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Subject;

Chuck

If you have any other questions please get back to me.

Penny,

NYC-WTC_000163085

In response to your question about the change in the reporting limit for the
PAH wipe samples:

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Usbeck, Fred [FUsbeck@contactpsc.comI
Wednesday. March 26. 2003 2:23 PM
Nace.Charles@epamail.epa.gov; Theodorellys. Penny
Radhakrishnan. Krish; Gilsenan. Michael; agasparro@jlcenvironmental.com; Playez. Dave;
Johnston. Mark
RE: FW; Revised PAH results
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Gilsenan, Michael

---- Original Message----
From: Nace.Charles@epamail.epa.gov [mailto:Nace.Charles@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, March 26, 2003 8:42 AM
To: Theodorellys, Penny
Cc: Radhakrishnan, Krish; Gilsenan, Michael;
agasparro@jlcenvironmental.com; Usbeck, Fred
Subject: Re: FW: Revised PAH results

Our normal PQL (practical quantitation limit) is 5 ug for each PAH for this
method, however, our MDL (method detection limit) is 1 ug for each PAH. For
this reason we did not need to rerun these samples - we went back to the raw
data to verify that there weren't any "hits" above the 1 ug MDL for these
samples, and reprinted the report with the revised reporting limit.

I will ask the guys in the lab to print a few chromatograms to demonstrate
the new 1 ug DL and send them to Andrew at JLC. I'm sure he won't mind
sharing these with you.

Based on the original PAH results that I received, it appears that the
PAH samples were analyzed using a detection limit of 5 ug. The analyses
were all conducted on March 10 and 11. The analytical results sheets
had a date on top of the page of March 14. The revised PAH results that
I received yesterday are identical to the previous results with the
exception that the detection limit is now reported as 1 ug and the date
at the top of the pages is March 24. The revised results have the same
analysis dates and times as the previous samples. Based on the revised
results, the only interpretation of this can be that the original
analysis was in fact conducted with a detection limit of 1 ug, but
erroneously reported as 5 ug, which would make reanalyzing the samples
unnecessary (scenario 1). However, I was under the impression that the
original detection limit used was 5 ug, and that the only way to get
revised results at a detection limit of 1 ug would be to re-run the
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thanks! Fred

Thanks for sending the revised PAH results. The detection limit seems
to be the appropriate one, however I would need one additional piece of
information from the laboratory to accept the results as valid. The
additional information would be a letter (on the laboratory's
letterhead) explaining the change in detection limits on the analytical
reporting sheets with an attachment of one of the lab
sheets/chromatographs that shows the detection limit used during the
analysis. I am only requesting this because of the discrepancy
highlighted below.
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Thanks,

"Theodorellys,

CharlesPenny" To:
Nace/R2/USEPA/US@EPA

"Radhakrishnan,cc:

results
03/25/2003 03:36

PM

Revised PAH results.
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Sent:
To:
Subject:

Michael"
<mgilsenan@dep.nyc.gov>

Chuck Nace
Environmental Toxicologist

---- Original Message----
From: Andrew Gasparro [mailto:agasparro@jlcenvironmental.com ]
<mailto:[mailto:agasparro@jIcenvironmental.com]>

<ptheodorellys@de
Krish" <kradhakrishnan@dep.nyc.gov>, "Gilsenan,

p.nyc.gov>

Andrew L. Gasparro
Vice President
JLC Environmental Consultants, Inc.
200 Park Ave. S. Suite 1001
New York, NY 10003
212-420-8119

I hope this reporting method is correct. Please let me know if we need
to
make any additional changes on this.
Thank you.

Monday, March 24, 2003 4:28 PM
'Theodorellys, Penny'

FW: Revised PAH results

<<R03030157 revised Report.pdf» «R03030158 revised Report.pdf»
Penny,

USEPA - Region 2
290 Broadway - 18th Floor
New York, NY 10007-1866

sarr/ples'^sing the lower detection limit. This would result in the date
and time analyzed to differ between the original and revised analytical
data sheets (scenario 2). Thus, I need confirmation regarding which of
the two scenarios above occurred.

Subject: FW: Revised PAH

212.637.3459
212.637.4164
212.637.4360 - fax
nace.charlesSepa.gov

mailto:mgilsenan@dep.nyc.gov
mailto:agasparro@jlcenvironmental.com
mailto:%255bmailto:agasparro@jIcenvironmental.com%255d
mailto:kradhakrishnan@dep.nyc.gov
p.nyc.gov
nace.charlesSepa.gov
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<mailto; agasparro@ j Icenvironmental. coin>
Revised PAH resultsSubject:
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Monday, March 24, 2003 3:50 PM
agasparroOjIcenvironmental.com

(See attached file: R03030157 revised Report.pdf)(See attached file:
R03030158 revised Report.pdf)

Sent:
To:

---- Original Message----
From: Usbeck, Fred [mailto:FOsbeck@contactpsc.com]
<mailto:[mailto:FUsbeck@contactpsc.com]>

21^-420-6092 Fax
917-612-4803 Cell

Andrew -
Attached are revised reports showing detection limits for PAH wipes at 1
ug
per parameter.
If you need anything else please get back to me (dioxin reports are
being
worked on).
Thanks! Fred
«R03030157 revised Report.pdf» «R03030158 revised Report.pdf»
Fred Usbeck, CIH
PSC Analytical Services
4418 Pottsville Pike
Reading, PA 19605
fusbeck@contactpsc.com <mailto:fusbeck@contactpsc.com>
(610) 921-8833 ext. 224

agasparroOjIcenvironmental.com
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mailto:fusbeck@contactpsc.com
mailto:fusbeck@contactpsc.com

