENT MATRICES

ANALYTE/
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Cadmium
7440439

Chromium, Total
7440473

Chromium, Hexavalent
7440473

Cyanide, Total
57-12-5

METHOD REFERENCEI TITLE OF METHOD

SW846 METHOD 6010 MInductively Coupled Plasma Atomic Emission
Spectroscopy"

CLP SOW METHOD INORG "Statement ofWark for Inorganics Analysis­
Multi-Media, Multi-Concentration"

MCAWW METHOD 218.lISW846 Method 7190 "Chromium (Atomic
Absorption, Direct Aspirationf

MCAWW METHOD 218.2/SW846 Method 7191 "Chromium (Atomic
Absorption, Furnace Technique)"

SW846 METHOD 6010 "Inductively Coupled Plasma Atomic Emission
Spectroscopy"

SW846 METHOD 7195 "Chromium Hexavalent (Copreeipitation) for EP
Extracts"

SW846 METHOD 7196 "Chromium. Hexavalent (Colorimetric) for EP Extracts"

SW846 METHOD 7197 "Chromium Hexavalent (CheiationlExtraction) for EP
Extracts"

SW846 METHOD 7198 wChromium Hexavalent (Differential Pulse Polarography)
for EP Extracts W

CLP SOW for Inorganic Analysis-Multi-Media, High Concentration

SMEWW Method 4500 CN, C, D, E, F, Total Cyanide after Distillation

INSTRUMENT- QUANTITATIONI
ATlON DETECTION LIMIT

ICP EDL _ 0.4 mglkg

GFAA-rcp- CRDL ~ 2.0 mglkg
FLAME

FLAME MDL ~ 5.0 mglkg

GFAA MDL = 0.1 mglkg

rcp EDL ~ 0.7 mglkg

FLAME-GFAA MDL ~ 100 mglkg

Colorimeter MDL - 10 mglkg

FLAME MDL ~ 20 mglkg

Polarogram MDL - 20 mglkg

Colorimeter cRDL ~ 1.0 mglkg

Colorimeter- EDL = 2.0 mglkg
Titrimetric- EPL ~ 5.0 mglkg
Ion-Selective
Electrode



APPENDIXID
TABLEll

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

SOIL/SEDIMENT MATRICES

ANALYTE/
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Cyanide,
Total &
Amenable to
Chlorination

METHOD REFERENCE/ TmE OF METHOD

SW846 Method 9010, ~Total and Amendable Cyanide (Colorimetric, manuaW

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

Colorimeter

QUANTITATION/
DETECTION UMIT

CRDL - 1.0 mglkg

Lead
7439921

Mercury
7439976

CLP SOW METHOD INORG "Statement of Work for Inorganics Analysis­
Multi-Media, Multi-Concentration"

MCAWW METHOD 239.1/SW846 Method 7420 "Lead (Atomic Absorption,
Direct Aspiration)"

MCAWW METHOD 239.2fSW846 Method 7421 "Lead (Atomic Absorption,
Furnace Technique)"

SW846 METHOD 6010 "Inductively Coupled Plasma Atomic Emission
Spectroscopy"

CLP SOW METHOD INORG "Statement of Work for Inorganics Analysis­
Multi-Media, Multi-Concentration"

MCAWW METHOD 245.5 "Mercury in Sediment (Manual Cold Vapor
Technique)"

SW846 METHOD 7471 "Mercury in Solid or Semisolid Waste (Manual Cold­
Vapor Technique)"

GFAA-FLAME- CRDL - 0.6 mglkg
ICP

FLAME MDL ~ 10 mglkg

GFAA MDL ~ O. I mglkg

ICP EDL ~ 4.2 mglkg

CVAA CRDL - 0.1 mglkg

CVAA MDL ~ 0.2 mglkg

CVAA MDL ~ O. I mglkg

ORGANOCHLORINE PESTICIDES/AROCLORS

Atoclo! 1260
(PCB-1260)
11096825

CLP SOW METHOD ORO "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Mu1ti~

Media, Multi~Concentrationft

CLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by QuickTumaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

CRQL ~ 33 uglkg

CRQL - 33 uglkg



APPENDIX ill
TABLE II

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

SOIL/SEDIMENT MATRICES

ANALYTE/
COMMON NAME INSTRUMENT- QUANTITATIONI
CAS NUMBER METHOD REFERENCE/ TITLE OF METHOD ATION DETECTION LIMIT

Chlordane eLP SOW METHOD ORG "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis ~ Multi~ GC-ECD CRQL - 1.7 uglkg
57749 Media, Multi-Concentration"

eLP SOW METHOD QTM (Alpha and Gamma) "Chemical Analytical Services GC-ECD CRQL ~ 3.3 uglkg
for Multi-Media, MultiMConcentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick
Turnaround Gas Chromatography Techniques" (CRQL is for Gamma Chlordane)

SW846 METHOD 8080 "Organochlorine Pesticides and PCBs" GC-ECD PQL ~ 9.0 uglkg

Dieldrin eLP SOW METHOD ORO "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi- GC-ECD CRQL ~ 3.3 uglkg
60571 Media, Multi-ConcentrationM

- eLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,~ GC-ECD CRQL ~ 3.3 uglkg
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

SW846 METHOD 8080 "Organochlorine Pesticides and PCBs" GC-ECD PQL ~ 1.3 uglkg

Heptachlor eLP sow METHOD ORO "Statement ofWork for Organics Analysis - Multi- GC-ECD CRQL ~ 1.7 uglkg
76448 Media, Multi-Concentration"

CLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media, GC-ECD CRQL ~ 3.3 uglkg
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

SW846 METHOD 8080 "Organochlorine Pesticides and PCBs" GC-ECD PQL - 2.0 uglkg

Lindane CLP SOW METHOD ORG "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi- GC-ECD CRQL - 1.7 uglkg
58899 Media, Multi-C~centration"

CLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media, GC-ECD CRQL ~ 3.3 uglkg
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by OW:ck Turnaround Gas
Chromatogmphy Techniq....•

( ( (



APPENDIX ill
TABLE II

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

SOIL/SEDIMENT MATRICES

-:::l

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

p,p'-DDE
72559

p,p'-DDT
50293

METHOD REFERENCEI TITLE OF METHOD

eLP SOW METHOD ORO MStatement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-ConcentrationK

eLP sow METHOD QTM KChemical Analytical Services for Mu1ti~Media.

Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

SW846 METHOD 8080 "Organochlorine Pesticides and PCBs"

eLP SOW METHOD ORG "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

eLP sow METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

SW846 METHOD 8080 "Organochlorine Pesticides and PCBs"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

CRQL 3,3 uglkg

CRQL ~ 3.3 uglkg

PQL ~ 2,7 uglkg

CRQL ~ 3,3 uglkg

CRQL - 3,3 uglkg

PQL ~ 8,0 uglkg

SEMIVOLATILE COMPOUNDS

3,5,5-trimethyl­
2-cyclohexen-l-one
(Isophorone)
78591

Benzo <a> pyrene
50328

CLP SOW METHOD ORO "Statement ofWark. for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

SW846 METHOD 8270 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for
Semivolatile Organics: Capillary Column Technique"

eLP SOW METHOD ORG "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multiw
Media. MultiwConcentration"

CLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media.
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-FID

CRQL ~ 330 uglkg

PQL ~ 660 uglkg

CRQL = 330 uglkg

CRQL ~ 330 uglkg



APPENDlXm
TABLE II

METHODS AND DE~TION/QUANTITATIONLIlIIITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

SOIL/SEDIMENT MATRICES

ANALYTE/
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Benzo < a> pyrene
50328

BisM (2-Dichloroethyl)
ether
111444

Bis-(2-ethylbexyl)
phthalate
117817

N-nitrosodi­
phenylamine
86306

METHOD REFERENCE/ TITLE OF METHOD

SW846 METHOD 8270 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for
Semivolatile Organics: Capillary Column Technique"

SW846 METHOD 8310 "Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons"

CLP SOW METHOD ORG "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

eLP SOW METHOD ORG "Statement ofWark for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

SW846 METHOD 8060 "Phthalate Esters"

SW846 METHOD 8270 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for
Semivolatile Organics: Capillary Column Technique"

CLP SOW METHOD ORO "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-ConcentrationIf

SW846 Method 8270 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Semivolatile
Organics: Capillary Column Technique"

INSTRUMENT- QUANTITATION/
ATION DETECTION UMIT

GC-MS PQL 660 uglkg

HPLC PQL - 15 uglkg

GC-MS CRQL - 330 uglkg

GC-MS CRQL ~ 330 uglkg

GC-ECD PQL ~ 1340 uglkg

GC-MS PQL ~ 660 uglkg

GC-MS CRQL ~ 330 uglkg

GC-MS PQL ~ 660 uglkg

VOLATILE COMPOUNDS

1,t·dichloroethane CLP SOW METHOD ORO ~Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi-
75343 Media, Multi-Concentration"

SW846 METHOD 8010 "Halogenated Volatile Organics"

SW846 METHOD 8240 "Gas Chromatography~Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics"

GC-MS

GC-ELCD

GC-MS

CRQL - IO uglkg

PQL ~ 0.7 uglkg

PQL ~ 5.0 uglkg



APPENDIX III
TABLE II

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITAnON LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

SOIL/SEDIMENT MATRICES

ANALYTE/
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

l,l-dichloroethane
75343

1,1-dicbloroethene
75354

METHOD REFERENCE/ TITLE OF METHOD

CLP SOW METHOD QTM KChemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography TechniquesM

CLP SOW METHOD ORO "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

eLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques·

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

OC-PID

OC-MS

OC-PID

QUANTITATION/
DETECTION UMIT

CRQL - 40 uglkg

CRQL ~ 10 uglkg

CRQL ~ 40 uglkg

1, t,2-trichloroethane
79005

1,1,2,2­
tetrachloroethane
79345

SW846 METHOD 8240 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics·

CLP SOW METHOD ORO "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration·

SW846 METHOD 8010 "Halogenated Volatile Organics"

SW846 METHOD 8240 ftGas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organicsft

eLP SOW METHOD ORG "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

CLP SOW METHOD QTM NChemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,
Multi-eoncentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

OC-MS PQL ~ 5.0 uglkg

OC-MS CRQL ~ 10 uglkg

OC-ELCD PQL ~ 0.2 uglkg

OC-MS PQL ~ 5.0 uglkg

OC-MS CRQL ~ IO uglkg

OC-ECD CRQL ~ 40 uglkg

SW846 METHOD 8010 NHalogenated Volatile OrganicsN

SW846 METHOD 8240 NGas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
OrganicsN

OC-ELCD

GC-MS

PQL ~ 0.3 uglkg

PQL ~ 5.0 uglkg



APPENDIXID
TABLE II

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

SOIL/SEDIlIlENT MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

1,2-dichloroethane
107062

METHOD REFERENCEI TITLE OF METHOD

CLP SOW METHOD ORG "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

CLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical SelVices for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick TurnaroWld Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-MS

GC-PIO

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

CRQL - 10 ug/kg

CRQL ~ 40 uglkg

1,2-dichloropropane
78875

l,4-dichlorobenzene
106467

Benzene
71432

SW846 METHOD 8010 "Halogenated Volatile Organics"

SW846 METHOD 8240 "Gas Chromatography·Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics"

eLP sow METHOD ORG "Statement ofWark for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

SW846 METIIOD 8240 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics"

SW846 METHOD 8010 "Halogenated Volatile Organics"

SW846 METHOD 8010 "Halogenated Volatile OrganicsM

SW846 METHOD 8020 MAromatic Volatile OrganicsM

SW846 METHOD 8270 MGas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for
Semivolatile Organics: Capillary Column TechniqueM

CLP SOW METHOD ORO MStatement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

eLP SOW METHOD QTM MChemicai Analytical Services for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography TechniquesM

GC-ELCD PQL ~ 0.3 uglkg

GC-MS PQL -5.0 uglkg

GC-MS CRQL ~ 10 uglkg

GC-MS PQL ~ 5.0 uglkg

GC-ELCD PQL ~ D.4 uglkg

GC-ELCD PQL ~ 2.4 uglkg

GC-PIO PQL ~ 3.0 uglkg

GC-MS PQL ~ 660 uglkg

GC-MS CRQL ~ 10 uglkg

GC-PIO CRQL - 40 uglkg



APPENDIX III
TABLE II

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

SOIL/SEDIMENT MATRICES

­~-

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Benzene
71432

Chloroethene
(Vinyl Chloride)
75014

Dichloromethane
(Methylene Chloride)
75092

Ethenyl Benzene
(Styrene)
100425

Tetrachloroethene
(Tetrachloroethylene)
127184

METHOD REFERENCEI TITLE OF METHOD

SW846 METHOD 8020 "Aromatic Volatile Organics"

SW846 METHOD 8240 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics"

eLP SOW METHOD ORG "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

eLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,
Mu1ti~Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

SWS46 METHOD 8010 "Halogenated Volatile Organics"

SW846 METHOD 8240 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics"

eLP sow METHOD ORG "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis ~ Multi*
Media, Multi-Concentration"

SW846 METHOD 8240 ftGas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organicsft

CLP SOW METHOD ORG ftStatement of Work for Organics Analysis ~ Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

SW846 METHOD 8240 ftGas Chromatography~Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics ft

CLP SOW METHOD ORG ftStatement of Work for Organics Analysis *Multi*
Media, Multi-Concentration"

INSTRUMENT- QUANTITATIONI
ATION DETECTION UMIT

GC-PID PQL - 2.0 uglkg

GC-MS PQL ~ 5.0 uglkg

GC-MS CRQL ~ 10 uglkg

GC-PID CRQL ~ 40 uglkg

GC-ELCD PQL - 1.8 uglkg

GC-MS PQL - 10 uglkg

GC-MS CRQL ~ 10 uglkg

GC-MS PQL ~ 5.0 uglkg

GC-MS CRQL ~ 10 uglkg

GC-MS PQL ~ 5.0 uglkg

GC-MS CRQL ~ 10 uglkg



APPENDIX III
TABLED

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

SOIL/SEDIMENT MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Tetrachloroethene
(Tetrachloroethylene)
127184

Tetrachloromethane
(Carbon Tetrachloride)
56235

Trichloromethane
(Chloroform)
67663

METHOD REFERENCEI TITLE OF METHOD

CLP SOW METHOD QTM ~Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

SW846 METHOD 8010 MHalogenated Volatile Organics"

SW846 METHOD 8240 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics"

CLP SOW METHOD ORO "Statement ofWotk for Organics Analysis -Multi­
Media, Multi~Concentration"

CLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

SW846 METHOD 8010 "Halogenated Volatile Organics"

SW846 METHOD 8240 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics"

CLP SOW METHOD ORG "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis ~ Multi­
Media, Mu1ti~Concentration"

CLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi~Media,

Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

SW846 METHOD 8010 ~Halogenated Volatile Organics"

SW846 METHOD 8240 "Gas Chromatography-MasS Spec_by for Volatile
OrpDics"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC_PID

GC-ELCD

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-PID

GC-ELCD

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-PID

OC-ELCD

GC-MS

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

CRQL - 40 uglkg

PQL - 0.3 uglkg

PQL ~ 5.0 uglkg

CRQL ~ 10 uglkg

CRQL - 40 uglkg

PQL ~ 1.2 uglkg

PQL ~ 5.0 uglkg

CRQL ~ 10 uglkg

CRQL ~ 40 uglkg

PQL - 0.5 uglkg

PQL ~ 5.0 uglkg



APPENDIX III
TABLE III

METHODS AND DE'I'ECTlONIQUANTITA'I'IONI..IMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANAtYrES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

INORGANICS

Arsenic
7440382

METHOD REFERENCEITITLE OF METHOD

eLP SOW METHOD INORG "Statement of Work for Inorganics Analysis·
Multi-Media, Multi-Concentration~

MCAWW METHOD 200.7/SW846 Method 6010/SMEWW Method 3120B
"Inductively Coupled Plasma-Atomic Emission Spectrometric Method for Trace
Element Analysis afWater and Wastes"

MCAWW METHOD 206.2/SW846 Method 7060/SMEWW Method 3Il3B
"Arsenic (Atomic Absorption, Furnace Technique)"

MCAWW METHOD 206.3ISW846 Method 706I!SMEWW Method 3114B
"Arsenic (Atomic Absorption-Gaseous Hydride)" Use method 206.5 for sample
preparation

MeAWW METHOD 206.4 "Arsenic (Spectrophotometric-SDDe)" Use method
206.5 for sample preparation

SMEWW METHOD 3500AS C "Silver Diethyldithiocarbamate Method"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GFAA-ICP

ICP

GFAA

HYDAA

Colorimeter

Colorimeter

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

CRDL = 10 ug/L

MDL = 53 ug/L, 53 ug/L
EDL=50 ug/L

MDL = 1.0 ug/L, 1.0 ug/L
EDL= 1.0 ug/L

MDL = 2.0 ug/L, 2.0 ug/L
EDL= 1.0 ug/L

MDL= 10ug/L

EDL = 28.6 ug/L

Beryllium
7440417

eLP SOW METHOD INORG "Statement of Work for Inorganics Analysis­
Multi-Media, Multi~Concentration"

GFAA-FLAME- CRDL ~ 5.0 ug/L
ICP

MCAWW METHOD 200.7/SW846 Method 60IO/SMEWW Method 3I20B
"Inductively Coupled Plasma-Atomic Emission Spectrometric Method for Trace
Element Analysis of Water and Wastes"

MCAWW METHOD 210.1 "Beryllium (Atomic Absorption, Direct Aspiration)"

MCAWW METHOD 2IO.21SW846 Method 709I!SMEWW Method 3I13B
"Beryllium (Atomic Absorption, Furnace Technique)"

1CP

FLAME

GFAA

EDL ~ 0.3 ug/L

MDL = 5.0 uglL

MDL = 0.2 ug/L, 0.2 ug/L
EDL=0.2 ug/L



APPENDIXm
TABLEm

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Beryllium
7440417

METHOD REFERENCErrITLE OF METHOD

SMEWW METHOD 3111D/SW846 Method 7090 KDirect Nitrous Oxide­
Acetylene Flame MethodK

SMEWW METHOD 3111E "ExtractionlNitrous Oxide-Acetylene Flame Method"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

FLAME

FLAME

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

EDL- 5.0 ug/L, 5.0 ug/L
MDL~5.0 ug/L

EDL = 5.0 ug/L

Colorimeter

Cadmium
7440439

SMEWW METHOD 3500BE D .. Aluminon Method"

eLF sow METHOD INORG "Statement of Work for Inorganics Analysis­
Multi-Media, Multi~Concentration"

MCAWW METHOD 200.7/SW846 Method 6010/SMEWW Method 3120B
"Inductively Coupled Plasma~Atomic Emission Spectrometric Method for Trace
Element Analysis afWater and Wastes"

EDL ~ 5.0 ug/L

GFAA-FLAME- CRDL ~ 5.0 uglL
ICP

!ep EDL = 4.0 ug/L

Chromium, Total
7440473

(

MCAWW METHOD 213.1fSW846 Method 7130!SMEWW Method 311lB
"Cadmium (Atomic Absorption, Direct Aspirationy

MCAWW METHOD 213.2/SW846 Method 7131/SMEWW Method 31l3B
"Cadmium (Atomic Absorption, Furnace Technique)"

SMEWW METHOD 3111C "Extraction/Air-Acetylene Flame Method"

SMEWWMETHOD 3500CD D "Dithizone Method"

CLP SOW METHOD INORG "Statement of Work for Inorganics Analysis­
Multi-Media, Multi-Concentration"

MCAWW METHOD 2OO.7ISW846 Method 6010ISMEWW Method 3120B
"Inductively Coupled Plasma-Atomic Emission Spectrometric Method for Trace
Element Analysis afWater and Wastes"

MCAWW METHOD 218.1fSW846 Method 7190/SMEWW Method 3111B
"Chromium (Atomic Absorption, Direct Aspiration)"

(

FLAME

GFAA

FLAME

Colorimeter

GFAA-ICP­
FLAME

ICP

FLAME

MDL = 5.0 ug/L, 5.0 ug/L
IDL=2.0 uglL

MDL = 0.1 ug/L, 0.1 ug/L
EDL=O.l ug/L

NA

EDL = 20 ugfml

CRDL= 10 uglL

EDL ~ 7.0 uglL

MDL = 50 ug/L, 50 ug/L
BDL = 20ugfL

(



APPENDIX III
TABLE UI

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Chromium, Total
7440473

Chromium, Hexavalent

METHOD REFERENCEITITLE OF METHOD

MCAWW METHOD 218.2/SW846 Method 71911SMEWW Method 3113B
"Chromium (Atomic Absorption, Furnace Technique)"

MCAWW METHOD 218.3 "Chromium (Atomic Absorption, Cbelation­
Extraction)"

MCAWW METHOD 218.4/SW846 Method 7197 "Chromium, Hexavalent
(Atomic Absorption, Chelation-Extraction)"

MCAWW METHOD 218.5 "Chromium, Dissolved Hexavalent (Atomic
Absorption, Furnace Techniquer

SMEWW METHOD 3111C "Extraction/Air-Acetylene Flame Method"

SW846 METHOD 7195 "Chromium, Hexavalent (Coprecipitation)"

SW846 METHOD 7196!SMEWW Method 3500CR D "Chromium, Hexavalent
(Colorimetric)"

INSTRUMENT- QUANTITATIONI
ATION DETECTION LIMIT

GFAA MDL = 1.0 ug/L, 1.0 ug/L
EDL = 2.0 ug/L

FLAME MDL = 1.0 ug/L

FLAME MDL = 10 ug/L, 1.0 ug/L

GFAA MDL = 1.0 uglL

FLAME NA

FLAME,GFAA MDL = 5.0 ug/L

Colorimeter MDL ~ 500 ug/L, NA

Cyanide, Total
57-12-5

SW846 METHOD 7198 "Chromium, Hexavalent (Differential Pulse
Polarography)"

CLP SOW METHOD INORG "Statement of Work for Inorganics Analysis­
Multi-Media, Multi-Concentration"

SMEWW Method 4500-CN, C, D, E, F "Total Cyanide after Distillation"

MCAWW Method 335.2 "Cyanide, Total, Titrimetric Spectrophotometric)"

Polarograph

Colorimeter!
Titrimetric

Colorimeter!
Titrimetric!
Ion-Selective
Electrode

Colorimeter!
Titrimetric

MDL = lOuglL

CRDL ~ 10 ug/L

EDL ~ 20ugIL
EDL = 50ugIL

EDL = 20ng!L



APPENDIX III
TABLE III

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Cyanide, Total and
Amenable to
Chlorination

METHOD REFERENCEITlTLE OF METHOD

SW846 METHOD 901DA, "Total and Amenable Cyanide (Colorimetric, Manual)

SW846 METHOD 9012 "Total and Amenable Cyanide (Colorimetric, Automated
UV)"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

Colorimeterl
Titrimetric

Colorimeterl
Titrimetric

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

EDL - 20ugfL

EDL = 20 ug/L

Cyanide, Amenable to SMEWW METHOD 4500~CN,G "Cyanide Amenable to Chlorination after
Chlorination Distillation"

MCAWW METHOD335.1 "Cyanide, Amenable to Chlorination"

Cyanide, Weak and SMEWW METHOD 4500-CN, t, D, E, F "Weak and Dissociable Cyanide"
Dissociable

Lead CLP SOW METHOD INORG "Statement of Work for Inorganics Analysis-
7439921 Multi-Media, Multi-Concentration"

MCAWW METHOD 200.7/SW846 Method 6010/SMEWW Method 3120B
"Inductively Coupled Plasma-Atomic Emission Spectrometric Method for Trace
Element Analysis of Water and Wastes"

MCAWW METHOD 239.lISW846 Method 7420/SMEWW Method 31 liB "Lead
(Atomic Absorption, Direct Aspiration)"

MCAWW METHOD 239.2/SW846 Method 742l1SMEWW Method 3mB "Lead
(Atomic Absorption, Furnace Technique)"

SMEWW,METHOD 3111C "ExtrilctiOh!Air~AcetyleiIe Flarile MethOd"

SMEWW METHOD 3500PB D "Dithizone MetliOd~,j

Colorimeterl
Titrimetricl
Ion-Selective
EIecrode

Colorime~rl

Titrim.etric

Colorimeter!
Titrimetric!
Ion-Selective
Elecrode

GFAA-FLAME­
ICP

ICP

FLAME

GFAA

FLAME

Colorimeter

EDL = 20ug/L
EDL = 50ug/L

EDL = 20ugfL

EOL = 20ug/L
EDL ~ 50ugIL

CRDL= 3.0uglL

EOL = 42 ug/L, 42 ug/L,
40 uglL

MOL = 100 ug/L,100 ug/L
EDL=50ug/L

MOL = 1.0 ug/L,I00 ug/L
EDL~1.0 ugiL

NA

EDL = 100 ug/L



'API'ENDIXID
TABLEW

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Mercury
7439976

METHOD REFERENCEITITLE OF METHOD

CLP SOW METHOD INORGIMCAWW Method 245, 1 and 245.2
~Statement of Work for Inorganics Analysis - Multi-Media, Multi~Concentration,

Mercury Manual; Mercury Automated Cold Vapor Technique"

SMEWW METHOD 3112B/SW846 Method 7470 "Cold-Vapor Atomic
Absorption Spectrometric Method"

SMEWW METHOD 3500HG C
"Dithizone Method"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

CVAA

CVAA

Colorimeter

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

CRDL ~ 0.2 uglL
MDL=O.2 ug/L,D.2 ug/L

EDL= 1.0 ug/L
MDL=0.2 ug/L

EOL = 2.0 uglL

ORGANOCHLORINE PESTICIDESIAROCLORS-~ Aroclor 1260
(PCB-1260)
11096825

CLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG "Chemical Analytical Services for the Analysis'of
Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron
Capture (GC-ECD) Techniques"

elP SOW METHOD ORG "Statement ofWark for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

eLP SQWMETHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

EPA METHOD 608 "Organochlorine Pesticides and PCBs"

EPA METHOD 625 "Base/Neutrals and Acids"

EPA DW METHOD 505 "Analysis of Organohalide Pesticides and Aroclors in
Water by Microextraction and Chromatography"

EPA OW METHOD 508 ftOetennmation of Chlorinated Pesticides in Water by
Gas Chromatography with an Electron Capture Detector"

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

GC-MS

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

CRQL ~ 0.10 uglL

CRQL ~ 1.0 ug/L

CRQL ~ 1.0 ug/L

NA

NA

MDL = 0.189uglL

NA



APPENDIX III
TABLE III

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

­00
00

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Arodor 1260
(PCB-I260)
11096825

Chlordane
57749

METHOD REFERENCEITITLE OF METHOD

SMEWW METHOD 6410B "Liquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chrornatographic­
Mass Spectrometric Method"

SMEWW METHOD 6630B "Liquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic
Method 1M

SMEWW METHOD 6630C "Liquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic
Method II"

eLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG (CRQL is for alpha and gamma Chlordane)
"Chemical Analytical Sexvices for the Analysis of Low Concentration Water
Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry
(GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron Capture (GC-ECD) Techniques"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

NA

NA

NA

CRQL = 0.01 ug/L

(

eLP sow METHOD ORG "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

EPA METHOD 608/SW846 Method 8080 "Organochlorine Pesticides and PCBs"

EPA METHOD 625 "Base/Neutrals and Acids"

EPA DW METHOD 505 MAnalysis of Organohalide Pesticides and Aroclors in
Water by Microextraction and Chromatography"

EPA DW METHOD 508 MDetennination of Chlorinated Pesticides in Water by
Gas Chromatography with an Electron Capture DetectorM

SMEWW METHOD 64108 "Liquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic­
Mass Spectrometric Method"

SMEWW METHOD 6630B MLiquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic
Method I"

(

GC-ED CRQL ~ 0.05 ug/L

GC-ECD MDL = 0.014 ug/L

GC-MS NA

GC-ECD MDL ~ 0.I4ug/L

GC-ECD NA

GC-MS NA

GC-MS MDL ~ 0.014 ug/L

(



APPENDIX III
TABLE III

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Dieldrin
60571

METHOD REFERENCEITITLE OF METHOD

SMEWW METHOD 6630C "Liquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic
Method II"

CLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG "Chemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of
Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC~MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron
Capture (GC-ECD) Techniques"

CLP SOW METHOD ORG "Statement ofWark for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

CLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

MDL - 0.014 ug/L

CRQL ~ 0.02 ug/L

CRQL ~ 0.1 ug/L

CRQL ~ 0.1 ug/L

EPA METHOD 608fSW846 Method 8080 "Organochlorine Pesticides and PCBs"

EPA METHOD 625 "Base/Neutrals and Acids"

EPA DW METHOD 505 "Analysis of Organohalide Pesticides and Aroclors in
Water by Microextraction and Chromatography"

EPA DW METHOD 508 "Detennination of Chlorinated Pesticides in Water by
Gas Chromatography with an Electron Capture Detector"

SMEWW METHOD 6410B "Liquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic­
Mass Spectrometric Method"

SMEWW METHOD 6630B "liquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic
Method I"

SMEWW METHOD 6630C "Liquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic
Method II"

GC-ECD MDL = 0.002 ug/L

GC-MS MOL = 2.5 ug/L

GC-ECD MOL = 0.012 ug/L

GC-ECD EDL = 0.02 uglL

GC-MS MOL = 2.5 ug/L

GC-MS MDL = 0.002 ug/L

GC-ECD MDL = 0.002 ug/L



APPENDIX III
TABLE III

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Heptachlor
76448

METHOD REFERENCEITITLE OF METHOD

eLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG "Chemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of
Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron
Capture (GC-ECD) Teclmiques"

eLP sow METHOD ORG "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Mu1ti~

Media, Multi-Concentration"

eLP sow METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

QUANTlTATlONI
DETECTlON LIMIT

CRQL - 0.01 ug/L

CRQL ~ 0.05 ug/L

CRQL ~ 0.1 ug/L

EPA METHOD 608/SW846 Method 8080 "Organochlorine Pesticides and PCBs"

EPA METHOD 625 "Base/Neutrals and Acids"

EPA DW METHOD 505 .. Analysis of Organohalide Pesticides and Aroclors in
Water by Microextraction and Chromatography"

EPA DW METHOD 508 "Determination of Chlorinated Pesticides in Water by
Gas Chromatography with an Electron Capture DetectorW

EPA DW METHOD 525 WDetennmation of Organic Compounds in Drinking
Water by Liquid-Solid Extraction and Capillary Column Gas Chromatogmphy­
Mass Spectrometryw

GC-ECD MDL = 0.003 ug/L

GC-MS MDL = 1.9 ug/L

GC-ECD MDL = 0.003 ug/L

GC-ECD EDL ~ 0.01 ug/L

GC-MS MDL = 0.04 uglL

SMEWW METIIOD 6410B WLiquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatogmphic­
Mass Spectrometric MethodW

SMEWW METHOD 6630B WLiquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic
Metbodr

SMEWW METHOD 6630C MLiquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic
Method lIM

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-ECD

MDL = 1.9 ug/L

MDL - 0.003 uglL

MDL = 0.003 ug/L



APPENDIXm
TABLEm

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Lindane
58899

p,p'-DDE
72559

METHOD REFERENCE/TITLE OF METHOD

eLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG "Chemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of

Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas

Chromatography·Mass Spectrometry (GC·MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron

Capture (GC-ECD) Techniques"

eLP SOW METHOD "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi-Media,

Multi-Concentration"

eLP sow METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,

Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas

Chromatography Techniques"

EPA METHOD 60S!SW846 Method 8080 "Organochlorine Pesticides and PCBs"

EPA METHOD 625 "Base/Neutrals and Acids"

EPA DW METHOD 505 "Analysis of Organohalide Pesticides and Aroclors in

Water by Microextraetion and Chromatography"

EPA OW METHOD 508 "Determination of Chlorinated Pesticides in Water by

Gas Chromatography with an Electron Capture Detector"

EPA OW METHOD 525 "Determination of Organic Compounds in Drinking

Water by Liquid-Solid Extraction and Capillary Column Gas Chromatography­

Mass Spectrometry"

CLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG "Chemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of

Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas

Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron

Capture (GC-ECD) Teclmiques"

CLP SOW METHOD ORa "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­

MedUa, Multi-()oncentration"

INSTRUMENT­
AT10N

GC-ECD

GC-ED

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

GC-MS

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

GC-MS

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION UMIT

CRQL ~ 0.01 ug/L

CRQL ~ 0.5 ug/L

CRQL ~ 0.1 ug/L

MDL ~ 0.009 ug/L,
O.OO4ug/L

MDL - 3.1 ug/L

MDL = 0.003 ug/L

EDL ~ 0.015 ug/L

MOL = 0.1 ug/L

CRQL - O.oz ug/L

CRQL ~ 0.1 ug/L



APPENDIXm
TABLE III

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

p,p'-DDE
72559

METHOD REFERENCEITITLE OF METHOD

eLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical SeIVices for Mu1ti~Media,

Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-ECD

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

CRQL - 0.1 ug/L

p,p'-DDT
50293

EPA METHOD 608fSW846 Method 8080 "Organochlorine Pesticides and PCBs"

EPA METHOD 625 "Base/Neutrals and Acids"

EPA DW METHOD 508 "Determination of Chlorinated Pesticides in Water by
Gas Chromatography with an Electron Capture Detector"

SMEWW METHOD 6410B "Liquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic­
Mass Spectrometric Method"

SMEWW METHOD 6630B "Liquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic
Method lit

SMEWW METHOD 6630C "Liquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic
Method II"

eLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG "Chemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of
Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas
Chromatography-M,ass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron
Capture (GC-ECD) Techniques"

GC-ED MOL = 0.004 ug/L

GC-MS MOL = 5.6 ug/L

GC-ECD EDL = 0.01 ug/L

GC-MS MDL ~ 5.6 ug/L

GC-MS MDL ~ 0.004 ug/L

GC-ECD MDL ~ 0.004 uglL

GC-ECD CRQL ~ 0.02 uglL

(

CLP SOW METHOD ORG "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

CLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Setvices for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

EPA METHOD 608/SW846 Method 8080 "Organochlorine Pesticides and PCBs"

(

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

GC-ECD

CRQL ~ 0.10 ug/L

CRQL ~ 0.1 ug/L

MOL = 0.012 uglL

(



INSTRUMENT- QUANTITATIONI

ATION DETECTION LIMIT

GC-MS MDL - 4.7 uglL

GC-ECD EDL = 0.06 ug/L

GC-MS MDL = 4.7 ug/L

GC-MS MDL = 0.012 ug/L

GC-ECD MDL = 0.012 ug/L

METHOD REFERENCEITITLE OF METHOD

EPA METHOD 625 "Base/Neutrals and Acids"

SMEWW METHOD 6410B "Liquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic­

Mass Spectrometric Method"

EPA DW METHOD 508 "Determination of Chlorinated Pesticides in Water by

Gas Chromatography with an Electron Capture Detector"

SMEWW METHOD 6630B "liquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic

Method I"

'SMEWW METHOD 6630C "Liquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic

Method II"

APPENDIX III
TABLE III

METHODS AND DETECTIONIQUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

p,p'-DDT
50293

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

SEMIVOLATILE COMPOUNDS

3,5,5-trimethyl-2­

cyc1ohexene-
1--one (Isophorone)

78591

eLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG "Chemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of

Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas

Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron

Capture (GC-ECD) Techniques"

GC-MS CRQL ~ 5.0 uglL

CLP SOW METHOD ORG "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­

Media, Multi-Concentration"

EPA METHOD 609 "Nitroaromatics and Isphorone"

EPA METHOD 609 "Nitroaromatics and Isphorone"

EPA METHOD 625 "BaselNeutrals and Acids"

SMEWW METHOD 6410B "liquid-liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic­

Mass Spectrometric Method"

SW846 METHOD 8270 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for

Semivolatile Organics: Capillary Column Technique"

GC-MS CRQL ~ 10 uglL

GC-FID MDL ~ 5.7 uglL

GC-ECD MDL~ 15.7 ug/L

GC-MS MDL = 2.2 uglL

GC-MS MDL ~ 2.2 uglL

GC-MS PQL ~ 10 uglL



APPENDIXm
TABLEm

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Benzo <a> pyrene
50328

METHOD REFERENCEITITLE OF METHOD

eLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG wChemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of
Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron
Capture (GC-ECD) T""lullques"

eLP SOW METHOD ORO "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

EPA METHOD 61O/SW846 Method 8100 "Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons"

EPA METHOD 625 "Base/Neutrals and Acids"

EPA DW METHOD 525 "Determination of Organic CompoUilds in Drinking
Water by Liquid-Solid Extraction and Capillary Column Gas Chromatography­
Mass Spectrometry"

SMEWW METHOD 6410B "Liquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic­
Mass Spectrometric Method"

eLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media.
MultiMConcentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

SMEWW METHOD 6440B "Liquid-Liquid Extraction Chromatographic Method"

SW846 METHOD 8270 "Gas ChromatographYMMass Spectrometry for
Semivolatile Organics: Capillary Column Technique"

SW846 METHOD 8310 "Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-FID

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-ECD

GC-MS

GC-MS

HPLC

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

CRQL ~ 5.0 ug/L

CRQL ~ IO ug/L

MDL = 0.023 uglL

MDL = 2.5 uglL

MDL = 0.04 ug/L

MDL = 2,5 ug/L

CRQL ~ 20 ug/L

MDL ~ 0.023 ug/L

PQL ~ lOuglL

MDL - 0.023 ugIL



APPENDIX ill
TABLE ill

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Bis-(Z-Chloroethyl)
ether
!I 1444

METHOD REFERENCEffiTLE OF METHOD

eLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG "Chemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of
Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography~Electron

Capture (GC-ECD) Techniques"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-MS

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

CRQL - 5.0 ug/L

Bis (2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate
117817

eLP SOW METHOD ORO "Statement ofWark for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

EPA METHOD 625 "BaselNeutrals and Acids"

SMEWW METHOD 6040B "Closed-Loop Stripping, Gas-Chromatograpmc-Mass­
Spectrometric Analysis"

SMEWW METHOD 64108 "Liquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic­
Mass Spectrometric Method"

SW846 METHOD 8250 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for
Semivolatile Organics: Packed Column Technique"

eLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG "Chemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of
Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas
Chromatography~MassSpectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron
Capture (GC-ECD) Techniques K

GC-MS CRQL ~ 10 ug/L

GC-MS MDL - 5.7 ug/L

GC-MS EDL = 0.001 uglL

GC-MS MDL - 5.7 uglL

GC-MS MDL = 5.7 ug/L

GC-MS CRQL ~ 5.0 uglL

CLP SOW METHOD ORG KStatement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-ConcentrationK

EPA METHOD 606 KPhthalate EsterK

EPA METHOD 625 KBase/Neutrals and AcidsK

EPA OW METHOD 525 ftDetermination of Organic Compounds in Orinking
Water by Liquid-Solid Extraction and Capillary Column Gas Chromatogmphy­
Mass SpectrometryK

GC-MS

GC-ECD

GC-MS

GC-MS

CRQL - 10 ug/L

MDL = 2.0 uglL

MDL = 2.5 uglL

MOL = 0.8 ug/L



APPENDIX III
TABLE III

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECImD ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Bis (2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate
117817

N-nitrosodi­
~ phenylamine

86306

METHOD REFERENCEITlTLE OF METHOD

SMEWW METHOD 6410B MLiquid~Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic­
Mass Spectrometric Method M

SW846 METHOD 8060 "Phthalate Esters"

SW846 METHOD 8270 "Gas Chromatography·Mass Spectrometry for
Semivolatile Organics: Capillary Column Technique"

SW846 METHOD 8250 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Semi­
Violatile Organics: Packed Column Technique"

CLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG "Chemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of
Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron
Capture (GC-ECD) Techniques"

eLP SOW METHOD ORO "Statement of Work. for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

EPA METHOD 607 "Nitrosamines"

EPA METHOD 625 "Base/Neutrals and Acids"

SMEWW METHOD 6410B "Liquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic·
Mass Spectrometric (GC·MS) Method"

SW846 METIIOD 8270 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for
Semivolatile Organics: Capillary Column Technique"

INSTRUMENT- QUANTITATIONI
ATION DETECTION LIMIT

GC-MS MDL - 2.5 ug/L

GC-ECD MDL - 2.0 uglL

GC-MS PQL - lOug/L

GC-MS MDL ~ 2.5 ug/L

GC-MS CRQL - 5.0 ug/L

GC-MS CRQL - 10 ug/L

GC-ELCD MDL ~ 0.81 uglL

GC-MS MOL = 1.9 ug/L

GC-MS MOL = 1.9 uglL

GC-MS PQL ~ lOuglL

VOLATILE COMPOUNDS

I , l.-dichloroethane
75343

eLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG "Chemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of
LOw Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron
Capture (GC-ECD) Techniques"

GC-MS CRQL = 1.0 uglL



APPENDIXIU
TABLEIU

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

1,1-dichloroethane
75343

METHOD REFERENCEmTLE OF METHOD

CLP SOW METHOD QTM ~Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-PID

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION UMIT

CRQL - 20 uglL

eLP SOW METHOD ORO "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

EPA METHOD 601lSW846 Method 8010/SMEWW Method 6230B "Purgeable
Halocarbons"

EPA METHOD 624 "Purgeables"

EPA DW METHOD 502.1 "Volatile Halogenated Organic Compounds in Water
by Purge and Trap Gas Chromatography"

EPA DW METHOD 502.2 "Volatile Organic Compounds in Water by Purge and
Trap Capillary Column Gas Chromatography with Photoionization and Electrolytic
Conductivity Detectors in Series"

GC-MS CRQL ~ 10 ug/L

GC-ELCD MDL = 0.07 uglL

GC-MS MDL = 4.7 ug/L

GC-ELCD MDL = 0.003 ug/L

GC-ELCD MDL ~ 0.07 ug/L

EPA DW METHOD 524.lISMEWW Method 62108 (Method I)/SMEWW
Method 6210C (Method II) "Measurement of Purgeable Organic Compounds in
Water by Packed Column Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry"

EPA OW METHOD 524.2/SMEWW Method 6210D "Measurement of Purgeable
Organic Compounds in Water by Capillary Column Gas Chromatography-Mass
Spectrometry ft

SMEWW METHOD 6230C ftPurgeand Trap Packed-Column Gas
Chromatographic Method 11 ft

SMEWW METHOD 6230D ftPurge and Trap Capillary-Column Gas
Chromatographic Methodft

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-ECD

MDL - 0.2 ug/L
MDL - 4.7 ug/L

MDL ~ 0.04 ug/L

MDL = 0.07 uglL

NA



APPENDIXnI
TABLEnI

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

1,1-dicbloroethane
75343

1,1~jchloroethene
75354

METHOD REFERENCE/TITLE OF METHOD

SW846 METHOD 8240 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics"

CLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG "Chemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of
Low Concentration Waler Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron
Capture (GC-ECD) Techniques"

CLP SOW METHOD ORO "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

CLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

EPA METHOD 624 "Purgeables"

EPA METHOD 60IlSMEWW Method 6230B "Purgeable Hydrocarbons"

EPA DW METHOD 502.1 "Volatile Halogenated Organic Compounds in Water
by Purge and Trap Gas Chromatography"

EPA DW METHOD 502.2 "Volatile Organic Compounds in.Water by Purge and
Trap Capillary Column Gas Chromatography with Photoionization and Electrolytic
Conductivity Detectors in Series"

EPA DW METHOD 502.2 "Volatile Organic Compounds in Water by Purge and
Trap Capillary Column Gas Chromatography with Photoionization and Electrolytic
Conductivity Detectors in Series"

EPA DW METHOD 524.I/SMEWW Method 62IOB (Method I)/SMEWW
Method 6210C (Method II) "Measurement of Purgeable Organic Compounds in
Water by Packed Column Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-ECD

GC-MS

GC-ELCD

GC-ELCD

GC-PID

GC-ELCD

GC-MS

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

PQL - 5.0 ug/L

CRQL ~ 1.0 uglL

CRQL ~ 10 ug/L

CRQL - 20 ug/L

MDL ~ 2.8 uglL

MDL - 0.13 ug/L

MDL - 0.003 ug/L

NA

MDL ~ 0.07 uglL

MDL - 0.2 ug/L
MDL ~ 2.8 ug/L, 2.8 uglL



APPENDIX III
TABLE III

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYfES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

1,1-dichloroethene
75354

1,1,2-trichloroethane
79005

METHOD REFERENCErrITLE OF METHOD

EPA DW METHOD 524.2/SMEWW Method 6210D "MeasurementofPurgeable
Organic Compounds in Water by Capillary Column Gas Chromatography-Mass
Spectrometry M

eLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by· Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

SMEWW METHOD 6230C "Purge and Trap Packed-Column Gas
Chromatographic Method II"

SMEWW METHOD 6230D "Purge and Trap Capillary-Column Gas
Chromatographic Method"

SW846 METHOD 8240 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics"

eLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG "Chemical Analytical SelVices for the Analysis of
Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron
Capture (GC-ECD) Techniques"

CLP SOW METHOD ORG OLM01.0 "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis
. Multi-Media, Multi-ConcentrationH

EPA METHOD 601lSW846 Method 8010/SMEWW Method 62308 "Purgeable
Halocarbons"

EPA METHOD 624 "Purgeables"

EPA DW METHOD 502.1 "Volatile Halogenated Organic Compounds in Water
by Purge and Trap Gas Chromatography"

INSTRUMENT­
ATIoN

OC-MS

OC-PIO

OC-MS

OC-PIOI .
OC-ECD

OC-MS

OC-MS

OC-MS

OC-ELCD

OC-MS

OC-ELCD

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION UMIT

MOL - 0.12 ug/L

MOL ~ 20ug/L

MDL = 0.13 ug/L

NA

PQL ~ 5.0 ug/L

CRQL ~ 1.0 ug/L

CRQL ~ 10 ug/L

MOL ~ 0.02 ug/L

MDL = 5.0 ug/L

MDL = 0.007 ug/L



APPENDIX III
TABLE III

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

1,1,2-trichloroethane
79005

METHOD REFERENCE/TITLE OF METHOD

EPA DW METHOD 502.2 "Volatile Organic Compounds in Water by Purge and
Trap Capillary Column Gas Chromatography with Photoionization and Electrolytic
Conductivity Detectors in Series"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-ELCD

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

NA

1,1,2,2­
tetrachloroethane
79345

EPA OW METHOD 524.2 "Measurement of Purgeable Organic Compounds in
Water by Capillary Colunm Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry"

SMEWW METHOD 6040B "Closed-Loop Stripping, Gas-Chromatograpbic-Mass
Spectrometric Analysis"

SMEWW METHOD 6210B "Purge and Trap Packed-Column Gas
Chromatographic-Mass Spectrometric Method I"

SMEWW METHOD 6230C "Purge and Trap Packed-Column Gas
Chromatographic Method II"

SMEWW METHOD 6230D "Purge and Trap Capillary-Column Gas
Chromatographic Method"

SW846 METHOD 8240 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics"

eLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG "Chemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of
Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by GaS
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron
Capture (GC-ECD) Techniques"

GC-MS MDL ~ o. I ug/L

GC-MS EDL = 0.002 ug/L

GC-MS MDL ~ 5.0 ug/L

GC-MS MDL = 0.02 ug/L

GC-ECD NA

GC-MS PQL - 5.0 ug/L

GC-MS CRQL ~ 1.0 uglL

(

eLP SOW METHOD ORG, "Statement ofWark for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-eoncentration"

CLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniq...•

(

GC-MS

GC-PID

CRQL ~ 10 ug/L

CRQL - 20 uglL



APPENDIX III
TABLE III

METHODS AND DETECTIONIQUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

1,1,2,2­
tetrachloroethane
79345

1,2-dichloroethane
107062

METHOD REFERENCEITITLE OF METHOD

EPA METHOD 601/SW846 Method 80tO/SMEWW Method 623GB "Pnrgeable
Halocarbons"

EPA METHOD 624 "Purgeables"

EPA DW METHOD 502.1 "Volatile Halogenated Organic Compounds in Water
by Purge and Trap Gas Chromatography"

EPA DW METHOD 502.2 "Volatile Organic Compounds in Water by Purge and
Trap Capillary Column Gas Chromatography with Photoionization and Electrolytic
Conductivity Detectors in Series"

EPA DW METHOD 524.lISMEWW Method 6210B "Measurement of Purgeable
Organic Compounds in Water by Packed Column Gas Chromatography-Mass
Spectrometry"

EPA DW METHOD 524.2/SMEWW Method 6210D "Measurement of Purgeable
Organic Compounds in Water by Capillary Column Gas Chromatography-Mass
Spectrometry"

SMEWW METHOD 6040B "Closed-Loop Stripping, Gas-Chromatographic-Mass­
Spectrometric AnalysisN

SMEWW METHOD 6230D "Purge and Trap Capillary-Column Gas
Chromatographic Method"

SW846 METHOD 8240 NGas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
OrganicsN

CLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG NChemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of
Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron
Capture (GC-ECD) TecbniquesN

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-ELCD

GC-MS

GC-ELCD

GC-ELCD

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-PID

GC-MS

GC-MS

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

MDL - 0.03 ug/L

MDL ~ 6.9 ug/L

MDL = 0.01 uglL

MDL ~ 0.08 uglL

MDL = 0.4 ug/L
MDL ~ 6.9 uglL

MDL = 0.04 uglL
MDL = 1.11 uglL

EDL = 50ug/L

MDL = 0.03 ug/L

PQL ~ 5.0 uglL

CRQL ~ 1.0 ug/L



APPENDlXm
TABLEIU

METHODS AND DETECTIONIQUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

1,2-dichloroethane
107062

METIIOD REFERENCEITITLE OF METHOD

eLP SOW METHOD ORG "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

eLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

EPA METHOD 601lSW846 Method 8010/SMEWW Method 6230B "Purgeable
Halocarbons"

EPA METHOD 624 "Purgeables"

EPA OW METHOD 502.1 "Volatile Halogenated Organic Compounds in Water
by Purge and Trap Gas Chromatography"

EPA DW METHOD 502.2 "Volatile Organic Compounds in Water by Purge and
Trap Capillary Column Gas Chromatography with Photoionization and Electrolytic
Conductivity Detectors in Series"

EPA DW METHOD 524.l!SMEWW Method 6210B (Method I)/SMEWW
Method 6210 C (Method II) "Measurement of Purgeable Organic Compounds in
Water by Packed Column Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometryft

EPA DW METHOD 524.2 "Measurement of Purgeable Organic Compounds in
Water by Capillary Column Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry"

SMEWW METHOD 6230C "Purge and Trap Packed Column Gas
Chromatographic Method n"

SMEWW METHOD 6230D "Purge and Trap Capillary Column Gas
Chromatographic Method"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-MS

GC-EC

GC-ELCD

GC-MS

GC-ELCD

GC-ELCD

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-ECD

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION UMIT

CRQL - 10 ug/L

CRQL - 20 ug/L

MDL = 0.03 ug/L

MDL ~ 2.8 ug/L

MDL = 0.002 ug/L

MDL = 0.03 ug/L

MDL = 0.2 ug/L, 2.8 ug/L,
MDL = 2.8 ug/L

MDL = 0.06 uglL

MDL = 0.03 uglL

NA



APPENDIX UI
TABLE III

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

1,2-dichloroethane
107062

1,2-dichloropropane
78875

METHOD REFERENCEITITLE OF METHOD

SW846 METHOD 8240 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics"

eLP sow METHOD LC-ORG "Chemical Analytical SelVices for the Analysis of
Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron
Capture (Ge-BCD) Teclmiques"

eLF sow METHOD ORG "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

EPA METHOD 601/SW846 Method 8010/SMEWW Method 6230B
"Purgeable Halocarbons"

EPA METHOD 624 "Purgeables"

EPA DW METHOD 502.1 "Volatile Halogenated Organic Compounds in Water
by Purge and Trap Gas Chromatography"

EPA DW METHOD 502.2 "Volatile Organic Compounds in Water by Purge and
Trap Capillary Column Gas Chromatography with Photoionization and Electrolytic
Conductivity Detectors in Series"

EPA DW METHOD 502.2 "Volatile Organic Compounds in Water by Purge and
Trap Capillary Column Gas Chromatography with Photoionization and Electrolytic
Conductivity Detectors in Series"

EPA DW METHOD 524.l/SMEWW Method 6210B/SMEWW Method 6210C
"Measurement of Purgeable Organic Compounds in Water by Packed Column Gas
Chromatography~MassSpectrometry"

EPA DW METHOD 524.2/SMEWW Method 6210D "Measurement of Purgeable
Organic Compounds in Water by Capillary Column Gas Chromatography·Mass
Spectrometry"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-ELCD

GC-MS

GC-ELCD

GC-PID

GC-ELCD

GC-MS

GC-MS

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

PQL - 5.0 ug/L

CRQL ~ 1.0 ug/L

CRQL ~ 10 ug/L

MDL = 0.04 ug/L

MDL = 6.0 ug/L

NA

NA

MDL ~ 0.01 ug/L

MOL ~ 0.2 ug/L
MDL = 6.0 ug/L, 6.0 ug/L

MDL = 0.04 ug/L



APPENDIX III
TABLE III

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICEb

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

1,2-dicbloropropane
78875

l,4-dichlorobenzene
106467

METHOD REFERENCE/mLE OF METHOD

EPA SMEWW METHOD 6230C "Purge and Trap Packed-Column Gas
Chromatographic Method II"

SMEWW METHOD 6230D "Purge and Trap Capillary-Column Gas
Chromatographic Method"

SW846 METHOD 8240 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics"

eLP sow METHOD LC-ORG "Chemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of
Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron
Capture (GC-ECD) Techniques"

INSTRUMENT·
ATION

GC·MS

GC·ECD

GC·MS

GC·MS

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION UMIT

MDL - 0.04 ug/L

NA

PQL ~ 5.0 ug/L

CRQL ~ 1.0 ug/L

eLP SOW METHOD ORO "Statement ofWark for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration II

EPA METHOD 60l!SW846 Method 80tO/SMEWW Method 623GB "Purgeable
Halocarbons II

EPA METHOD 602/SW846 Method 8020!SMEWW Method 6220B ~Purgeable

Aromatics ft

EPA METHOD 612 ~Chlorinated Hydrocarbons~

EPA METHOD 624 "Purgeablesft

EPA METHOD 625 ~BaselNeutrals and Acids~

EPA DW METHOD 502.1 ftVolatile Halogenated Organic Compounds in Water
by Purge and Trap Gas Chromatography"

EPA DW METHOD 502.2 ~VolatileOrganic Compounds in Water by Purge and
Trap Capillary Column Gas Chromatography with Photoionization and Electrolytic
Conductivity Detectors in Seriesft

GC·MS CRQL ~ 10 ug/L

GC·ELCD MDL ~ 0.24 ug/L

GC·PID MOL = 0.3 ug/L

GC·ED MDL ~ 1.34 ug/L

GC·MS NA

GC·MS MDL = 4.4 uglL

GC·ELCD NA

GC·PID MOL := 0.01 ug/L



APPENDIXIU
TABLEUI

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATlON LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

l,4-dichlorobenzene
106467

METHOD REFERENCEITITLE OF METHOD

EPA DW METHOD 502.2 MVolatile Organic Compounds in Water by Purge and
Trap Capillary Column Gas Chromatography with Photoionization and Electrolytic
Conductivity
Detectors in SeriesK

EPA DW METHOD 503.1 "Volatile Aromatic and Unsaturated Organic
Compounds in Water by Purge and Trap Gas Chromatography"

EPA DW METHOD 524.I1SMEWW Method 6210B (Method I)/SMEWW
Method 6210C (Method II) "Measurement of Purgeable Organic Compounds in
Water by Packed Column Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry"

EPA OW METHOD 524.21SMEWW Method 6210D "Measurement of Purgeable
Organic Compounds in Water by Capillary Column Gas Chromatography-Mass
Spectrometry"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-ELCD

GC-PID

GC-MS

GC-MS

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

MDL 0.01 ug/L

MDL = 0.006 ug/L

MDL = 2.0 ug/L

MDL ~ 0.03 ug/L

Benzene
71432

SMEWW METHOD 6230C "Purge and Trap Packed-Column Gas
Chroinatographic Method II"

SMEWW METHOD 62300 "Purge and Trap Capillary-Column Gas
Chromatographic Method"

SMEWW METHOD 6410B "Liquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic­
Mass Spectrometric MethodM

SW846 METHOD 8270 MGas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for
Semivolatile Organics: Capillary Column TechniqueM

CLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG MChemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of
Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron
Capture (GC-ECD) Tecluriq"",-

GC-MS MDL = 0.24 ug/L

GC-PIDI NA
GC-ECD

GC-MS MDL = 4.4 ug/L

GC-MS PQL ~ IOuglL

GC-MS CRQL - 1.0 ug/L



APPENDIX III
TABLE III

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Benzene
71432

METHOD REFERENCErrITLE OF METHOD

eLP SOW METHOD ORO "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis ~ Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

eLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

EPA METHOD 602/SW846 Method 8020tSMEWW Method 6220B "Purgeable
Aromatics"

EPA METHOD 624 "Purgeahles"

EPA DW METHOD 502.2 "Volatile Organic Compounds in Water by Purge and
Trap Capillary Column Gas Chromatography with Pbotoionization and Electrolytic
Conductivity Detectors in Series"

EPA OW METHOD 503.1 "Volatile Aromatic and Unsaturated Organic
Compounds in Water by Purge and Trap Gas Chromatography"

EPA DW METHOD 524.lISMEWW Method 6210B (Method I)/SMEWW
Method 6210C (Method II) "Measurement of Purgeable Organk Compounds in
Water by Packed Column Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry~

EPA DW METHOD 524.2/SMEWW Method 6210D ~Measurement of Purgeable
Organic Compounds in Water by Capillary Column Gas Chromatography-Mass
Spectrometry~

SMEWW METHOD 6220C "Purge and Trap Gas Chromatographic Method W

SMEWW METHOD 6230D "Purge and Trap Capil1ary-Column Gas
Chromatogtllphic Method"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-MS

GC-ECD

GC-PID

GC-MS

GC-PID

GC-PID

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-ECD

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

CRQL - 5.0 ug/L

CRQL ~ 20 uglL

MDL = 0.2 uglL

MDL = 4.4 ug/L

MDL ~ 0.01 uglL

MDL ~ 0.02 ug/L

MDL = 0.1 ug/L, 4.4 uglL
MDL = 4.4ug/L

MDL = 0.04 ug/L

MDL ~ 0.2 ug/L

NA



APPENDIX III
TABLE III

METHODS AND DETECTIONIQUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Benzene
71432

Chloroethene
(Vinyl Chloride)
75014

METHOD REFERENCEffITLE OF METHOD

SW846 METHOD 8240 ~Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics"

eLP sow METHOD LC-ORG "Chemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of
Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron
Capture (GC-ECD) Techniques"

eLP SOW METHOD ORO "Statement ofWark for Organics Analysis· Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

CLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

EPA METHOD 601lSW846 Method 801O!SMEWW Method 6230 "Putgeable
Halocarbons"

EPA METHOD 624 "Purgeables"

EPA DW METHOD 502.1 "Volatile Halogenated Organic Compounds in Water
by Purge and Trap Gas ChromatographyM

EPA OW METHOD 502.2 "Volatile Organic Compounds in Water by Purge and
Trap Capillary Column Gas Chromatography with Photoionization and Electrolytic
Conductivity Detectors in Series"

EPA OW METHOD 502.2 "Volatile Organic Compounds in Water by Purge and
Trap Capillary Column Gas Chromatography with Photoionization and Electrolytic
Conductivity Detectors in Series"

EPA DW METHOD 524.l/SMEWW Methud 6210B (Methud I)/SMEWW
Method 6210C (Method II) "Measurement of Purgeable Organic Compounds in
Water by Packed Column Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-MS

GC-Ms

GC-MS

GC-ECD

GC-ELCD

GC-MS

GC-ELCD

GC-PID

GC-ELCD

GC-MS

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

PQL _ 5.0 uglL

CRQL = J.O ug/L

CRQL = 10 ug/L

CRQL = 20 ug/L

MOL.= 0.18 ug/L

NA

MDL ~ 0.01 uglL

MOL = 0.02 ug/L

MDL ~ 0.04 uglL

MOL = 0.3 ug/L



APPENDIXUI
TABLEUI

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Chloroethene
(Vinyl Chloride)
75014

METHOD REFERENCEIfITLE OF METHOD

EPA DW METHOD 524.2/SMEWW Method 6210D "Measurement of Purgeable
Organic Compounds in Water by Capillary Column Gas Chromatography-Mass
Spectrometry"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-MS

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

MDL = 0.17uglL

Dichloromethane
(Methylene Chloride)
75092

SMEWW METHOD 6230C "Purge and Trap Packed-Colunm Gas
Chromatographic Method II"

SMEWW METHOD 6230D "Purge and Trap Capillary Column Gas
Chromatographic Method"

SW846 METHOD 8010 "Halogenated Volatile Organics"

SW846 METHOD 8240 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics"

eLP SOW METHOD Le·ORG "Chemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of
Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron
capture (GC-ECD) Techniques"

eLP sow METHOD ORO "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-ConcentrationM

EPA METHOD 60l/SMEWW Method 6230B MPurgeable HalocarbonsM

EPA METHOD 624 MPurgeablesM

EPA DW METHOD 502.1 MVolatile Halogenated Organic Compounds in Water
by Purge and Trap Gas ChromatographyM

EPA DW METHOD 502.2 MVolatile Organic Compounds in Water by Purge and
Trap Capillary Column Gas Chromatography with Photoionization and Electrolytic
Conductivity Detectors in Series M

GC-MS MDL = 0.18 ug/L

GC-PIDI NA
GC-ECD

GC-ELCD MOL = O.18ug/L

GC-MS PQL ~ lOuglL

GC-MS CRQL ~ 2.0 ug/L

GC-MS CRQL ~ 10 ug/L

GC-ELCD MDL - 0.25 ug/L

GC-MS MOL = 2.8 uglL

GC-ELCD NA

GC-ELCD MOL = 0.02 ug/L



APPENDIXm
TABLE III

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Dichloromethane
(Methylene Chloride)
75092

Ethenyl Benzene
(Styrene)
100425

METHOD REFERENCEITlTLE OF METHOD

EPA DW METHOD 524.1/SMEWW Method 6210B (Method I)/SMEWW
Method 6210C (Method II) "Measurement of Purgeable Organic Compounds in
Water by Packed Colunm Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry"

EPA DW METHOD 524.2/SMEWW Method 6210D "Measurement of Purgeable
Organic Compounds in Water by Capillary Column Gas Chromatography-Mass
Spectrometry"

SMEWW METHOD 6230C "Purge and Trap Packed-Column Gas
Chromatographic Method Ir

SMEWW METHOD 62300 "Purge and Trap Capillary-Column Gas
Chromatographic Method"

SW846 METHOD 8240 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics"

eLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG "Chemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of
Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron
Capture (GC-ECD) Techniques"

CLP SOW METHOD ORG "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi~

Media, Multi-Concentration"

EPA METHOD 602 "Purgeable Aromatics·

EPA DW METHOD 502.2 ·Volatile Organic Compounds in Water by Purge and
Trap Capillary Column Gas Chromatography with Photoionization and Electrolytic
Conductivity Detectors in Series"

EPA DW METHOD 503.1 "Volatile Aromatic and Unsaturated Organic
Compounds in Water by Purge and Trap Gas Chromatography·

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-ECD

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-PID

GC-PID

GC-PID

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION UMIT

MDL - 1.0 ug/L
MDL = 2.8 tig/L

MDL ~ 0.03 ug/L

MDL ~ O.25uglL

NA

PQL ~ 5.0 uglL

CRQL ~ 1.0 ug/L

CRQL - 10 ug/L

MDL = 0.20 ug/L

MDL - 0.01 ug/L

MDL = 0.008 uglL



APPENDIX III
TABLE III

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
CQMMONNAME
CAS NUMBER

Ethenyl Benzene
(Styrene)
100425

Tetrachloroethene
'"o (Tetrachloroethylene)

127184

METHOD REFERENCEITITLE OF METHOD

EPA DW METHOD 524.1/SMEWW Method 6210C ~Measurement of Purgeable
Organic Compounds in Water by Packed. Column Gas Chromatography-Mass
Spectrometry~

EPA DW METHOD 524.2 ISMEWW Method 6210D "Measurement of Purgeable
Organic Compounds in Water by Capillary Column Gas Chromatography-Mass
Spectrometry"

SW846 METHOD 8240 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics"

CLPSOW METHODORG "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

eLP sow LC-ORO"Chemical Analytical Services for Analysis of Low
Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas Chromatography­
Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas ChrcimatographywElectron Capture (GC­
ECD) Technique"

CLP SOW METHOD QTM ~Chem.ica1 Atialytical·Services for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chrotilatography Techniques~

EPA METHOD 60l!SW846 Method 8010/SMEWW Method 6230B "Pmgeable
Halocarbons"

EPA METHOD 624 "Purgeables"

EPA DW METHOD 502.1 "Volatile Halogenated Organic Compounds in Water
by Purge and Trap Gas Chromatography"

EPA DWMETHOD 502.2 "Volatile Organic Compounds in Water by Purge and
Trap Capillary Column Gas Chromatography with Photoionization and Electrolytic
Conductivity Detectors in Series"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-ECD

GC-ELCD

GC-MS

GC-ELCD

GC-Pill

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

MDL O.2ug/L

MDL ~ 0.04 ug/L

PQL ~ 5.0 ug/L

CRQL ~ IO ug/L

CRQL ~ 1.0 ug/L

CRQL ~ 20 ug/L

MDL - 0.03 ug/L

MDL ~ 4.1 ug/L

MDL ~ 0.001 ug/L

MDL ~ 0.05 ug/L



APPENDIX III
TABLE III

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Tetrachloroethene
(Tetrachloroethylene)
127184

METHOD REFERENCEITITLE OF METHOD

EPA OW METHOD 502.2 "Volatile Organic Compounds in Water by Purge and
Trap Capillary Column Gas Chromatography with Photoionization and Electrolytic
Conductivity Detectors in Series"

EPA DW METHOD 503.1 "Volatile Aromatic and Unsaturated Organic
Compounds in Water by Purge and Trap Gas Chromatography"

EPA DW METHOD 524. I1SMEWW Method 6210B (Method I)/SMEWW
Method 6210C (Method II) "Measurement of Purgeable Organic Compounds in
Water by Packed Column Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry"

EPA OW METHOD 524.2/SMEWW Method 6210D "Measurement of Purgeable
Organic Compounds in Water by Capillary Column Gas Chromatography-Mass
Spectrometry"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-ELCD

GC-PID

GC-MS

GC-MS

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

MDL - 0.04 ug/L

MDL = 0.01 ug/L

MOL = 0.3 ug/L, 4.1 ug/L
MDL ~ 4.1 ug/L

MOL = 0.14 ug/L

Tetrachloromethane
(Carbon Tetrachloride)
56235

SMEWW METHOD 6040B "Closed-Loop Stripping, Gas-Chromatographic-Mass­
Spectrometric Analysis"

SMEWW METHOD 6230C Purge and Trap Packed~Column Gas
Chromatographic Method II"

SMEWW METHOD 62300 "Purge and Trap Capillary-Column Gas
Chromatographic Method"

SW846 METHOD 82400 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics"

CLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG "Chemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of
Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron
Capture (GC-ECO) Tecbniques"

GC-MC EOL = 0.10 ug/L

GC-MS MOL = 0.03 ug/L

GC-PIDI NA
GC-ECD

GC-MS PQL ~ 5.0 ug/L

GC-MS CRQL ~ 1.0 ug/L

CLP SOW METHOD ORG "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi­
Media, Multi-Concentration"

GC-MS CRQL ~ 10 ug/L
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TABLE III

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER METHOD REFERENCEITITLE OF METHOD

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION UMIT

Tetrachloromethane
(Carbon Tetrachloride)
56235

eLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas
Chromatography Techniques"

GC-ECD CRQL 20 ug/L

EPA METHOD 601lSW846 Method 8010/SMEWW Method 6230B "Purgeable
Halocarbons"

EPA METHOD 624 "Putgeables"

EPA DW METHOD 502.1 "Volatile Halogenated Organic Compounds in Water
by Purge and Trap Gas Chromatography"

EPA DW METHOD 502.2 "Volatile Organic Compounds in Water by Purge and
Trap Capillary Column Gas Chromatography with Photoionization and Electrolytic
Conductivity Detectors in Series"

EPA DW METHOD 524.lISMEWW Method 6210B (Method I)/SMEWW
Method 6210C (Method II) "Measurement of Purgeable Organic Compounds in
Water by Packed Column Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry"

EPA DW METHOD 524.2/SMEWW Method 6210D "Measurement of Purgeable
Organic Compounds in Water by Capillary Column Gas Chromatography-Mass
Spectrometry"

SMEWW METHOD 6230C "Purge and Trap Packed-Column Gas
Chromatographic Method II"

SMEWW METHOD 62300 "Purge and Trap Capillary-Column Gas
Chromatographic Method"

SW846 METHOD 8240 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics"

GC-ELCD

GC-MS

GC-ELCD

GC-ELCD

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-ECD

GC-MS

MDL ~ 0.12 uglL

MDL = 2.8ug/L

MOL = 0.003 ug/L

MDL ~ 0.01 uglL

MDL = 0.3 ug/L, 2.8 ug/L
MOL = 2.8 uglL

MDL ~ 0.21 uglL

MDL ~ 0.12 uglL

NA

PQL ~ 5.0 uglL



APPENDIXm
TABLE III

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

N­~

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Trichloromethane
(Chloroform)
67663

METHOD REFERENCE/TITLE OF METHOD

CLP SOW METHOD LC-ORG "Chemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of

Low Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas

Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas Chromatography-Electron

Captu« (GC-ECD) Techniques"

eLP SOW METHOD ORG "Statement of Work for Organics Analysis -Multi­

Media, Multi-Concentration"

CLP SOW METHOD QTM "Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media,

Multi-Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick Turnaround Gas

Chromatography Techniques"

EPA METHOD 601!SW846 Method 8010!SMEWW Method 6230B "Purgeable

Halocarbons"

EPA METHOD 624 "Purgeables"

EPA DW METHOD 502.1 "Volatile Halogenated Organic Compounds in Water

by Purge and Trap Gas Chromatography"

EPADW METHOD 502.2 "Volatile Organic Compounds in Water by Purge and

Trap Capillary Column Gas Chromatography with Photoionization and Electrolytic

Conductivity Detectors in Series"

EPA DW METHOD S24.lISMEWW Melhud 6210B (Methud I)/SMEWW

Method 6210C (Method II) "Measurement of Purgeable Organic Compounds in

Water by Packed Column Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry"

EPA DW METHOD 524.2/SMEWW Method 6210D "Measurement of Purgeable

Organic Compounds in Water by Capillary Column Gas Chromatography-Mass

Spectrometry"

SMEWW METHOD 6230C "Purge and Trap Packed-Column Gas

Chromatographic Method II"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-ECD

GC-ELCD

GC-MS

GC-ELCD

GC-ELCD

GC-MS

GC-MS

GC-MS

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

CRQL - 1.0 ug/L

CRQL ~ 10 ug/L

CRQL ~ 20 uglL

MDL = 0.05 ug/L

MDL ~ 1.6 ug/L

NA

MDL ~ 0.02 ug/L

MDL - 0.2 ug/L. 1.6 uglL
MDL ~ 1.6 ug/L

MDL ~ 0.03 uglL

MDL = 0.05 uglL



APPENDIXm
TABLE III

METHODS AND DETECTION/QUANTITATION LIMITS FOR SPECIFIED ANALYTES OF CONCERN TO RISK ASSESSMENT

AQUEOUS MATRICES

to.>­..

ANALYTEI
COMMON NAME
CAS NUMBER

Trichloromethane
(Chloroform)
67663

METHOD REFERENCEITITLE OF METHOD

SMEWW METHOD 6230D ~Purge and Trap Capi11ary~Column Gas
Chromatographic Method ~

SW846 METHOD 8240 "Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics"

INSTRUMENT­
ATION

aC-ECD

aC-MS

QUANTITATIONI
DETECTION LIMIT

NA

PQL ~ 5.0 ug/L
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TABLE IV

METHOD TITLES AND APPLICATIONS

METHOD REFERENCE

ICLPSOW

METHOD INORG

METHOD LC-ORG

METHODORG

...,-'" METHOD QTM

2EPA

METHOD 601

METHOD 602

TITLE OF METHOD

"Statement of Work for Inorganics Analysis ~ Multi~Media,

Multi-Concentration, H Doc No. ILM02.0

"Chemical Analytical Services for the Analysis of Low
Concentration Water Samples for Organic Compounds by Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) and Gas
Chromatography-Electron Capture (GC-ECD) Techniques, "
6/91 Draft

"Statement of Work for Organics Analysis - Multi-Media,
Multi-Concentration, H Doc No. OLMOl.8 (8/91)

"Chemical Analytical Services for Multi-Media, Multi­
Concentration Samples for Organic Analysis by Quick
Turnaround Gas Chromatography Techniques," Draft 7/91

"Purgeable Halocarbons"

"Purgeable Aromatics"

APPLICATION OF METHOD

This method is for the analysis of 23 metals and cyanide. Sample matrices
compatible with this method include water and soillsediment.

This method consists of three separate methods. These methods are for
the analysis of 40 volatile compounds, 60 semivolatile compounds and 28
organochlorine pesticides and Aroclors. Sample matrices compatible with
this method include drinking water, surface water and groundwater.

This method consists of three separate methods. These methods are for
the analysis of 34 volatile compounds, 65 sen1ivolatile compounds and 27
organochlorine pesticides and Aroclors. Sample matrices compatible with
these methods include water and ~/sediment.

This method consists of five separate methods. These methods are for the
analysis of 21 volatile compounds, 16 polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons,
16 phenols, 19 pesticides and 8 Aroclors plus toxaphene. Sample matrices
compatible with this method include water and soillsediment.

This method is for the analysis of 29 purgeable halocarbons. Sample
matrices compatible with this method include municipal and industrial
discharges.

This method is for the analysis of seven purgeable aromatic compounds.
Sample matrices compatible with this method include municipal and
industrial discharges.

CONTRACT LABORATORY PROGRAM (CLP) STATEMENT OF WORK, OFFICE OF EMERGENCY AND REMEDIAL RESPONSE

GUIDELINES ESTABLISHING TEST PROCEDURES FOR THE ANALYSIS OF POLLUTANTS UNDER THE CLEAN WATER ACT FINAL
RULE AND INTERIM FINAL RULE AND PROPOSED RULE, lOl84, 40 CFR PART 136
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TABLE IV

METHOD TITLES AND APPLICATIONS

N-'"

METHOD REFERENCE

METHOD 606

METHOD 607

METHOD 608

METHOD 609

METHOD 610

METHOD 612

METHOD 624

METHOD 625

mLE OF METHOD

"Phthalate Ester"

"Nitrosamines"

"Organochlorine Pesticides and PCBs"

"Nitroaromatics and Isophorone"

"Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons"

"Chlorinated Hydrocarbons"

ftPurgeables"

ftBase/Neutrals and Acidsft

APPUCATION OF METHOD

This method is for the analysis of six phthalate ester compounds. Sample
matrices compatible with this method include municipal and industrial
discharges.

This method is for the analysis of three nitrosamines. Sample matrices
compatible with this method include municipal and industrial discharges.

This method is for the analysis of 27 organochlorine pesticides and
Aroclors. Sample matrices compatible with this method include municipal
and industrial discharges.

This method is for the analysis of four nitroaromatics and isophorone.
Sample matrices compatible with Ws method include municipal and
industrial discharges.

This method is for the analysis of 16 polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons.
Sample matrices compatible with this method include municipal and
industrial discharges.

This method is for the analysis of nine chlorinated hydrocarbons. Sample
matrices compatible with this method include nninicipal and industrial
discharges.

This method is for the analysis of 30-33 purgeable organic compounds.
Sample matrices compatible with this method include municipal and
industrial discharges.

This method is for the analysis of 80-84 semivolatile compounds. Sample
matrices compatible with this method include nninicipal and industrial
discharges.
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TABLE IV

METHOD TITLES AND APPLICATIONS

METHOD REFERENCE

3EPAAIR

METHOD TO-I

METHOD TO-I4

METHOD TO-2

'":::; METHOD T0-3

METHOD TO-4

TITLE OF METHOD

"Method for the Determination of Volatile Organic
Compounds in Ambient Air Using Tenax Adsorption and Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS)"

"The Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds (VQCs)
in Ambient Air Using Sununa Passivated Canister Sampling
and Gas Chromatographic Analysis"

"Method for the Determination of Volatile Organic
Compounds in Ambient Air by Carbon Molecular Sieve
Adsorption and Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry
(GC-MS)"

"Method for the Determination of Volatile Organic
Compounds in Ambient Air Using Cryogenic
Preconcentration Techniques and Gas Chromatography with
Flame Ionization and Electron Capture Detection"

"Method for the Detennination of Organochlorine Pesticides
and Polychlorinated Biphenyls in Ambient Air"

APPLICATION OF METHOD

This method is for the analysis of 18 nonpolar volatile compounds with
boiling points between 80 and 200 degreesoC. Samples are collected on
pre-cleaned tenax cartridges.

This method is for the analysis of 40 volatile organic compounds. Samples
are collected on cleaned and certified SUMMA cariisters.

This method is for the analysis of 11 volatile organic compounds with
boiling points between -15 and 120 degrees °C. Samples 'are collected on
pre-eleanedcarbon molecular sieves.

This method is for the analysis of eight volatile organic compounds with
boiling points between -10 and 200 degrees °C.

This method is for the analysis of 11 organochlorine pesticides and
Aroclors. Samples are collected on polyurethane foam filters. Samples
are prepared using a Soxhlet extraction. Analysis is performed byGC­
ECD.

COMPENDIUM OF METHODS FOR THE DETERMINATION OF TOXIC ORGANIC COMPOUNDS IN AMBmNT AIR, 5/88,
ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING SYSTEMS LABORATORY/RTP, EPA 600/4-84-041
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TABLE IV

METHOD TITLES AND APPLICATIONS

METHOD REFERENCE

METHOD 502.1

METHOD 502.2

METHOD 503.1

METHOD 505

METHOD 508

METHOD 524.1

METHOD 524.2

TITLE OF METHOD

"Volatile Halogenated Organic Compounds in Water by Purge
and Trap Gas Chromatography"

"Volatile Organic Compounds in Water by Purge and Trap
Capillary Column Gas Chromatography with Photoionization
and Electrolytic Conductivity Detectors in- Series"

"Volatile Aromatic and Unsaturated Organic Compounds in
Water by Purge and Trap Gas Chromatography"

"Analysis of Organohalide Pesticides and Aroclors in Water
by Microextraction and Chromatography"

"Determination ofChlorinated Pesticides in Water by Gas
Chromatography with an Electron Capture Detector"

"Measurement of Purgeable Organic CompoWlds in Water by
Packed Column Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry"

"Measurement of Purgeable Organic Compounds in Water by
Capillary Column Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry"

APPLICATION OF METHOD

This method is for the analysis of 40 halogenated volatile organic
compounds. Sample matrices compatible with this method include
drinking water, source water and water being treated for potability.

This method is for the analysis of 60 volatile organic compounds. Sample
matrices compatible with this method include drinking water, source water
and water being treated for potability.

This method is for the analysis of 28 aromatic and unsaturated organic
compounds. Sample matrices compatible with this method include
drinking water, source water and water being treated for potability.

This method is for the analysis o.f 25 organohalide pesticides and
Aroclors. Sample matrices compatible with this method include drinking
water, source water and water being treated for potability.

This method is for the analysis of 34 chlorinated pesticides and Aroclors.
Sample matrices compatible with this method include groundwater and
drinking water.

This method is for analysis of 48 volatile compounds. Sample matrices
compatible with this method include drinking water, source water and
water being treated for potability.

This method is for the analysis of 60 volatile organic compounds. Sample
matrices compatible with this method include drinking water, source water
and water being tested for potability.

METHODS FOR THE DETERMINATION OF ORGANIC COMPOUNDS IN DRINKING WATER, 12/88, ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING
SYSTEMS LABORATORY/CINN. EPA 600/4-88/039
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TABLE IV

METHOD TITLES AND APPLICAnONS

METHOD REFERENCE

EPADW

METHOD 525

METHOD 200.7

METHOD 206.2

METHOD 206.3

METHOD 206.4

METHOD 206.5

METHOD 210.1

TITLE OF METHOD

"Determination of Organic Compounds in Drinking Water by
Liquid-Solid Extraction and Capillary Column Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry"

"Inductively Coupled Plasma-Atomic Emission Spectrometric
Method for Trace Element Analysis afWater and Wastes"

"Arsenic (Atomic Absorption, Furnace Technique)"

"Arsenic (Atomic Absorption-Gaseous Hydride)"

"Arsenic (Spectrophotometric-SDDC)"

"Arsenic (Sample Digestion prior to Total Arsenic Analysis
by Silver Diethyldithiocarbamate or Hydride Procedures)"

"Beryllium (Atomic Absorption, Direct Aspiration)"

APPLICATION OF METHOD

This method is for the analysis of 3S organic compounds. Sample
matrices compatible with this method include drinking water, source water
and water being treated for potability.

This method is for the analysis of 30 metals. Sample matrices compatible
with this method include drinking water, surface water and wastewater.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include drinking water,
surface water, saline water. waste, sludge and soil/sediment.

This method is for the analysis of inorganic arsenic. Sample matrices
compatible with this method include drinking water, fresh water and saline
water.

This method is for the analysis of inorganic arsenic. Sample matrices
compatible with this method include drinking water, surface water,
groundwater and wastes.

This method is a preparation procedure for the conversion of organic
arsenic to inorganic arsenic. Sample matrices compatible with this method.
include drinking water, surface water and waste.

Sample matrices compatible with this method. include drinking water,
surface water, groundwater, waste, sludge and soil/sediment.

5 MCAWW METHOD FOR CHEMICAL ANALYSIS OF WATER AND WASTES, 3/83, ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING SYSTEMS
LABORATORY/CINN, EPA 600/4-79/020
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TABLE IV

METHOD TITLES AND APPLICATIONS

METIlOD REFERENCE

MCAWW

METIlOD 210.2

METHOD 213.1

METHOD 213.2

METHOD 218. I

METHOD 218.2

METHOD 218.3

METHOD 218.4

METHOD 218.5

METIlOD 239.1

METIlOD 239.2

METIlOD 245.1

TITLE OF METHOD

ftBeryllium (Atomic Absorption, Furnace Technique)"

"Cadmium (Atomic Absorption, Direct Aspiration)"

"Cadmium (Atomic Absorption, Furnace Techniquef

"Chromium (Atomic Absorption, Direct Aspiration)"

"Chromium (Atomic Absorption, Furnace Techniquef

"Chromium (Atomic Absorption, Chelation- Extractionr

"Chromium, Hexavalent (Atomic Absorption, Chelation­
Extraction)ft

"Chromium, Dissolved Hexavalent (Atomic Absorption,
Furnace Techniquer

ftLead (Atomic Absorption, Direct Aspirationr

ftLead (Atomic Absorption, Furnace Technique)"

ftMercury (Manual Cold Vapor Technique)ft

APPLICATION OF METIlOD

Sample matrices compatible with this method include drinking water,
surface water, groundwater, waste, sludge andsoil/sediment.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include drinking water,
surface water, groundwater, waste, sludge and soil/sediment.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include drinking water,
surface water, groundwater, waste, sludge and soil/sediment.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include drinking water,
surface water, groundwater, waste, sludge and soil/sediment.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include drinking water,
surface water, groundwater, waste, sludge and soil/sediment.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include drinking water,
surface water, groundwater and waste.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include drinking water,
surface water, groundwater and waste.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include drinking water,
surface water and certain filtered wastes.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include drinking water,
surface water, groundwater, waste, sludge and soil/sediment.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include drinking water,
surface water, groundwater, waste, sludge and soil/sediment.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include drinking water,
surface water and saline water.
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TABLE IV

METHOD TITLES AND APPLICATIONS

METHOD REFERENCE

MCAWW

METHOD 245.2

METHOD 245.5

METHOD 335.1

METHOD 335.2

METHOD 31118

METHOD 3111C

METHOD 31110

METHOD 3111E

TITLE OF METHOD

~Mercury (Automated Cold Vapor Technique)"

"Mercury in Sediment (Manual Cold Vapor Technique)"

"Cyanide, Amendable to Chlorination"

"Cyanide, Total (Titrimetric, Spectrophotometricy

"Direct Air-Acetylene Flame Method"

"Extraction/Air-Acetylene Flame Method"

"Direct Nitrous Oxide~Acetylene Flame Method"

"ExtractionlNitrous Oxide-Acetylene Flame Method"

APPLICATION OF METHOD

Sample matrices compatible with this method include surface water, waste
water and effluent.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include bottom deposits,
sludge and soil/sediment.

This method is applicable to the determination of cyanide amenable to
chlorination in drinking, surface and saline waters and domestic and
industrial wastes.

This method is applicable to the determination of cyanide in drinking,
surface and saline waters and domestic and industrial wastes.

This method is for the analysis of 27 metals. Sample matrices compatible
with this method include surface water, groundwater and drinking water.

This method is for the analysis of 10 metals at low concentrations.
Sample matrices compatible with this method include surface water,
groundwater and drinking water.

This method is for the analysis of 10 metals. Sample matrices compatible
with this method include groundwater, surface water and drinking water.

This method is for the analysis of aluminum and beryllium. Sample
matrices compatible with this analysis include groundwater, surface water
and drinking water.

STANDARD METHODS FOR THE EXAMINATION OF WATER AND WASTEWATER, 17TH EDmON, 1989
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TABLE IV

METHOD TITLES AND APPLICATIONS

METHOD REFERENCE

SMEWW

METHOD 3112B

METHOD 3113B

METHOD 3114B

METHOD 3120B

METHOD 3500AS c*

METHOD 3500BE D*

METHOD 3500CD D*

METHOD 3500CR D*

TITLE OF METHOD

"Cold Vapor Atomic Absorption Spectrometric Method"

~Electrothennal Atomic Absorption Spectrometric Method"

"Manual Hydride Generation/Atomic Absorption
Spectrometric Method"

"Inductively Coupled Plasma (ICP) Method"

"Silver Diethyldithiocarbamate Method"

"Aluminon Method"

"Dithizone Method"

"Colorimetric Method"

APPLICATION OF METHOD

This method is for the analysis of mercury. Sample matrices compatible
with this method include groundwater, surface water and drinking water.

This method is for the analysis of 17 metals in microquantities. Sample
matrices compatible with this method include groundwater. surface water
and drinking water.

This method is for the analysis of arsenic and selenium. Sample matrices
compatible with this method include groundwater, surface water and
drinking water.

This method is for the analysis of 27 metals. Sample matrices compatible
with this method include ground~ter. surface water and drinking water.

This method is for the analysis of arsenic. Sample matrices compatible
with this method include groundwater. surface water and drinking water.

This method is for the analysis of beryllium. Sample matrices compatible
with this method include groundwater, surface water and drinking water.

This method is for the analysis of cadmium. Sample matrices compatible
with this method include groundwater. surface water and drinking water.

This method is for the analysis of chromium. Sample matrices compatible
with this method include groundwater, surface water and drinking water.

• The first two letters after the number represent the element name and the third letter is the method code.
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TABLE IV

METHOD TITLES AND APPLICATIONS

METHOD REFERENCE

SMEWW

METHOD 3500HG C*

METHOD 3500PB D*

METHOD 4500 CN

METHOD 6040B

METHOD 6210B

METHOD 6210D

METHOD 6220B

METHOD 6220C

TITLE OF METHOD

"Dithizone Method"

"Dithizone Method"

"Cyanide"

"Closed-Loop Stripping, Gas Chromatographic-Mass
Spectrometric Analysis"

"Purge and Trap Packed-Column Gas Chromatographic-Mass
Spectrometric Method I"

"Purge and Trap Capillary-Column Gas Chromatographic­
Mass Spectrometric Method"

"Purge and Trap Gas Chromatographic Method I"

"Purge and Trap Gas Chromatographic Method II"

APPLICATION OF METHOD

This method is for the analysis of mercury. Sample matrices compatible
with this method include groundwater, surface water and drinking water.

This method is for the analysis of lead. Sample matrices compatible with
this method include groundwater, surface water and drinking water.

This method is used for the analysis for cyanide in aqueous and solid
matrices. It includes total cyanide, cyanide amenable to chlorination, and
weak and dissociable cyanides.

This method is for the analysis of volatile organic compounds of
intermediate weight. Sample matrices compatible with this method
include groundwater, surface water and drinking water.

This method is for the analysis of 31 volatile organic compounds. Sample
matrices compatible with this method include groundwater, surface water
and drinking water.

This method is for the analysis of 62 purgeable organic compounds.
Sample matrices compatible with this method include drinking water, raw
source water and water being treated fol' potability.

This method is for the analysis of seven aromatic volatile compounds.
Sample matrices compatible with this method include groundwater,
surface water and drinking water.

This method is for the analysis of 28 purgeable aromatic and unsaturated
compounds. Sample matrices compatible with this method include
drinking water, raw source water, and water being treated for potability.

* The first two letters after the number represent the element name and the third letter is the method code.
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TABLE IV

METHOD TITLES AND APPLICATIONS

METHOD REFERENCE

SMEWW

METHOD 6230B

METHOD 6230C

METHOD 6230D

METHOD 6410B

METHOD 6440B

METHOD 6630B

METHOD 6630C

8SW846

METHOD 6010

TITLE OF METHOD

"Purge and Trap Packed Column Gas Chromatographic
Method In

"Purge and Trap Packed Column Gas Chromatographic
Method II"

"Purge and Trap Capillary-Column Gas Chromatographic
Method"

"Liquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic-Mass
Spectrometric Method"

"Liquid-Liquid Extraction Chromatographic Method"

"Liquid·Uquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic Method In

"Liquid-Liquid Extraction Gas Chromatographic Method W

"Inductively Coupled Plasma Atomic Emission Spectroscopy"

APPLICATION OF METHOD

This method is for the analysis of 29 purgeablehalocarbons. Sample
matrices compatible with this method include municipal and industrial
discharges.

This method is for the analysis of 39 purgeable halocarbons. Sample
matrices compatible with this method include drinking water, raw source
water and water being treated for potability.

This method is for the analysis of 60 purgeable halocarbons. Sample
matrices compatible with this method include drinking water, raw source
water and water being treated for potability.

This method is for the analysis of $1 semivolatile organic compounds.
Sample matrices compatible with this method include groundwater,
surface water and drinking water.

This method is for the analysis of 16 polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons.
Sample matrices compatible with this method include municipal and
industrial discharges.

This method is for the analysis of 18 organochlorine pesticides. Sample
matrices compatible with this method include agricultural discharges.

This method is for the analysis of 25 organochlorine pesticides. Sample
matrices compatible with this method include groundwater, surface water
and drinking water.

This method is for the analysis of 26 metals. Sample matrices compatible
with this method include groundwater, soils and wastes.

TEST METHODS FOR EVALUATING SOLID WASTE, THIRD EDITION, 1lI86, OFFICE OF SOLID WASTE AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE.
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TABLE IV

METHOD TITLES AND APPLICAnONS

METHOD REFERENCE

METHOD 7060

METHOD 7061

METHOD 7090

METHOD 709\

METHOD 7130

~ METHOD 7131

METHOD 7190

METHOD 7191

METHOD 7195

METHOD 7196

METHOD 7197

TITLE OF METHOD

ft Arsenic (Atomic Absorption, Furnace Technique)"

.. Arsenic (Atomic Absorption, Gaseous Hydride)"

"Beryllium (Atomic Absorption, Direct Aspiration)"

"Beryllium (Atomic Absorption, Furnace Technique)"

"Cadmium (Atomic Absorption, Direct Aspiration)"

"Cadmium (Atomic Absorption, Furnace Technique)"

"Chromium (Atomic Absorption, Direct Aspiration)"

"Chromium (Atomic Absorption, Furnace Technique)"

"Chromium, Hexavalent (Coprecipitation)"

"Chromium, Hexavalent (Colorimetric)"

"Chromium, Hexavalent (Chelation/Extraction)"

APPLICATION OF METHOD

Sample matrices compatible with this method include groundwater, soils,
extracts and wastes.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include groundwater, soils,
extracts and wastes.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include water and wastes.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include water and wastes.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include water, waste and
sludge.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include water, soil and
waste.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include water, soil and
waste.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include water, soil and
waste.

This method is for the analysis of dissolved hexavalent chromium in
extraction procedure (EP) toxicity extracts and groundwater.

This method is for the analysis of dissolved hexavalent chromium in
extraction procedure (EP) toxicity characteristic extracts and groundwater.

This method is for the analysis of dissolved hexavalent chromium in
extraction procedure (EP) toxicity extracts and groundwater.
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TABLE IV

METHOD TITLES AND APPLICATIONS

METHOD REFERENCE

METHOD 7198

METHOD 9010A

METHOD 9012

METHOD 7420

METHOD 7421

METHOD 7470

METHOD 7471

METHOD 8010

METHOD 8020

TITLE OF METHOD

"Chromium, Hexavalent (Differential Pulse Polarography)"

~Total and Amenable Cyanide"

"Total and Amenable Cyanide (Colorimetric, Automated
UV)"

"Lead (Atomic Absorption, Direct Aspiration)"

"Lead (Atomic Absorption, Furnace Technique)"

"Mercury in Liquid Waste (Manual Cold~VaporTechniquer

"Mercury in Solid or Semisolid Waste (Manual Cold-Vapor
Technique)"

"Halogenated Volatile Organics"

"Aromatic Volatile Organics"

APPLICATION OF METHOD

This method is for the analysis of dissolved hexavalent chromium in
extraction procedure (EP) toxicity extracts, natural water and waste water.

This method is for the analysis of inorganic cyanide (total and amendable
to chlorination) in waste and leachate. The method detects inorganic
cyanides that are present as either soluble salts or complexes.

This method is for the analysis of inorganic cyanide (total and amendable
to chlorination) in waste and leachate. The method detects inorganic
cyanides that are present as either soluble salts or complexes.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include water, waste and
sludge.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include water, waste and
soils.

Sample matrices compatible with this method include groundwater,
aqueous waste and mobility procedure extracts.

This method is for the analysis of inorganic and organic mercury. Sample
matrices compatible with this method include soil. sludge and sediment.

This method is for the analysis of 34 halogenated volatile organic
compounds. Sample matrices compatible with this method include
soil/sludge, groundwater. liquid waste and water immiscible waste.

This method is for the analysis of seven aromatic volatile organic
compounds. Sample matrices compatible with this method include
soil/sludge, groundwater. liquid waste and water immiscible waste.
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TABLE IV

METHOD TITLES AND APPLICATIONS

METHOD REFERENCE

METHOD 8060

METHOD 8080

METHOD 8100

METHOD 8240

METHOD 8250

METHOD 8270

METHOD 8310

TITLE OF METHOD

~Phtha1ateEsters"

"Organochlorine Pesticides and PCBs"

"Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons"

"Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Volatile
Organics Packed Column Technique"

"Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry for Semivolatile
Organics: Packed Column Technique"

"Gas Chromatography~Mass Spectrometry for Semivolatile
Organics: Capillary Column Technique"

"Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons"

APPLICATION OF METHOD

This method is for the analysis of six phthalate esters. Sample matrices
compatible with this method include water, soil, sludge and water
immiscible waste.

This method is for the analysis of 26 organochlorine pesticides and
Aroclors. Sample matrices compatible with this method include water,
soil, sludge and water immisciblewaste.

This method is for the analysis of 24 polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons.
Sample matrices compatible with this method include groundwater.
surface water, drinking water and soil/sediment.

This method is for the analysis o( 73 volatile organic compounds. Sample
matrices include groundwater. caustic or acid liquors, and soil/sediment.

This method is for the analysis of 113 semivolatile organic compounds.
Sample matrices compatible with this method include solid waste, soil and
groundwater.

This method is for the analysis of 131 semivolatile compounds. Sample
matrices compatible with this method include groundwater, waste and soil.

This method is for the analysis of 16 polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons.
Sample matrices compatible with this method include waters, soil, waste
and sludge.



APPENDIX III

Table V- A
SUMMARY OF RDlITlNE METHODS BY PROGRAM AND COMPOUND CLASS

ORGANIC COMPOUNDS

Drinking Water (USEPA, Office of Wafer)
Sample

EPA Introduction! Detection LimiV
Compound Class Method No Analytical System preparation BangA (RRb)

Acrolein and Acrylonitrile 603 GC·FID POT 0.5-0.6

Base/Neutrals, Acids and 625' GC-MS XTN 0.0944.0
Pesticides

Benzidines 605 HPlClEJectrochem XTN 0.08-0.13

Carbamates and Urea 632 HPLCAJV XTN 0.003-11.1
PesticideS

Chlorinated Acids 515.1 ECD XTN EDl,0.1-1.0
Capillary Column

Chlorinated Hydrocarbons 612 GC·ECD XTN 0.03-1.34

Chlorinated Pesticides 508 ECD XTN EDL, 0.01-0.5 (most
capilla/y Column <O.1)

1,2·Dibromoethane and 504 GC-ECD XTN 0.01
1,2·Dibromo-3-Chloropropane

Dithiocarbamate Pesticides 630 Colorimetric C~ Liberation 1.9-15.3

Extractable Organics 525" GC-MS XTN 0.1·1.0
Capillary Column

Haloethers 611 GC-ELCD XTN 0.3-3.9

Nilroaromatics and lsophorone 609 GC-FID .. ECD XTN 0.01-15.7

Nitrogen and Phosphorous 507 NPD XTN EDL (Estimated D.L.)
Containing Pesticide CapillalY Column 0.1-5.0 (most <1.0)

Nilrosamines 607 GC-NPD XTN 0.15-0.81

N-Methylcarbamates and 531.1 HPLC or 0.5-4.0
N-Methylcarbamoyloximes Fluorescence Detector

Organohalide Pesticides and 617 GC-ECD XTN 0.002-0.176
PCBs

Organophosphate Pesticides 61. GC-FPD or NPD XTN 0.012-0.015

Organophosphate Pesticides 622 GC-FPD XTN 0.1-5.0

Perchlonnalion Screening of 508A ECD/ELCD Packed or XTN 0.1-0.3
PCBs CapillalY Column

Pesticide and PCBs 505* GC-ECD XTN Variable
CapillalY Column Pesticide 0.005-1.0

Herbicide 0.2-7.0
PCBs 0.1-0.5

Pesticides and PCBs 608* GC-ECD XTN 0.002-024
Organochlorine

Phenols 604 GC-FlD XTN 0.14-16.0

Phthalate Esters 606 GC-ECD XTN 0.29-3.0

Purgeable Aromatics 602* GC-PID POT 0.2-0.4

* Frequently requested method.
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Table V-A
SUMMARY OF ROUTINE METHODS BY PROGRAM AND COMPOUND CLASS

ORGANIC COMPOUNDS (continued)

Industrial and Municipal Waste Water (USEPA, Office of Research and Development)

Sample
EPA Introduction! Detection Limit!

Compound Class Method No Analytical System preparation Bange (RPb)

Purgeable Halocarbons 601* GC-ELCD P&T 0.02-1.81

PurgeabJe Organics 524.1 GC-MS P&T 0.1-1.0
Capillary Column

Purgeable Organics 524.2" GC-MS P&T 0.02-0.2
Capillary Column

Purgeables 624* GC-MS P&T 1.6-7.2

Volatile Aromatics and 503.1 GC-PID P&T 0.002·0.03
Unsaturated Compounds

Volatile Halocarbons 502.1 GC-ECD P&T 0.001-0.01
Packed Column

Volatile Halocarbons 502.2" GC-ELCD/PID P&T 0.01-0.10
Capillary Column

2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p 613 GC-MS XTN 0.002
dioxin

Triazine Pesticides 619 GC-NPD XTN 0.03-0.07

Aqueous and Solid Matrices (USEPA, Office of Water)

Compound Class

Semivolatile Organics

EPA
Method No Analytical System

1625 lsolope Dilu1ion by
GC-MS (Capillary
Column)

Sample
Introduction!
Preparation

XTN

Detection
Range (ppb)

most 20-100 ppb
(dependent on
% solids)

Tetra~ through octa- 1613
chlorinated dioxins
and furans

Isotope Dilution by XTN
high resolution
GC-high resolution MS

10-100 parts per
quadrillion in water
1·10 parts per trillion
in soil

Volatile Organics 1624 Isotope Dilution by
GC-MS (Capillary
Column)

P&T 5-100 ppb
(dependent
on % solids)

.. Frequently requested method.
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Table V· A
SUMMARY OF ROUTINE METHODS BY PROGRAM AND COMPOUND CLASS

ORGANIC COMPOUNDS (continued)

Solid Matrices (USEPA, Test Methods for Evaluating Solid
Waste, SW846, November, 1986.)

Sample
EPA Introduction! Detection LimiV

Compoynd Class Method No AnalYtical System Preparation Bange (ppb)

Acrolein, Acrylonitrite, 8030 GC-FID 5030 0.5-0.6
Acetonitrile

Aromatic Volatile Organics 8020' GC-FID 5030 0.2-0.4

Chlorinated Herbicides 8150 GC-ECD or ELCD 3550 0.1-200

Chlorinated Hydrocarbons 8120 GC-ECD 3550 0.03-1.3

Nitroaromatics and Cyclic 8090 GC-FID or ECD 3550 0.06-5.0
Ketones

Organophosphorus Pesticides 8140 GC-FPD or NPD 3550 0.1-5.0

Organochlorine Pesticides and 8080' GC-ECD 3550 70-1000
PCBs

Phenols 8040 GC-FID 3550 0.14-16

Phthalate Esters 8060 GC-ECD 3550 0.29-31

Polynuclear Aromatic 8100 GC-FID 3550 Not Reported
Hydrocarbons

Polynuclear Aromatic 8310 HPLCIUVand Fluor 3550 0.013-2.3
Hydrocarbons

Purgeable Halogenated Volatile 8010 GC-ELCD 5030 0.03-0.52
Organics

Purgeable Non-Halogenated 8015 GC-FID 5030 Not Reported
Volatile Organics

Semivolatile Organics 8270* GC-MS 3550 Not Reported
Capillary Column

Volatile Organics 8240* GC-MS 5030 1.6-7.2

* Frequently requested method.
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TABLE V-B

SUMMARY OF ROUTINE METHODS BY PROGRAM AND COMPOUND CLASS
INORGANIC ANALYTES

EPA Sample Detection limit
Analyte Method No Analytical System preparation Bange (poo)

TotaVDissolved Metals 1620 ICP 3005,3010
TotaVDissolved Metals 6010 ICP 3005,3010
TotaVDissolved Metals 7000 AA 3005,3010 1,000
Aluminum 7020 AA 3005,3010 4300-5700
Antimony 204.2 CLP GFAA -
Antimony 7040 "AA 3005,3010 70
Antimony 7041 GFAA 3005,3010,3020 20
Barium 7080 AA 3005,3010 30
Barium 7081 GFAA Nitric acid, rellux 2.0
Beryllium 7090 AA 3005,3010 50-200
Beryllium 7091 GFAA 3020 1.0-30
Boron 212.3 Spectrophotometric Hydrochloric acid 200
Calcium 215.2 Titrimetric - 100,000
Calcium 7140 AA 3005,3010 4800-5200
Cobatt 7200 AA 3005-3010 3400-4600
Cobatt 7201 GFAA 3020 50
Copper 7210 AA 3005,3010 3700-4300
Copper 7211 GFAA Nitric acid, reflux 1.0

Cyanide 335.2 Total. (Titrimetric, --- 10
Spectrophotometric)

Cyanide 335.2 Midi (Distillation, --- 5.0
Total, Colorimetric,
Automated UV)

Cyanide 355.1 Amenable to **** 10
Chlorination
(Titrimetric,
Spectrophotometric)

Cyanida, 4500-CN-H Spectrophotometric pH> 12 20
Amenable to Standard Method
Chlorination, for the Examin-
without ation of Water
distillation and Wastewater

1989
Total, Spec-Cyanide 335.3 -- 10
trophotcr
metric

Gold 231.1 AA Nitric acid, Aqua 100
Regia

Gold 231.2 GFAA Nitric acid, Aqua 1.0
Regia

Iron 7380 AA 3005,3010 4400-5600
Iron 7381 GFAA Nitric acid, reflux 1.0
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TABLE V-B

SUMMARY OF ROUTINE METHODS BY PROGRAM AND COMPOUND CLASS
INORGANIC ANALYTES

(continued)

EPA Sample Detection Limit!
AnaMe Method NQ AnalYtical System preparation Bange Cppbl "-

Iridium 235.1 AA Nitric acid, Aqua 3000
Regia

Iridium 235.2 GFAA Nitric acid, Aqua 30
Regia

Magnesium 7450 AA 3005,3010 970-1030
Manganese 7460 AA 3005,3010 10
Manganese 7461 GFAA Nitric acid. reflux 0.2
Molybdenum 246.1 AA 100
Molybdenum 246.2 GFAA • 1.0
Molybdenum 7480 AA 3005,3010 10,000
Molybdenum 7481 GFAA 3020
Nickel 7520 AA 3005,3010 4900-5100
Osmium 252.1 AA Nitric,sulfuric 300

acids
Osmium 252.2 GFAA Nitric acid 20
Osmium 7550 AA 3005,3010
Palladium 253.1 AA Nitric acid 100
Palladium 253.2 GFAA Nitric acid 5.0
Platinum 255.1 AA •• 1000
Platinum 255.2 GFAA •• 20
Potassium 7610 AA 3005,3010 1000-2200
Rhenium 264.1 AA Nitric acid 5000

Rhenium 264.2 GFAA Nitric acid 200

Rhodium 265.1 AA Nitric acid 50
Regia

Rhodium 265.2 GFAA Nitric acid 5.0
Ruthenium 267.1 AA Hydrochloric acid 200
Ruthenium 267.2 GFAA Hydrochloric acid 20
Selenium 270.3 AA-Hydride ••
Selenium 7740 GFAA 3020 3.0-5.0
Selenium 7741 AA Hydride 3005,3010 5.0
Silver 7760 AA 3005,3010 1200-2800
Silver 7761 GFAA Nitric acid, reflux 0.2SOdium 7770 AA 3005,3010 4800-5200
Thallium 7840 AA 3005,3010
Thallium 7841 GFAA 3020 1.0-10
Tin 282.1 AA •• 800
Tin 282.2 GFAA •• 5.0
Titanium 283.1 AA •• 400
Titanium 283.2 GFAA •• 10
Vanadium 7910 AA 3005,3010 49400-50600
Vanadium 7911 GFAA 3020 50
Zinc 7950 AA 3005,3010 5.0
Zinc 7951 GFAA Nitric acid, reflux 0.05
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APPENDIX III
TABLEV-B

SUMMARY OF ROUTINE METHODS BY PROGRAM AND COMPOUND CLASS
INORGANIC ANALYTES

(continued)

sample Preparation Methods

3005 Acid Digestion of Waters for Total Recoverable Dissolved Metals for Analysis by Rama Atomic Absorption
Spectroscopy or Inductively Coupled Plasma Spectroscopy.

3010 Acid Digestion of Aqueous Samples and Extracts for TotalMetals for Analysis by Flame Atomic Absorption
Spectroscopy or Inductively Coupled Plasma Spectroscopy.

3020 Acid Digestion of Aqueous Samples and Extracts for Total Metals for Analysis by Furnace Atomic
Absorption Spectroscopy.

CLP preparation methods are categorized by water/soil, ICP. AA, and GFAA instrumentation.

• CLP methods are based on the 200 series Methods for Chemical Analysis of Water and Wastes. U.S.
Environmental Monitoring Systems Laboratory. Cincinnati, Ohio. March. 1983.

• Water sample preparation for GFAA uses nitric acid, hydrogen peroxide and mild heat. SOW 788, 0-5.

• Water sample preparation for IC? and AA uses nitric acid, hydrochloric acid and mild heat. SOW 788, 0-5.

• Soil sample preparation for ICP, AA, GFAA uses nitric acid, hydrogen peroxide and mild heat.

• Hydrochloric acid is used as the final reflux acid for several analytes. SOW 788, 0~5,6.

Nitric and hydrochloric acids are used for digestion.

Total cyanide is determined by a reflux-<listillation procedure using a sodium hydroxide scrubber.

Cyanide amenable to chlorination is chlorinated at pH greater than 11.
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APPENDIX IV
CALCULATION FORMULAS FOR STATISTICAL EVALUATION

Appendix IV provides calculation formulas to enable responsible risk assessment personnel to detennine the
minimum number of samples necessary to meet statistical performance objectives. 1bis appendix also provides
statistical guidelines on the probability that a given sampling plan will identify a hot SPOt. and the probability that no
hot spot exists given none was found after sampling.

Calculation Formulas to Determine the Number of
samples Required Given Coefficient of Variation and

Statistical Performance Objectives

The minirTlJm number of samples, ", required to achieve a specified precision and confidence level at a
defined minirTlJm detectable relative difference may be estimated by the following equation:

For one-sided, one-safT1)le t-test

For one-sided. two-sample t-test

n ~ I(Z. + Z,)IDI' + 0.5Z'.

n ~ 2 [(Z. + Z,)IDf +0.5Z'.

where: Z. is a percentile of the standard normal distnbution such that P(Z .. 4 • ex, Z, is similarly denned,
and D. MDRDICV. where MDRD is the minimum detectable relative difference and CV is the ooefficlent of
variation. NOTE: Data must be transformed (2.). for example:

Confidence Level Power
1-0 a Z. l--jl P Z,

0.80 0.20 0.842 0.80 2.00 0.842
0.95 0.15 1.039 0.95 0.15 1.039
0.90 0.10 1.282 0.90 0.10 1.282
0.95 0.05 1.645 0.95 0.05 1.645
0.99 0.01 2.326 0.99 0.01 2.326

As an example of applying the equation above, assume CV - 30%. Confidence Level. 80%. Power. 95%,
and Minimum Detectable Relative Difference - 20%. For inIinile degrees of freedom (t d1strilufion beoomes a
normal one), Z.= 0.842 and z,. • 1.645. From the data assumed. D • 20% 130%. Therefore,

n ~ [(0.842 + 1.645)/(20130)f + 0.5 (0.842)'

n ~ 13.917 + 0.354 = 14.269

n ~ 15 samples required (round up)

SOUrce: Adapted from EPA 1989c.
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APPENDIX IV
(continued)

Calculation Formulas For The
Statistical Evaluation Of The

Detection Of Hot Spots

Hot Spot Will Be Identified: Example # 1

These formulas are useful in evaluating the probability that a particular sampling plan will identify a hot spot.
Let R represent the radius of a hot spot and D be the distance between adjacent grid points where samples
will be collected. The probability that a grid point will fall on a hot spot is easily obtained from a geometrical
argument since at least one grid point must fall in any square of area D2 centered at the center of the hot
spot. From this concept, it follows that the probability of sampling a hot spot P{HlE) is given by:

P(HlE) = (nRl/c2

= {Ff[n - 2 arc cos (D/(2R))J + (D/4)'(4R~ D2))tif

= 1

WRSDI2

WD/2<R<D/-.[2

WR"D/..J2

where the angle D/(2R) is expressed in radian measure, H is the case that a hot spot is found, and E is the
case that a hot spot exists.

An example is if the grid spacing is D = 2R , then the probability of a hit is 'If!4 = 0.785, which
implies that the probability that this grid spacing woukt not hit a hot spot if it exists is 0.215.

NO Hot Spot Exists: Example # 2

This set of formulas addresses the probability that no hot spot exists (given that none were fOUnd). This
argument requires the use of a subjective probability, P(E) (where P(E) is the probability that a hot spot
exists), based on historical and perhaps geophysical evidence. Then, if E is the case that there are no hot
spots at the study site and if H is the case that no hot spot is found in the sample, Bayes formula gives:

P(E I H) = P(H I E) P(E) I [P(H I E) P(E) + P(H IE) P(E)]

- - -= P(H I E) P(E) I [P(H I E) P(E) +P(E)],

For the case where 0 = 2R, it was found from Example 1 that P(HIE) =0.215. Therefore, if one is given that
the chance P(E) of a hot spot is thought to be 0.25 prior to the investigation, the probability of a hot spot
existing if the study does not find one is:

peE I no hit) = 0.215 (0.25) I [0.215 (0.25) + 0.751 = 0.067.

Hence, the probability that no hot spot exists is (1-0.067) = 0.933.

Sourca: Adaptad from EPA 1989c.-
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Appendix IV (continued)
Number of Samples Required In a One-Sided One-Sample t-Test to Achieve a Mini­

mum Detectable Relative Difference at Confidence Level (1-a) and Power of (1-1l)

Source. EPA 1989c

Coefficient Confidence Minimum Detectable

of Variation Power Level Relative Difference (%)

(0/0) (%) (%) 5 10 20 30 40
10 95 99 66 19 7 5 4

95 45 13 5 3 3
90 36 10 3 2 2
80 28 7 2 2 1

90 99 55 16 6 5 4
95 36 10 4 3 2
90 28 8 3 2 2
80 19 5 2 1 1

80 99 43 13 6 4 4
95 27 8 3 3 2
90 19 6 2 2 2
80 12 4 2 1 1

15 95 99 145 39 12 7 5
95 99 26 8 5 3
90 78 21 6 3 3
80 57 15 4 2 2

90 99 120 32 11 6 5
95 79 21 7 4 3
90 60 16 5 3 2
80 41 11 3 2 1

. 80 99 94 26 9 6 5

95 58 16 5 3 3
90 42 11 4 2 2
80 26 7 2 2 1

20 95 99 256 66 19 10 7
95 175 45 13 9 5
90 138 36 10 5 3
80 100 26 7 4 2

90 99 211 55 16 9 6
95 139 36 10 6 4
90 107 28 8 4 3
80 73 19 5 3 2

80 99 164 43 13 8 6
95 101 27 8 5 3
90 73 19 6 3 2
80 46 12 4 2 2

821-(102-80 I
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Appendix IV (continued)
Number of Samples Required In a One-Sided One-Sample t-Test to Achieve a Mini­
mum Detectable Relative Difference at Confidence Level (1-,,) and Power of (1-~)

(continued)

Source. EPA 1989C

Coefficient Confidence Minimum Detectable Relative Difference
of Variation Power Level (%)

(%) (%) (%) 5 10 20 30 40
25 95 99 397 102 28 14 9

95 272 69 19 9 6
90 216 55 15 7 5
80 155 40 11 5 3

90 99 329 85 24 12 8
95 272 70 19 9 6

90 166 42 12 6 4
80 114 29 8 4 3

80 99 254 68 19 10 7

95 158 41 12 6 4
90 114 30 8 4 3

80 72 19 5 3 2
30 95 99 571 145 39 19 12

95 391 99 26 13 8

90 310 78 21 10 6

80 223 57 15 7 4

90 99 472 120 32 16 11

95 310 79 21 10 7
90 238 61 16 8 5

80 163 41 11 5 3

80 99 364 84 26 13 9

95 224 58 16 8 5
90 164 42 11 6 4
80 103 26 7 4 2

35 95 99 775 196 42 25 15
95 532 134 35 17 10

90 421 106 28 13 8
80 304 77 20 9 6

90 99 641 163 43 21 13

95 421 107 28 14 8
90 323 82 21 10 6

80 222 58 15 7 4
80 99 495 126 34 17 11

95 305 78 21 10 7

90 222 57 15 7 5
80 140 36 10 5 3

821-00:2-80.2
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APPENDIX V
"J" DATA QUALIFIER SOURCE AND MEANING'

Appendix V lists the parameters and criteria that produce a "I" flag in accordance with the
National Functional Guidelinesjor Organic Data Review (EPA 1991e) and Laboratory Data Validation
Functional Guidelines for lnorganics Analyses (EPA 1988e) as applied to data from the Contract
Laboratory Program. The appendix also indicates the likely implication of this flag on the associated
result(s).

The criteria listed in this guidance should be used to flag eLP data as "J," or "estimated
concentration" (the associated numerical value is an estimate of the amount actually present in the
sample). With proper interpretation, the results of analytes which are flagged "J" can often be used in
making decisions.

Data flagged with "VJ" indicates that the value is undetected and quantitation limit may be
imprecise. Data flagged with "NJ" indicates that the value is tentatively identified and confirmation is
needed in future sampling efforts.

PARAMETER CRITERIA ACTION
LIKELY
IMPLICATION'

ANALYSIS: Organic (3/90) VOA & BNA

Holding times

Mass Calibration

Ion Abundance

Calibrations

-- initial

-- continuing

14 < VOA < 30 days
7 < BNA < 22 days

Several data elements
in expanded window

Average RRF < .05
%RSD> 30%

RRF < .05

%D between initial
and continuing
calibration> 25%

Associated samples
(+ results)

All associated data

Compound specific (+ results)
Compound specific (+ results)

Compound specific (+ results)

Compound specific (+ results)

Low

No generalization

Precision

Low

Precision

Blanks If associated result is Compound specific
between detection limit
and CRQL
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APPENDIX V (CONTINUED)

LIKELY
PARAMETER CRITERIA ACTION IMPLICATION'

Calibrations

-- initial If criteria for linearity Associated positive results No generalization
not met

-- continuing
If %D between Associated positive results No generalization
calibration factors
> 15% (20% for
compounds being
confirmed)

Surrogates If low surrogate Associated results Low
recoveries obtained

Compound Quantitation limits Estimated quantitation limit CUI) No generalization
QU3f1titation and affected by large, off-
Detection Umits scale peaks

ANALYSIS, Inorganic (3/90)

Holding Timesl Exceeded Associated samples > IDL Low
Preservation [<IDL (UI)l

Calibrations Correlation coefficient Associated samples > IDL No generalization
<0.995 [<IDL (UI)l

Midrange CN- Associated samples Precision
standard not distilled

-- ICV or CCV %R outside windows Associated samples > IDL Low/High
but within the ranges
of 75-89% or 111-
125% (CN, 78-84%
or 116-130%; Hg,
65-79% or 121-
135%)

-- ICS (for ICP) If IeS recovery > Associated samples > IDL High
120%
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APPENDIX V (CONTINUED)

LIKELY
PARAMETER CRITERIA ACTION IMPLICATION'

If IeS recovery falls Associated samples> IDL Low
between 50-79 % [<IDL (UI)l

Interferents with Associated samples > IDL High
concentrations [<IDL (u])l
comparable to or
higher than analyte
levels

ICS AI, Ca, Fe, and Associated samples High
Mg interfering
elements > 2xCRDL
and 10% reported
concentration of the
affected element

LCS (Aqueous) Recovery within Associated samples > IDL Low/High
range 50-79% or [<IDL (UI)]
> 120%

LCS (Solid) Recovery outside Associated samples > IDL Low/High
control limits

Recovery lower than Associated samples [ < IDL (u])l Low
control limits

Duplicate Outside control limits Associated samples of same Precision
matrix> IDL

Matrix Spike Recovery> 125% or Associated samples > IDL Low/High
Sample < 75%

Recovery within Associated samples [<IDL (u])l Low
range 30-74%

AA Post Duplicate injection Associated data> IDL Precision
Digestion Spike outside + 20%

RSD (or CV) and
sample not rerun once
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APPENDIX V (CONTINUED)

LIKELY
PARAMETER CRITERIA ACTION IMPLICATION'

Rerun sample does Associated data> IDL Precision
not agree within
+ 20% RSD (CV)

Post digestion spike Associated data > IDL Low
recovery < 40%
even after rerun

Post digestion spike Associated data [< IDL (DI)J HighlLow
recovery> 115% or
< 85%

If sample absorbance Associated samples > IDL LowlHigh
is < 50% of post [<IDL (DIlJ
digestion spike
absorbance and if
furnace post digestion
spike recovery not
within 85 - 115%

MSA not done Associated data> IDL Precision

Any samples run by Associated data> IDL No generalization
MSA not spiked at
appropriate levels

MSA correlation Associated data > IDL No generalization
coefficient < 0.995

rep Serial Criteria not met Associated data> IDL Precision
Dilution
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APPENDIX V (CONTINUED)

1 Selected Acronym Key

BNA Base/neutral/acid or semivolatile

CRDL Contract required detection limit (inorganics)

CRQL Contract required quantitation limit (organics)

CV Coefficient of variation

ICS Interference check sample

ICV Initial calibration verification

IDL Instrument detection limit

IS Internal standard

PEST

RRF

RSD

TIC

VOA

Pesticide

Relative response factor

Relative standard deviation

Tentatively identified compound

Volatile

2 Implication Key

Low: The associated result may underestimate the true value.

High: The associated result may overestimate the true value.

Precision: The associated result may be of poor precision (high variability).

No generalization: No generalization can be made as to the likely implication.
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APPENDIX VI
"R" DATA QUALIFIER SOURCE AND MEANING'

Appendix VI lists the parameters and criteria that produce an "RIO flag in accordance with the
National Functionai Guidelines[or Organic Data Review (EPA 1991e) and Laboratory Data Validation
Functional Guidelines [or Inorganics Analyses (EPA 1988e) as applied to data from the Contract
Laboratory Program. The appendix also indicates the likely implication of this flag on the associated
result(s).

The criteria listed in this guidance should be used to flag eLP data as "R." or "unuseable." If
the flagged analytes are of interest, then resampling or reanalysis is necessary.

PARAMETER CRITERIA ACTION
LIKELY
IMPLICATIONS'

ANALYSIS: Organic (3/90) VOA & DNA

Holding times Grossly exceeded Professional judgment Low
(non-detects)

Mass Calibration In error Associated samples Unuseable

[on Abundance Outside expanded Associated samples Unuseable
windows

Calibrations Mean RRF or Compound specific Low
RRF < 0.05 (rton-detects)

Blanks .Gross contamination Compound specific High
(saturated peaks) (associated samples)

Surrogates < 10% Recovery Entire fraction Low
(negative results)

Internal Standards Extremely low area Associated compounds Low
counts; Major abrupt (non-detects)
drop off

TICs Suspected artifacts Professional judgment Unuseable
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APPENDIX VI (CONTINUED)

PARAMETER CRITERIA ACTION
LIKELY
IMPLICATION'

ANALYSIS: Pesticides (2/88)

Holding Times Grossly exceeded Professional judgment
(non-detects)

Low

Instrument
Performance

DDT Inadequate separation Affected compounds Unuseable
Retention
Time

RT Peaks of concern Professional judgment Unuseable
outside windows (positive results and

quantitation limits)

DDT/Endrin Not detected and Samples following last Low
Degradation breakdown in-control standard

concentrations (quantitation limit - DDT
positive and Endrin)

Retention DBC > 2.0% Professional judgment Unuseable
Time Check (packed)

> 0.3% (narrow-
bore)
> 1.5% (wide-bore)

Surrogates Not present Suggested (negative Low
results)

Compound Large off-scale peaks Quantitation limits Unuseable
Quantitation and
Detection Limits
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APPENDIX VI (CONTINUED)

LIKELY
PARAMETER CRITERIA ACTION IMPLICATION'

ANALYSIS: Inorganic (3/90)

Holding Times Grossly exceeded Professional judgment Low
(Results < IOL)

Calibrations Minimum number of .Professional judgment Precision
standards not used; (associated samples)
Not calibrated daily
or each time
instrument set up

--ICV or CCV %R outside of75- Associated samples LowlHigh
125% (CN,70-130;
Hg, 65- 135 %)

ICS (for 'CP) At, Ca, Fe or Mg in Affected analytes High
samples ~ lCS and
lCS <50%

Results -- 2xlOL for Affected analytes High
elements which are
not present in the
EPA-provided
solution and levels of
AI, Ca, Fe or Mg>
50% of levels found
in ICS. and estimated
interferences due to
AI, Ca, Fe or Mg
> 90%

LeS (Aqueous) Recovery < 50% Affected analytes Low

Matrix Spike Sample Recovery < 30% Affected samples (results Low
< IOL)

AA Post Digestion Recovery < 10% Affected samples (resuLts Low
Spike < IOL)
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APPENDIX VI (CONTINUED)

1 Selected Acronym Key

AA Atomic absorption

BNA Base/neutral/acid or semivolatiIe

CCV Continuing calibration verification

DBC Dibutyl chlorendate

ICP Inductively coupled plasma

ICS Interference check sample

ICV Initial calibration verification

IDL Instrument detection limit

LCS Laboratory control sample

RRF Relative response factor

RT Retention time

TIC Tentatively identified compound

VOA Volatile

2 Implication Key

Low: The associated result may underestimate the true value.

High: The associated result may overestimate the true value.

Precision: The associated result may be of poor precision (high variability).

No generalization: No generalization can be made as to the likely,implication.

Unuseable: Data are probably unuseable without resampling and reanalysis.
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APPENDIX VII
SUMMARY OF COMMON LABORATORY CONTAMINANTS, CONCENTRATION

REQUIREMENTS, AND RISK ASSESSMENT IMPLICATIONS

Appendix VII lists commOn organic.laboratory contaminants that may appear in blanks.
The purpose of this appendix is to inform the reader of chemicals that may appear in analyses
but may not be present at the site. Analytes with values above instrument detection limits are
reported by laboratories. Some sample concentrations may not be reported through the review
process, as explained below, but if they. are reported, possibilities of false positives exist. The
implications for risk assessment are included.

Common Laboratory Risk Assessment
Contaminants Concentration Requirements Implications

Target Compound

Methylene Chloride

Acetone

Toluene

Sample concentrations less than
lOx that detected in method
blanks will be reported as
undetected (or flagged B).

Sample concentrations less than
lOx that detected in method
blanks·will be reported as
undetected (or flagged B).

Sample concentrations less than
lOx, that detected in method
blanks will be reported as
undetected (or· flagged B).
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o Include analyte if
concentration is greater
than lOx blank.

o Include analyte if
concentration is less than
lOx greater than blank
concentration and multiple
chlorinated volatile analytes
are detected.
Exclude analyte in all other
situations.

o Include analyte if
concentration is greater
than lOx blank.

o Include analyte if
concentration is less than
lOx greater· than blank
concentration and multiple
ketones are detected~

o Exclude analyte in all other
situations.

o Include analyte if
concentration is greater
than lOx blank.

o Include analyte if
concentration is less than
lOx blank concentration
and multiple aromatic or
fuel hydrocarbons are
detected.

o Exclude analyte in all other
situations.



APPENDIX VII (CONTINUED)

Common Laboratory Risk Assessment
Contaminants Concentration Requirements Implications

2-Butanone (methyl
ethylketone)

Phthalates (i.e., dimethyl
phthalate. diethyl
phthalate, di-n-butyl
phthalate, butylbenzyl
phthalate, bis(2­
ethylhexyl) phthalate, di­
n-Detyl phthalate)

Tentath-ely Identified
Compounds

Carbon dioxide

Diethyl ether

Hexanes

Sample concentrations less than
lOx that detected in method
blanks wHl be reported as
undetected (or flag.ged B).

Sample concentrations less than
lOx that detected in method
blanks will be reported as
undetected (or flagged B).

Not reported if present in the
method blank.

Not reported if present in the
method blank.

Not reported if present in the
method blank.
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o Include analyte if
concentration is greater
than lOx blank.

o Include analyte if
concentration is less than
lOx blank concentration
and multiple ketones are
detected.

o Include analyte if
concentration is greater
than lOx. blank.

o Exclude analyte in all other
situations.

o Exclude analyte in all
situations.

o Include analyte if
concentration is greater
than lOx blank.

o Exclude analyte in all other
situations.

o Exclude if analyte
concentration is not lOx
method blank.

o Exclude if analyte
concentration is not lOx
field blank (EPA
definition).

o Exclude if sample is not
analyzed within seven days.



APPENDIX VII (CONTINUED)

Common Laboratory Risk Assessment
Contaminants Concentration Requirements Implications

Freons (e.g., 1,1,2­
trichloro-l.2.2­
trifluoroethane. fluofotri­
chloromethane)

Solvent preservative
artifacts (e.g.,
cyclohexanone,
cyclohexenone,
cyclohexanol.
cyc1ohexenol.
chlorocyclohexene,
chlorocyclohexanol)

Aldol reaction products of
acetone (e.g., 4-hydroxy­
4-methyl-2-pentanone, 4­
methyl-penten-2-one,
5,5-dimethyl-2(5H)­
furanone)

Not reported if present in the
method blank.

Not reported if present in the
method blank.

Not reported if present in the
method blank.
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o Exclude if analyte
concentration is DOt ·1 Ox
method blank.

o Exclude if analyte
concentration is not lOx
field hlank (EPA
definition).

o Exclude if sample is not
analyzed within seven days.

o Exclude if artifact
concentration· is not lOx
method blank.

o Exclude if artifact
concentration is not lOx
field blank (EPA
definition).

o Exclude if sample is not
analyzed within seven days.

o Include analyte if
concentration is greater
than lOx blank.

o Include analyte if
concentration is less than
lOx greater than blank
concentration and multiple
ketones are detected.

o Exclude analyte in all other
situations.
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1TILE:

APPENDIX VIII
CLPMETHODSSHORTSHEETS

USEPA CONTRACT LABORATORY PROGRAM
STATEMENT OF WORK FOR ORGANIC ANALYSIS
MULTI-MEDIA, MULTI CONCENTRATION

DOCUMENT NUMBER: OlMOLO

DOCUMENT DATE: Not Applicable

EFFECTIVE DATES: September 28, 1990 through February 1994

CONCENTRATION: Low to Medium

DATA TURNAROUND: 14 Days or 35 Days

MATRICES: AqueouS/Soil/Sediment'"

SIGNIFICANT FEATURES
• The compowuIs include Volatiles, semivolatiles. and pesticideIPCBs.

Volatiles and semivolatlles are analyzed by GCIMS; pesticideslPCBs are analyzed by GCIECD.
Major Tentatively Identified Compounds (TICs) are reported for GCMS analyses.
Second column confirmation by GCIECD is required for all pesticidesfPCBs. PesticideslPCBs which
are identified by GClECD at concentrations above 10 ng/uL are conf1OIled by GeIMS analysis.

REVISIONSIMODIFICATIONS
The following is a list of the significant changes from the 2/88 SOW that are incorporated in the

OLMOLO SOW:

Selected volatile CRQLs have been raised; pesticideIPCB low soil CRQLs have been lowered; and
selected pesticidelPCB aqueous CRQLs have been changed.
Target Compound List (TCL) changes include the elimination of Vinyl acetate from the volatile TeL,
the elimination of benzyl alcohol and benzoic acid from the semivolatile TCL, the addition of
carbazole to the semivolatile TCL, and the addition of endrin aldehyde to the pesticide TCL. The
semivolatile TeL compound bis(2-chloroisopropyl)ether was renamed 2,2'oxybis(l-cbloropropane).
A new method for analysis ofpesticidesJPCBs is used.. Changes include the use of wide bore capillary
columns, new surrogates, and new calibration techniques.
Pesticide/PCB quantitation is performed using both the primary and secondary columns. The lower
value is reported by the laboratory.

The only signifl.Cal1t change in the OLMO!.1 (December, 1990) and OLM01.l.l (February, 1991)
revisions to the OLM01.1 through OLMOl.0 SOW was the lowering of selected semivolatile CRQLs. The
significant changes in the OLM01.l through OLM01.? revisions to the OLM01.0 SOW were the lowering
of selected semivolatile CRQLs and options for either a 14 day or 35 day data turnaround.

RECOMMENDED USES
This Routine Analytical Services (RAS) method is reconunended for broad spectrum analysis to

defme the nature and extent ofpotential site contamination during SSI, LSI, and RIlFS activities. This
method is suitable when a 14 day or 35 day turnaround for results is adequate. It is recommended for
samples from known or suspected hazardous waste sites where potential contamination may be present at
significant risk levels.

*' Sediment samples with high moisture content should be solicited as RAS + SAS (Special
Analytical Service) in order to achieve the CRQLs.

COMPOUNDS AND CRQIA:
The Target Compound List compoIDlds included in the analysis and their Contract Required

Quantitation Limits (CRQLs) are listed in Attachment 1.
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USEPA CONTRACT LABORATORY PROGRAM
STATEMENT OF WORK FOR ORGANIC ANALYSIS
MULTI MEDIA, HIGH CONCENTRATION-

DOCUMENT NUMBER: Not Applicable

DOCUMENT DATE: September 1988

EFFECTIVE DATES: June 7, 1989 through December 26, 1991

CONCENTRATION: High: Greater than 20 ppm

DATA TURNAROUND: 35 Days

MATRICES: Liquid/SolidJMulti~phase

TITLE:

SIGNIFICANT FEATURES
No holding times are designated for high concentration samples.

The analyses are suitable for highly contaminated samples (>20 mglKg).

The analyses are acceptable for liquid, solid, or multi-phase samples. Multi-phase samples are
separated into water miscible liquid. water immiscible liquid, or solid phases. Each phase is analyzed
separately.

Volatile, exttactable (semivolatiles and pesticides), and multicomponent extractable (Aroclors and
Toxaphene) compounds are included.

Volatiles and exttactables are analyzed by GCIMS; Aroclors and Toxaphene are analyzed by GClECD.

Second column confirmation by GCIECD is required for Aroclors and Toxaphene.

Major Tentatively Identified Compounds (TICs) are reported for GCIMS analyses.

REVISIONSIMODIFICATIONS
The 1/89 and 4/89 revisions to the 9/88 SOW do not significantly affect data useability.

RECOMMENDED USES
This Routine Analytical Services (RAS) method is recommended for pre·remedial, remedial, or

removal projects where high concentrations of organic contaminants (greater than 20 mg/Kg) are suspected
and a 35 day turnaround for results is adequate. It is recommended for samples obtained from drummed
material, waste pits or lagoons, waste piles, tanker trucks, ansite tanks, and apparent contaminated soil
areas. The waste material may be industrial process waste, byproducts, raw materials, intennediates and
contaminated products. Samples may be spent oil, spent solvents, paint wastes, metal treatment wastes,
and JX>lymer fonnulations.

The method is suitable for solids, liquids, or multiphase samples, a phase being either water
miscible liquid, water inuniscible liquid, or solid. Various methods of phase separation may be utilized
depending on the number and types ofphases in a sample.

COMPOUNDS AND CRQLs
The Target Compound List compounds included in the analysis and their Contract Required

Quantitation Limits (CRQLs) are listed in Attachment 1.
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USEPA CONTRACT LABORATORY PROGRAM
STATEMENT OF WORK FOR INORGANIC ANALYSIS
MULTI-MEDIA MULTI CONCENTRATION,

DOCUMENT NUMBER, ILMOl.O

DOCUMENT DATE, Not Applicable

EFFECTIVE DATES, September 7, 1990 through September 26, 1993

CONCENTRATION, Low to Medium

DATA TURNAROUND, 35 Days

MATRICES, AqueouslSoiUSediment*

TITLE:

SIGNIFICANT FEATURES
The analyses are suitable for aqueous, soil, or sediment samples at low to medium concentration levels.

This Statement of Work includes the midi distillation for cyanide analysis and the microwave digestion
for GFAA and ICP analyses. These two sample preparation procedures require less sample volume
than the traditional Statement of Work sample preparation procedures.

REVISIONS/MODIFICATIONS

None to date

RECOMMENDED USES

This Routine Analytical Service (RAS) method is recommended for broad spectrum analysis to
define the nature and extent ofpotential site contamination during 55!. LSI, and RIlFS activities. This
method is suitable when a 35 day turnaround for results is adequate. It is reconunended for samples from
known or suspected hazardous waste sites where potential contamination may be present at significant risk
levels.

* Sediment samples with high moisture content should be solicited as RAS + SAS (Special
Analytical Service) in order to achieve the CRQLs.

ANALYTES AND CRQLs
The Target Analyte List analytes included in the analysis and their Contract Required

Quantitation Limits (CRQLs) are listed in Attachment 2.
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TITLE: USEPA CONTRACT LABORATORY PROGRAM
STATEMENT OF WORK FOR INORGANIC ANALYSIS
MULTI-MEDIA, HIGH CONCENTRATION

DOCUMENT NUMBER: IHCOL2

DOCUMENT DATE: Not Applicable

EFFECTIVE DATES: May 15, 1991 through November 30, 1993

CONCENTRATION: High

DATA TURNAROUND: 35 Days

MATRICES: Liquid/SolidIMulti-phase

SIGNIFICANT FEATURES
The analyses are suitable for highly contaminated samples.
The analyses are acceptable for liquid, solid, or muIti~phasesamples. Multi-phase samples are
separated into water miscible liquid, water immiscible liquid. or solid phases. Each phase is analyzed
separately.
The analyses include conductivity and pH; potassium is Dot included.

REVISIONS/MODIFICATIONS

The meQ1.1 and IHCOl.2 revisions to the IHCOl.O SOW do not significantly affect data
useability.

RECOMMENDED USES

This routine Analytical Service (RAS) method is recommended for pre-remedial, remedial, or
removal projects where high concentrations of inorganic contaminants are suspected and a 35 day
turnaround for results is adequate. It is recommended for samples obtained from drummed material, waste
pits or lagoons, waste piles, tanker trucks, onsite tanks, and apparent contaminated soil areas. The waste
material may be industrial process waste, byproducts, raw materials, intennediates, and contaminated
products. Samples may be spent oil, spent solvents, paint wastes, metal treatment wastes, and polymer
fonnulations.

The method is suitable for solids, liquids, or multiphase samples, a phase being either water
miscible liquid, water immiscible liquid, or solid. A phase separation step is applied prior to digestion.
Each phase is analyzed and reported as a separate sample.

ANALYTES AND CRQL,

The Target Analyte List analytes included in the analysis and their Contract Required
Quantitation Limits (CRQLs) are listed in Attachment 2.
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USEPA Contract Laboratory Program
Statement of Work for Organic Analysis
Mu~i-Media, Low to Medium and High Concentration

Attachm.nll (Conl'd)
Target Compound List and Associated CRQLs

CROLs prevIously 5 ugIL and 5 uglkg In 2/8!! SOW
CROLs previously 20 ugil and 600 uglkg in 2188 SOW

&mil-Volatile. Semf.VO/lltIJes {1,2} EJftrllctables f3.4}
Low to Medium High Conoontr.lion

Compound Aqueous Low Soil LiquidlSofiri'Muftj-Phasa
CRO' CRO' CAOL (mg/I<p, ppm)

(ug/L, ppb) (uglkg, ppb)

Acenaphthalene " 330 "
2,4-OinilrophellOI ,,- ,"" "0

4-N~rophenol ,,- "'0' ,,,
Dibenzoluran " '" "
2,4-0init,otoluene " '" "
Oiethylphthalate " '" "
4-Chloropheny\.phenylether " '" "Fluorene " '" "
4-Nilfoaniline '" ""- '"
4,6-0inilro-2·rnethylphenol ,,- "'0- ,,,
N-n~rosodiphenylamine " 330 "
4-Bromopheny\.phenylether " 330 "
He~achlorobenzene " 330 "
Pentachlorophenol ". ",0' ,,,
Phenantllfaoe " '" "
Anthracene " 330 "
Carbazole " 330 ..

D~n-butylphthalate " '" "
FiJoranthene " '" "Pyren.. " 330 "
Butylbenzyiphthalate " 330 "
3.3'·Dichlorobenzldine 10" 330" "
8enzo(a)anthracene " '" "
ehrysene " 330 "
bis(2-EthylhexyIJphthalate " 330 "
D~n-ootylphthalate " '" "
Benzo{b}lluoranthene " 330 "Benzo(k}lluoranthene " 330 "
8enzo(a}pyreM " 330 "tndeno(l,2;3-cd)pyrene " '00 "Dibenzo(a,h}anthracene " 330 "Benzo(g,h,i)perylene " '" "-
Note:

The sample--specffk: CROLs for soil samples will be adjusted for petC<lnt moisture and will be higher than those listed
above.

2 Med<um level soil CROL ~ 120 xAqueous CROL reported in uglkg.

3 All CAOLs are based on wet weight and apply to solid and \1quid samples.

4 RasuRs for both eolid and liquid samples are reported as mglkg, wet weight. 21-002_079
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USEPA Conlracllaboratory Program
Slatement of Work for Organic Analysis
Mu~i-Media, low 10 Medium and High Concantralion

Attachment 1 (Cont'd)
Target Compound LIst and Associated CRQLs

CROLs Plev~USly 5 ugll.. and 5 ug/kg 2/88 SOW
.. CROLs previously 20 ug/L and 600 ugl1<g In 2188 SOW

Nole;

SemI-VoIsmtl. Seml-VoI.mes (1,2) ElftrsctlfblH (3,4)
LowtoM~lum HIgh ConCtlntrsflon

com"""",, AqUflOUS Low Soil LlquidlSol!dlMu!tI-Phase
CRot GRot CROL (mgtkg, ppm)

(ugIL, ppb) (ugJ/(g, ppb)

AceI1aphthalene " "" 2<l

2,4-D1n~rophenol '"
.,..

""
4-N~roph9nol ,,' BOO' 100

Dlbenzofuran " "" 20

2,+OlnHrotoluene "
.,,, 2<l

Dlethyiphthalilte " "" 2<l

4-Chk:lfcphenyl-phanylether " "" 2<l

Fluorene " "" 20

4·N~roanlllne ,,' BOO' 100

4,6-Oln«r0-2·malhylphenol ,,' BOO' 100

N·Mroeodlphenyiamine " "" 2<l

4-Bromophenyl·pheny\8lher " "" 2<l

Hexachlorobenzene " "" 2<l

Pilnlachlorophenol ,,' BOO' 100

Phel'lBnlhrene " '30 2<l

Anthracene " "" 20

Carbalole " '30 -
Di_n_butylphthalate " '30 20

F1uoranthene " "" 2<l

Pyrene " "" 2<l

Bulylbenzylphlhalate 10 "" 20

3,3'-Dichlorobellzldlne 10" "".. '"Benzo(a)an1hracene 10 '30 20

Chrysene " "" 20

bls{2_Ethylhexyl)phthalale " .,,, 20

DI·n-oclylphlhaiate 10 "" 20

Benzo(b)lIuoranthene " '30 2<l

Benzo{k)lIuoranthene 10 "" 2<l

Benzo(a)pyrene " "" 2<l

Indeno(I,2,3<d)pyrene " '30 2<l

Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 10 "" 20

Benzo(g,h,l)perylene 10 "" 20
, '0

Thll sam~e-spaciflcCROLs lor soli samplaa will be adjustlld fOf percent moisture and wtll be higher than lhose lisllld
aboVll,

2 Medium levet soli CRQL = 120 X Aqueous CRQL reported in ug/kg.

3 All CRQLs are basad on wElt weight and apply to solid and liquid samplas.

4 Resu~s for both solid and liquid samples are reported as mgl1<g, wet weight.
21-002-079.1
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USEPA Contract laboratory Program
Statement of Work lor Organic Analysis
Mulli-Mec!Ia, low to Medium and High COrlO"ntration

Allaohmentl (Cont'd)
Target Compound List and Associated CRQLs

CROls previOUSly 5 u9'!- and 5 ugfkg In 2/8B SOW

Note;

Sem/-VotstJt.. {1,2} Hfgh CDllcentMtfon
Low to Medium (3,4)

Compound AqU60!15 Low Soil LiquirYSolJdlMulti-
eRaL eRaL PhalJB CRaL

(ugll, ppb) (u¢cg, ppb) (mg'kg. ppm)

Phenol 10 330 20

b1s(2-Chloroetl'¥ I}Dther 10 330 20

2-Chloropllenol 10 330 20

1,3-0IchlorobtlflZ8f1e 10 330 20

1,4-0ichlorobenzene 10 330 20

1,2-0Ichlorobenzene 10 330 20

2-Methylplwnol 10 330 20

2,2'-O¥Ybis(1-Chloropropane) 10 330 20

4-Methylphenol 10 330 20

N-nltrolO-dI·n-dlpropylamlne 10 330 20

H-xachloroethane 10 330 20

Nitrobenzene 10 330 20

IlOphorone 10 330 20

2·Nltrophenol 10 330 20

2,4-01methylphenol 10 330 20

bis(2-ehloroethoxy)melhane 10 330 20

2,4-Dichlorophenol 10 330 20

t,2,4_Trichlorobenzene 10 330 20

Naphthalen... 10 330 20

4-Chloroan1line 10 330 20

Hexachlorobutadien... 10 330 20

4-Chloro-3-methylph...nol 10 330 20

2-Methylnaphthalan... 10 330 20

HexachloroocyclopGntadi<.lnll 10 330 20

2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 10 330 20

2,4,S-Trichtorophenol "" 800' 100

2-Chloronaphthalene 10 330 20

2-Nitroaniline ,," 000' '00

Dimethylphlhalate 10 330 20

Acenaphthalene 10 330 20

2,6-Dinllrololuena 10· 330 20

3-Nitroaniline " 800" 100.
Tile sample-specific CRals for soil sampl"s will be adjusted for peroont moisture andwlil be higher than
those listed above.

2 Medium level soil CROl .1000)[ Aqueous CROl reporled in U{lI1<g.

3 All CROls are based on Wilt weight and apply to solid and liquid samples.

4 Results for both solid and liquid samples are reported as m!1kg, wet weight

21-002.(179,221_002_019,2
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Attachment 1 (Cont'd)
Target Compound List and Associated CRQLs

Semi-Volatiles Sem/-Vo/aUie. Extractables (1,2)
Low to Medium High Concentration

Compound Aqueous LowSoil** Liquid/SolidIMulti-Phase
CROL CROL CROL (mgIkg. ppm)

(ug/L, ppb) (ugA<g.ppbj

alpha-SHe 0.05 1.7 20

beta-SHe 0.05 . 1.7 20

delta·SHe 0.05 1.7 20

gamma-SHe (lindane) 0.05 1.7 20

Heptachlor 0.05 1.7 20

Aldrin 0.05 1.7 20

Heptachlor epoxide 0.05 1.7 20

Endosullan I 0.05 1.7 20

Dieldrin 0.10 3.3 20

4,4'-DDE 0.10 3.3 20

Endrin 0.10 3.3 20

Endosulfan II 0,10 3.3 20

4,4'-DOO 0.10 3.3 20

Endosulfan sullate 0.10 3.3 20

4,4'·DDT 0.10 3.3 20

Methoxychlor 0.5 17.0 20

Endnn ketone 0.10 3.3 20

Endrin aldehyde 0.10 3.3 --
alpha-Chlordane 0.05* 1.7 20

gamma-Chlordane 0.05" 1.7 20

Note:

All CAOls are based on wet weight and apply to solid and liquid samples.

2 Results for both solid and-liquid samples are reported as mglkg, wet weight

Aqueous CROLs changed from 2/88 SOW to the following:

Aqueous CAOLs (ugIL) - alpha- and gamma-Chlordane from 0.5 to 0.05.

All low soil CAOLs changed from 2/88 SOW to the following:

Low Soil CAOLs (uglkg): alpha-BHCthrough Endosulfan I from 8.0 to 1.7;
Dieldrin through 4,4'-DDT and Endrin ketone from 16.0 to 3.3;
Methoxychlor from 80.0 to 17.0;
alpha- and gamma-Chlordane from 80.0 10 1.7.
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Attachment 1 (Cont'd)
Target Compound List and Associated CRQLs

Semi-Volatiles ExtractabJes (1,2)
Low to Medium High Concentration

Compound Aqueous LowSoir* LiquidiSo/idlMulti·Phase
CROL CROL CROL (mg/kg, ppm)

(ugll., ppb) (ugl1<g, ppb)

Butyl alcohol -- -- 20

Benzoic acid -- -- 100

Monochlorobiphenyl -- -- 100

Dichlorobiphenyl -- -- 100

Trichloroblphenyl -- -- 100

Tetrachlorobiphenyl -- -- 100

Hexachlorobiphenyl -- -- 100

Pentachlorobiphenyl -- -- 100

Octachlorobiphenyl -- -- 200

Nonachlorobiphenyl -- -- 200 _

Decachlorobiphenyl -- -- 200

Heptachlorobiphenyl -- -- 100

Toxaphene 5.0" 170.0 50

Aroclor-l0l6 1.0· 33.0 10

Aroclor-1221 2.0· 67,0 10

Aroclor-1232 1.0* 33.0 10

Aroclor-1242 1.0" 33.0 10

Aroclor·1248 1.0'" 33.0 10

Aroclor-1254 1.0 33.0 10

Aroclor-1260 1.0 33.0 10

Note:

All CRQLs are based on wet weight and apply to solid and liquid samples.

2 Results for both solid and liquid samples are reported as mglkg. wet weight.

Aqueous GROLs changed from 2/88 SOW to the following:

Aqueous GROLs (ug/l). Toxaphene from 1.0 to 5.0;
Aroc1ors-1 016, 1232, 1242, and 1248 from 0.5 to 1.0;
Aroclor·1221 from 0.5 to 2.0.

All low soil GROLs changed from 2/888 SOW to the following:

Low Soil GROLs (ug/kg): Toxaphene from 160.0 to 170.0;
ArocJor-1 016, 1232, 1242, and 1248 from 80.0 to 33.0;
Aroclor·1221 from 80.0 to 67.0;
Aroclor-1254 and 1260 from 160.0 to 33.0.TCL Ex

2H)02-"7~,4
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USEPA Contract Laboratory Program
Statement of Work for Organic Analysis
Multi-Media, Multi-Concentration and High Concentration

Attachment 2
Target Analyte List and Associated CRQLs

Multf.Concentrallon (1) High Concentration (2,3)

Analyte Aqueous LowSoif LlquidlSoIidiMulti-Phase
CROL CROL CROL (mglkg, ppm)

(uglL, ppb) (uglkg, ppb)

Aluminum 200 40 80

Antimony 60 12 20

Arsenic 10 2 5

Barium 200 40 80

Beryllium 5 1 5

Cadmium 5 1 10

Calcium 5000 1000 80

Chromium 10 2 10

Cobalt 50 10 20

Copper 25 5 40

Iron 100 20 20

le,d 3 0.6 10

Magnesium 5000 1000 80

Manganese 15 3 10

Mercury 0.2 0.1 0.3

Nickei 40 8 20

Potassium 5000 1000 -
Selenium 5 1 5

Silver 10 2 10

Sodium 5000 1000 80

Thallium 10 2 20

Vanadium 50 10 20

Zinc 20 4 10

Cyanide 10 2 1.5

pH - - NlA

Conductivity - - 3.0 (umhoslcm)

Note:

The sample-specific CROLs for soil samples will be adjusted lor percent moisture and will be higher than those listed
above.

2 Medium level soil CROL = 120 x Aqueous CROL reported in uglkg.

3 Results for both solid and liquId samples are reported as mglkg, wet weight.
2Ul02-079,5
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APPENDIX IX
EXAMPLE DIAGRAM FOR A CONCEPTUAL MODEL FOR RISK ASSESSMENT

This appendix provides a schematic example of a conceptual site model. This example is
a copy of Figure 2-2 of Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility
Studies Under CERCLA (EPA 1989i).
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Glossary

AcgmlCY The degree of agreement of a measured value with the true or expected value of the quantity of concern.

Analyte. The chemical for which a sample is analyzed.

ADalyE Speciation, The ability of an analyte to exist in, or change between, chemically different forms (e.g.,
valence state, complexation state) depending on ambient conditions.

AnthtopolWDjc Background I &yels. Concentrations of chemicals that are present in the envir01unent due to hmnan­
made, non-site sources (e.g., industry, automobiles).

Audit Samnle. A sample of known composition provided by EPA for contractor analysis to evaluate contractor
performance.

Ayerage, The sum of a set of observations divided by the number of observations. Other measures of central
tendency are median. mode, or geometric mean.

BackgrQJIDd SamnJe. A sample taken from a location where chemicals present in the ambient medium are assumed
due to natural sources .

.lliilli. A systematic error inherent in a method or caused by some artifact or idiosyncrasy of the measurement
system.

Biased SamnJjng. A sampling plan in which the data obtained may be systematically different from the true mean.
Biased sampling protocols are appropriate for certain objectives (e.g., clustering of samples to search for hot spots).

lliota. The plants and animals of the study area.

llliwk. A clean sample that has not been exposed to the analyzed sample stream in order to monitor contamination
during sampling, transport, storage, or analysis.

Broad Spectngn Analysis. An analytical procedure capable of providing identification and quantitation of a wide
variety of chemicals.

Calihratlon. The comparison of a measurement standard or instrument with another standard or instrument to report
or eliminate, by adjusunent, any variation (deviation) in accuracy of the item being compared. The levels of
calibration standards should bracket the range of levels for which actual measurements are to be made.

Cancer Slope Factor. A plausible, upper-bound estimate of the probability of cancer response in an exposed
individual, per unit intake over a lifetime exposure period.

Chaiu-of-Cn§lOdy Records. Records that contain information about the sample from sample collection to final
analysis. Such documentation includes labeling to prevent mix-up, container seals to detect unauthorized tampering
with contents and to secure custody, and the necessary records to support potential litigation.

Chemica' ofPotenUal Concern. A chemical initially identified or suspected to be present at a site that may be
hazardous to human health.

Classical Model. A statistical description of experimental data that assumes nonnality and independence.
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Confidence, Statistically, a measure of the probability of taking action when action is required or that an observed
value is correct. A confidence limit is a value above or below a measured parameter that is likely to be observed at a
specified level of confidence.

Contract I i1horam Program (CI PL Analytical program developed for analysis of Superfund site samples to
provide analytical results ofknown quality, supported by a high level of quality assurance and documentation.

Contract Reqnired Quaptjtation Limit (CROU, The chemical-specific quantitation levels that the eLP requires to
be routinely and reliably quantitated in specified sample matrices.

PaW Assessment. The determination of the quantity and quality of data and their useability for risk assessment.

Data Qnality Indjcator llon. A perfOlmance measure for sampling and analytical procedures.

DatA Quality ObjectiyeS mOOS). Qualitative and quantitative statements that specify the quality of the data
required to support decisious. DQOs are determined based on the end use of the data to be collected.

Data ReYiew. The evaluation process that determines the quality of reportec:i analytical results. It involves
examination of raw data (e.g., instrument output) and quality control and method parameters by a professional with
knowledge of the tests performed.

Dam ! 1seahility. The ability or appropriateness of data to meet their intended use.

Data validation. CLP-specific evaluation process that examines adherence to performance-based acceptance criteria
as outlined in National Functional Guidelinesfor Organic (or Inorganic) Data Review (EPA 1991e, EPA 1988e).

Detf}£tjon I imit. The minimum concentration or weight of an analyte that can be detected by a single measurement
above instrumental background noise.

Dilution. Adding solvent to a sample, with an analyte concentration higher than the standard calibration curve, to
bring the analyte concentration into a quantiflably measurable range,

DisSolyed Met;lIS. Metals present in solution rather than sorbed on suspended particles.

Domain. A mappable subset of the total area containing the populations, after which distinct statistical properties
can be described.

Dose-Reswnse EyaluflfjQD. The process of quantitatively evaluating toxicity infonnation and characterizing the
relationship between the dose of a contaminant administered or received and the incidence of adverse health effects
in the exposed populations.

Duplicate. A second sample taken from the same source at the same time and analyzed under identical conditions to
assist in the evaluation of sample variance.

Exno"nre Area. The area of a site over which a receptor is likely to contact a chemical of potential concern.

Exposnre Assessment. The determination or estimation (qualitative or quantitative) of the magnitude, frequency,
duration, and route of exposure.

Expo"nre Pathway. The course of a chemical or physical agent from a source to a receptor, Each exposure pathway
includes a release from a source, an exposure point, and an exposure route.
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Extraction. The process of releasing compounds from a sample matrix prior to analysis.

false Negatiye <type II or hetr! errorl. A statement that a condition does not exist when it actually does.

False positiye (type I or alpha error). A statement that a condition does exist when it actually does not.

Fjeld AnalYses. Analyses performed in the field using sophisticated portable instruments or instruments set up in a
mobile laboratory on site. Results are available in real time or in several hours and may be quantitative or
qualitative.

Field portable. An instrument that is sufficiently rugged and not of excessive weight that C3l1 be carried and used by
an individual in the field.

Fjeld Screening. Analyses performed in the field using portable instruments. The results are available in real time
but are often not compound·specific or quantitative.

Fixed I ahQratory Analyses. Analyses performed in an off-site analytical laboratory.

FreqUenCY of Ocg'rrence. The ratio of occurrence of a chemical existing at a site compared to occurrence at all sites
or compared to the frequency at which the chemical was tested for.

Geographical lnfounation System (illSt A computerized database designed to overlay multiple information
elements such as maps, annotations. drawings. digital photos, and estimated concentrations.

pem;WisticaJ Model. A statistical or mathematical description of experimental data with special attention to spatial
covariance or temporal variation.

Geostatistics. A theory of statistics that recognizes observed concentrations as dependent on one another and
governed by physical processes. Geostatistical methods consider the location of data and the size of the site for
calculations.

Heterogeneous DiStrihntion. Sample property that is unevenly distributed in the population.

HiStoriGll Paw. Data collected before the remedial investigation.

Holding Time. The length of time from the date of sampling to the date of analysis. CLP designates the holding
time as the date from laboratory receipt of sample until date of analysis.

HQIDogeueO!J§ Distributjon. A sample property that is evenly distributed over the population.

Hot Soot. Location ofa substantially higher concentration of a chemical of concern than in surrounding areas of a
site.

Hydrocarhon. An organic compound composed of carbon and hydrogen.

Identification. Conftrmation of the presence of a specific compound or analyte in a sample.

Im;lrnrnent Detf'&tiQQ I jrnit (illI), The lowest amount ofa substance that C3l1 be detected by an instrument without
correction for the effects of sample matrix, handling and preparation.
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~. A measure of exposure expressed as the mass of a substancein contact with the exchange boundary per unit
body weight and unit time.

Integrated Risk InfnnnatiQn System aRIS). An EPA database containing verified RIDs, RfCs, slope factors, up-to­
date health risks and EPA regulatory information for numerous chemicals. IRIS is EPA's preferred source for
toxicity information for Superfund.

Internal SlflDdard. A compound added to organic samples and blanks at a known concentration prior to analysis. It
is used as the basis for quantitation of target compounds,

Judgmen1JlJlPnrnm;jve Samnling, The process of locating sampling points based on the investigator's best judgment
from historical data of where the sample should be taken.

Krigjng, A procedure utilizing a spatial covariance function and known values at sampling locations to estimate
unknown values at unsampled locations, For each estimate, an error of estimate is generated,

I jmjt ofnetectjqn a ,OD). The concentration of a chemical that has a 99% probability of producing an analytical
result above background "noise" using a specific method,

I jmjt of Qnantitatjon a QQ). The concentration of a chemical that has a 99% probability ofproducing an analytical
result above the LOD. Results below LOQ are not quantitative.

I jnearity. The agreement between an actual instrument reading and the reading predicted by a straight line drawn
between calibration points that bracket the reading.

I .oWfst-Qhservahle.Adverse-Effect-LeyeJ a QAEL). In dose experiments, the lowest exposure level at which there
are statistically or biologically significant increases in frequency or severity of adverse effects between the exposed
population and its apparent control group,

Mass Srectmrn, A characteristic pattern of ion fragments ofdifferent masses resulting from analysis that can be
compared with a mass spectral library for analyte identification.

MatrixtMedjnrn. The predominant material comprising the sample to be analyzed (e.g., drinking water, slndge,air).

MeaSUrement Error. The difference between the true sample value and the observed measured value.

Measurement Variahility, The difference between an observed measurement and the unknown true value of the
. property being measured,

Media variability. Variability attributed to matrix effects.

Method Blank PerfoonMce. A measure that defines the level of laboratory background and reagent contamination.
It is determined by analyzing a method blank consisting of all reagents, internal standards, and surrogate standards
that are carried through the entire analytical procedure,

Method PtMctjon I jrnjt fMDI). The detection limit that takes into account the reagents, sample matrix, and
preparation steps applied to a sample in specific analytical methods.

Mjnimum Detectable Relative Difference. Percent difference between two concentration levels that can be detected
in analyses,
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MqdeJjng, A mathematical description of an experimental data set.

Natnral variation, Variation in values or properties of a parameter that are primarily determined by natural forces or
conditions (e.g., variation in background levels of a chemical of potential concern in soils at a site).

Npnnal pjstributjon, A probability density function that approximates the distribution ofmany random variables
and has the form generally called the ''bell·shaped curve."

Nnll Hypothesis, For risk assessment, statistical hypothesis that states on-site chemical concentrations are not
higher than background

particulate, Solid material suspended in a fluid medium (air or water).

Monnance Eyalnation Sample. A sample of known composition provided for laboratory analysis to monitor
laboratory and method performance.

Jlerfnunance QhjectjveS. Statements of the type and content of deliverables and results that are necessary to assess
the useability ofdata for risk assessment. For example, documentation (chain~of-custodyrecords) must be available
to relate all sample results to geographic locations.

J>onu)ation variability. The variation in true pollution levels from one population unit to the next. Some factors that
cause this variation are distance, direction, and elevation.

~, A parameter used in statistics that measures the probability that the result from a specified sampling or
analytical process correctly indicates that no further action is required.

Practical QU8ntjtatjQn I jrnjt (pQJ ), The lowest level that can be reliably achieved within specified limits of
precision and accuracy during routine laboratory operating conditions.

precisjon. A measure of the agreement among individual measurements of the same property, under prescribed
similar conditions.

prelimjnary Remediatjon GoalS (pEGS), Initial clean-up goals that 1) are protective of human health and the
environment and 2) comply with ARARs. They are developed early in the process based on readily available
information and are modified to reflect results of the baseline risk assessment. They also are used during analysis of
remedial alternatives in the remedial investigation/feasibility study (RIlFS)

Preservatjon. Treatment of a sample to maintain representative sample properties.

Qualifier, A code appended to an analytical result that indicates possible qualitative or quantitative uncertainty in
the result.

Qualitative. An analysis that identif'les an analyte in a sample without numerical certainty.

Quality Assurance Proiect ptan (QAPiP), An orderly assembly ofdetailed and specific procedures which delineates
how data ofknown and accepted quality is produced for a specific project.

Qmmtjtation I rirnlt, The lowest experimentally measurable signal obtained for the actual analyte using a partiCUlar
procedure.
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Qnantiunjye. An analysis that gives a numerical level of certainty to the concentration of an analyte in a sample.

Random Sampling. The process of locating sample points randomly within a sampling area.

Range of I .inearity. The concentration range over which the analytical curve remains linear. The limit within which
response is linearly related to concentration.

Reasonable Maximum Exoo§!lre (RME>. The maximum exposure that could reasonably be expected to occur for a
given exposure pathway at a site. The RME is intended to acconnt for both variability in exposure parameters and
uncertainty in the chemical concentration.

Recentor, An individual organism or species, or a segment of the population of the organism or species, that is
exposed to a chemical.

Remyery, A determination of the accuracy of the analytical procedure made by comparing measured values for a
spiked sample against the known spike values.

Reference Concentration fRfC>, An estimate, with uncertainty spanning an order ofmagnitude, of continuous
exposure to the human population (including sensitive subgroups) through inhalation that is likely to be without
appreciable risk ofdeleterious effect during a lifetime.

Reference Dose lRfI)). An estimate (with uncertainty spanning an order ofmagnitude or more) of a daily exposure
level for a human population, including sensitive subpopulations, that is likely to be without an appreciable risk of
adverse health effects over the period of exposure.

Relative J>ercent Difference (RPDt A measure of precision which is based on the mean of two values from related
analyses and is reported as an absolute value.

Relative Response Factor (RRF>. A measure of the relative mass spectral response of an analyte compared to its
internal standard. RRFs are determined by the analysis of standards and are used in the calculation ofconcentration
of analytes in samples.

Reroedjal Investigation (RD. A process for collecting data to characterize site and waste and for conducting
treatability testing as necessary to evaluate the performance and cost of the treatment technologies and support the
design of selected remedies.

Retlre<jentatiyeness. The degree to which the data collected accurately reflect the actual concentration or
distribution.

Retention TIme. The length of time that a compound is retained on an analytical column (common in GC, HPLC,
and Ie).

Rjsk*Assistant A software developed for EPA which provides analytical tools and databases to assist exposure and
risk assessments of chemically contaminated sites.

Risk Charncfffljzation. The process of integmting the results of the exposure and toxicity assessments (Le.,
comparing estimates of intake with appropriate toxicological values to determine the likelihood of adverse effects in
potentially exposed populations).

ROJItjne Method. A method issued by an organization with appropriate responsibility. A routine method has been
validated and published and contains information on minimum performance characteristics.
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Samnle Integrity. The maintenance of the sample in the same condition as when sampled.

Sample QwmtilJltion I jmjt (Sm .'l. The detection limit that accounts for sample Characteristics, sample preparation
and analytical adjustments, such as dilution.

SamnUng and Analysis plan (S APl. A document consisting of a quality assurance project plan, and the field
sampling plan. which provides guidance for all field sampling and analytical activities that will be performed.

Samnljng VariahjJjty, The variability attributed to various sampling schemes, such as judgmental sampling and
systematic sampling.

Sensjtjvity. The capability ofmethodology or instrumentation to discriminate between measurement responses for
quantitative differences in a parameter of interest.

Sjmnle RandQlD Samnljng. A sampling scheme where positions, times, or intervals are based on a randomized
selection.

Slope Factor, A plausible upper-bound estimate of the probability ofa response per unit intake ofa chemical over a
lifetime. The slope factor is used to estimate an upper-bound probability of an individual developing cancer as a
result of a lifetime exposure to a particular level of a potential carcinogen.

S!llvsllil.. A liquid used to dissolve and separate analytes from the matrix of-origin,

Snatjal Variatjon. The manner in which contaminants vary within a defined area. The maguitude of difference in
contaminant concentrations in samples separated by a known distance is a measure of spatial variability.

SI!iG. A known amount of a chemical added to a sample for the purpose of detenuining efficiency of recovery; a
type of quality control sample.

Snlit. A single sample divided for the same measurement by two processes for the purpose of monitoring precision,
accuracy or comparability of two analyses.

Stmu'lard Deviation. The most common measure of the dispersion of observed values or resnlts expressed as the
magnitude of the square root of the variance.

Standard Operating Procedure.\:; (SOPs), A written document which details an operation. analysis, or action whose
mechanisms are thoroughly prescribed.

Stratifjei! RandQlD Sampling. A sampling scheme where the target population is divided into a certain number of
non-overlapping parts for the purpose of achieving a better estimate of the population parameter.

S!nItified Systematic Sampling, A sampling scheme where a consistent pattern is apportioned to various subareas or
domains.

SltatiU. To divide a physical volume or area into discrete units (strata) which are assumed to have different
characteristics; a numeric procedure to subdivide a set or sets ofdata.

SlJIwgate Standard. A standard ofknown concentration added to environmental samples for qnality control
purposes. A surrogate standard is not likely to be found in an environmental sample, but has similar analytical
properties to one or more analytes of interest.
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Surrogate TerbnjqlIe. The use of surrogate analytes to assess the effectiveness of an analytical process (i.e.• the
ability to recover analytes from a complex environmental matrix).

SV§leIDaljc Random fndd) SampHng. A random sampling plan utilizing points predefined by a geometric pattern.

Target ComJlOuDd/Analyte. The compound/analyte of interest in a specific method. The tenn also has been used in
the Federal Register to denote compoundslanalytes of regulatory significance.

TemPoral Vwiatjon, Variation observed in chemical concentrations that is dependent on time.

Tentatiyely Identified CompOllnd mC). Organic coDl.pOunds detected in a sample that are not target compounds,
internal standards or surrogates.

Tmjdty ASsessment. The toxicity assessment considers the following: 1) the types of adverse health effects
associated with chemical exposures; 2) The relationship between magnitude of exposure and adverse effects; and 3)
related uncertainties such as the weight of evidence of a particular chemical's carcinogenicity in humans.

ToxjcolQgjml Threshold. The concentration at which a compound exhibits toxic effects.

DlD1&Qllud Time. The time from laboratory receipt of samples to receipt of a data package by the client.

TJncertajnty. The variability in a process that may consist of contributions from sampling, analysis, review. and
random error.

95% TIpper Confidence I jmjt a rCI t A value that, when calculated repeatedly for different, randomly drawn
subsets of site data, equals or exceeds the true mean 95% of the time.

TIseeul Range. That portion of the calibration curve that will produce the most accurate and precise results.

Yariance. A measure of dispersion. It is the sum of the squares of the differences between the individuaIvalues and
the arithmetic mean of the set, divided by one less than the number ofvalues.

vjscosjty. The physical property of a fluid that offers a continued resistance to flow.

\!oJatjle Organics. The solid or liquid compounds that may undergo spontaneous phase change to a gaseous state at
standard temperature and pressure.

Wayelength. The linear distance between successive maxima or minima of a wave form.

Wejght-or-Eyjdence Classificatjon. An EPA classification system for characterizing the extent to which available
data indicate that an agent is a human carcinogen. Recently, EPA has developed weight-of-evidence systems for
other kinds of toxic effects, such as developmental effects.
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