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ABSTRACT
In order to improve our understanding of the nature,
measurement and prediction of salts of perfluorooctanoic
acid (PFOA) in air, two studies were performed along the
fence line of a fluoropolymer manufacturing facility. First,
a six-event, 24-hr monitoring series was performed
around the fence line using the OSHA versatile sampler
(OVS) system. Perfluorooctanoate concentrations were
determined as perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) via liquid
chromatography and mass spectrometry. Those data in-
dicated that the majority of the PFOA was present as a
particulate. No vapor-phase PFOA was detected above a
detection limit of approximately 0.07 �g/m3. A follow-up
study using a high-volume cascade impactor verified the
range of concentrations observed in the OVS data. Both
studies aligned with the major transport direction and
range of concentrations predicted by an air dispersion
model, demonstrating that model predictions agreed with
monitoring results. Results from both monitoring meth-
ods and predictions from air dispersion modeling showed
the primary direction of transport for PFOA was in the
prevailing wind direction. The PFOA concentration mea-
sured at the site fence over the 10-week sampling period
ranged from 0.12 to 0.9 �g/m3. Modeled predictions for
the same time period ranged from 0.12 to 3.84 �g/m3.
Less than 6% of the particles were larger than 4 �m in size,
while almost 60% of the particles were below 0.3 �m.

These studies are believed to be the first published ambi-
ent air data for PFOA in the environment surrounding a
manufacturing facility.

INTRODUCTION
Perfluorinated compounds are gaining increased atten-
tion from the scientific community, based on their envi-
ronmental persistence and prevalence. In 1999, Moody
and Field1 reported the presence of perfluorinated com-
pounds in groundwater impacted by fire-fighting exer-
cises that were concluded years before the analyses were
conducted. In 2001 Hansen et al.2 reported that human
sera contained low concentrations (namely, ppb) of per-
fluorinated chemicals (e.g., perfluorooctane sulfonate and
perfluorooctanoic acid [PFOA]) in the general population.
Other reports showed that low levels of these and similar
compounds could be found in wildlife and in the envi-
ronment.3,4,5 These reports led to questions about the
mechanism for local and long-range transport of these
compounds.

Techniques for analyzing perfluorinated compounds
in air are still developing. The determination of fluorine-
containing compounds in air has been generally limited
to charcoal adsorption followed by Wickbold torch deter-
mination of total fluorine6 or measurements of volatile
hydrofluorocarbons or chlorofluorocarbons, either di-
rectly or after adsorption, via gas chromatography.7–14 In
2002, Martin et al.15 reported on a method for the collec-
tion and determination of nine fluorine-containing neu-
tral compounds by high-volume air sampling followed by
extraction and then gas chromatography mass spectrom-
etry(GCMS). In 2004, Shoeib et al.16 investigated perflu-
oroalkyl sulfonamides in indoor and outdoor air. Stock et
al.17 reported data from a six-city sampling campaign in
North America where both perfluorinated alcohols and
amides were found.

Organofluorine compounds have unusual physico-
chemical properties that make them difficult to quantify
in the environment.18,19 Perfluorocarboxylic acids are es-
pecially difficult because the perfluorinated moiety is hy-
drophobic with -CF2- groups forming a stiff backbone,

IMPLICATIONS
The ability to model PFOA in ambient air resulting from
manufacturing facility emissions is critical to understanding
its near-field transport and potential local exposure result-
ing from that transport. Evaluating a model that is readily
available and currently supported by U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency is also important. If the current model
conservatively predicts ambient air concentrations, that re-
sult would suggest to regulatory agencies and industry that
it can be used in ongoing programs to evaluate near-field
exposure and transport of PFOA.
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whereas the carboxylic acid end is quite polar and hydro-
phylic. Because of their unique properties, perfluorocar-
boxylic acids, such as PFOA, are commonly used as flu-
oropolymer polymerization aids and surfactants.20

Perfluorinated surfactants are also quite stable.21 The ex-
ceptionally strong C–F bond makes PFOA stable to pH
extremes, redox reactions, and elevated temperature.
These same properties make PFOA difficult to determine,
because most analytical techniques for organic com-
pounds rely on the more or less predictable behavior of
hydrocarbons and their oxygenated derivatives. The pres-
ence of many C–F bonds often renders these predictions
unreliable.

The objective of this study was to advance the state of
science for measuring and predicting PFOA transport in
ambient air. Sampling was performed at the fence line of
a fluoropolymer manufacturing facility using Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Administration Versatile Sam-
pling (OVS) tubes that speciate between particulate and
vapor phases. OVS tubes have been shown to be successful
for industrial hygiene monitoring22 and were expected to
perform well in field applications. Monitored values from
the fence line were compared with results from air disper-
sion modeling for the purpose of understanding the pre-
dictive capability of the model for PFOA. High-volume
sampling was also conducted at the fence line using cas-
cade impactors. The use of impactors allowed the deter-
mination of the particle size distribution and the associ-
ated concentration of PFOA as a function of particle size
at each monitoring location.

EXPERIMENTAL METHODS
Air Dispersion Modeling

DuPont conducted air dispersion modeling of PFOA emis-
sions from its Washington Works facility located near
Parkersburg, WV, in the Ohio River valley (see Figure 1).
Modeling was conducted to predict 24-hr ambient air
concentrations of PFOA resulting from actual plant emis-
sions that occurred during six sampling events during the
period of November 5, 2003, through January 16, 2004.
The predicted PFOA values were then compared with con-
current samples taken during the sampling events.

Emissions Inventory. The following emission inventory in-
formation was assembled for 15 individual site sources to
conduct the air quality modeling: (1) stack locations; (2)
stack heights; (3) stack diameters; (4) hourly stack gas exit
temperatures; (5) hourly stack gas flow rate; (6) detailed
plant layout, including all building dimensions; and (7)
hourly PFOA emissions.

Site-specific operational data were used to relate pro-
duction data to stack emissions levels using a production
correlation factor. Through a combination of actual stack
monitoring (for vents with highest emissions) and mass
balance estimates (for vents with very small emissions), a
factor was established for each PFOA emission point to
estimate the quantity of emissions released at a given
production rate. This factor was combined with produc-
tion data to calculate PFOA emissions from each source
on an hourly basis during each 24-hr sampling event.

Meteorological Data. On-site meteorological data for the
period November 5, 2003, through January 16, 2004, were
used in this study. These data are from a well-maintained,
on-site meteorological observing system. The system in-
cluded a thermistor-type (resistance change) temperature
detector and a capacitance humidity sensor. Wind speed
was measured with a 3-cup anemometer, and wind direc-
tion was measured with a rotating wind vane. Solar radi-
ation was determined using a pyranometer. Collected
data used in the modeling analysis consisted of hourly
average wind speed, hourly average wind direction, and
hourly average ambient air temperature, as well as hourly
stability class. Stability class was determined using the
horizontal standard deviation of wind direction and the
scalar wind speed, as described in Section 6.4.4 of U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) “Meteorological
Monitoring Guidance for Regulatory Modeling Applica-
tions.”23 Concurrent twice-daily upper air data from the
upper air observation station located in Dayton (near
Wilmington), OH, were used along with on-site surface
temperatures to obtain hourly mixing depths. Missing
data and measured wind speeds of �1 m/sec were treated
consistent with the recommendations made in EPA Me-
teorological Monitoring Guidance. An anemometer
height of 9.14 m was used for the modeling analysis. This
dataset was broken down into six 24-hr datasets to corre-
spond with the sampling events. Information about wind
speed and direction for each of the datasets was plotted
on wind roses, as shown in Figures 2 through 7. These
wind roses depict the direction from which the wind
originates. For instance, in Figures 3 and 4, the wind is

Figure 1. Receptor locations. Figure 2. November 5, 2003, sampling.

Barton, Butler, Zarzecki, Flaherty, and Kaiser

Volume 56 January 2006 Journal of the Air & Waste Management Association 49



predominantly blowing from the southwest toward the
northeast.

Model Description. The Industrial Source Complex Short
Term Model (ISCST3) was used to conduct air dispersion
modeling. ISCST3 is a steady-state Gaussian model recom-
mended by EPA. It is included in the “Guideline on Air
Quality Models,” which is codified as Appendix W to 40
CFR Part 51.24 It is appropriate for modeling of pollutant
emissions from multiple, industrial-type sources subject
to significant building downwash. The downwash algo-
rithms in the ISCST3 model provide a representation of
the aerodynamic downwash of a stack plume caused by
complex building configurations typical of industrial fa-
cilities. Refined ISCST3 modeling was conducted using
the sequential hourly meteorology from the on-site ob-
servation facility, as described above.

The area surrounding Washington Works is primarily
nonurban. EPA procedures classify land use within 3 km
of the site by the Auer method.25 Review of U.S. Geolog-
ical Survey maps, aerial photographs, and site visits
clearly indicated that the area is well more than 50%
nonurban. Significant terrain features surround the
Washington Works facility on both sides of this river
valley. Although all of the modeling was conducted at

receptor locations within the river valley, terrain eleva-
tions were considered in the modeling analysis.

Receptor Selection. Model prediction locations (receptors)
were placed at the exact coordinates of the perimeter
sampling locations. A total of five discrete receptors were
used in this modeling analysis. These receptors are shown
in Figure 1. (Receptors 2 and 3 were colocated and repre-
sent a single receptor location.) A survey team used the
global positioning system to identify latitude, longitude,
and Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) coordinates of
each sample location. The above-ground elevation of the
intake tubing was measured at 1.09 m. This elevation was
accounted for in the ISCST3 model.

Modeling Procedures. The most recent version of ISCST3
(version 02035) was used in the model verification study.
All of the model options were set to EPA regulatory de-
fault version of ISCST3. The model was run in the rural
mode, because the land area in the immediate vicinity of
Washington Works is �50% rural. Any effects of aerody-
namic downwash caused by structures adjacent to each
modeled stack were included in the ISCST3 modeling
analysis along with a summary of the building downwash

Figure 4. November 29, 2003, sampling. Figure 6. December 11, 2003, sampling.

Figure 3. November 11, 2003, sampling. Figure 5. December 10, 2003, sampling.
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input files. Air quality dispersion modeling was con-
ducted on an hour-by-hour basis using the on-site mete-
orological data described above. The PFOA modeling re-
sults were summarized for 24-hr averaging time periods to
simulate the duration of each field-sampling event.
ISCST3 can simulate vapor and particle emissions. For this
modeling program, there was no significant difference in
ambient air predictions when emissions were assumed to
be a gas versus results when the actual particle size distri-
bution was used and emissions were assumed to be in
particle form. The reason that results were essentially the
same is that fence line receptors are close enough to
emission sources, and particle sizes are small enough such
that no significant plume depletion would have occurred
at the fence line.

Each of the short-term sampling events commenced
at 7:00 a.m. and ended at 7:00 a.m. on the following day.
This was done so that each of the events would coincide
with the work shift schedule at Washington Works. Like-
wise, the dispersion modeling was also conducted in the
same time frame, and 24-hr average concentrations oc-
curring during that time period were calculated.

Sampling Methods
OVS Tube Sampling Methodology. Six sampling events us-
ing the OVS sampling system were conducted over a 10-
week period from November 2003 to January 2004. Dur-
ing each sampling event, one sample was taken at the five
locations along the fence line plus an additional sample
taken at a spot colocated near the sampling position pre-
dicted to have the highest concentration based on histor-
ical air dispersion model data (stations 2 and 3). The
events were scheduled so that samples were collected at
least 6 days apart and so that both weekday and weekend
patterns were monitored. One field blank per event was
also taken with each sample set.

Occupational Safety and Health Administration Ver-
satile Sampling (OVS) tubes with a nominal 0.3-�m
quartz fiber filter were used for all events (SKC). This tube
is uniquely designed to simultaneously capture particu-
lates/aerosols, and vapors. The tube contains a quartz
fiber filter to trap aerosols and particulate matter and a
two-section sorbent bed of XAD resin to capture vapors.

A Universal PCXR4 sample pump (SKC) was used at
each location and connected to a continuous source of
electrical power. After calibration, airflow was set to �1
L/min and recorded and checked. The tubes were re-
moved from the pump after 24 hr, capped, and shipped
overnight at ambient temperature to the laboratory.

A key feature of the OVS tube is its design to allow
speciation between particulate/aerosol matter and vapors.
Because this distinction provides important insight into
the nature of PFOA in air, a laboratory transport test was
conducted to verify the ability of the tube to separately
measure particles and vapor. Specifically, the transport
study was run to demonstrate that if PFOA vapor were
present, it would be transported and adsorbed on the
XAD resin beads. For this study, PFOA was heated above
its boiling point to force the material into the vapor phase
in air. To start, 2 grams of PFOA (Oakwood Products) were
placed on the bottom of a 25-mL midget impinger (SKC).
A schematic representation of the laboratory apparatus is
shown in Figure 8. During the study, PFOA was seen to
deposit on tubing and other cold internal surfaces of the
vaporizer, and there was also some loss through the lab-
oratory hood. Consequently, a mass balance of material
added versus material recovered was not possible. The
impinger was placed in a silicone oil bath and the inlet
nozzle connected to an air supply. The air supply was an
SKC Universal sample pump, Model 224–43XR, which is
a factory-calibrated flow meter. The exit nozzle was con-
nected to an 80-L Tedlar sampling bag. The airflow was set
at 250 mL/min, and the temperature of the oil bath was
set to 230 °C. When the bag was almost full, the valve of
the bag was closed. The bag was then connected in series
to the filter side of the OVS tube, followed by a midget
impinger sampling train consisting of two midget im-
pingers with 10-mL of water each, an empty midget im-
pinger, and a desiccant impinger followed by a sample
pump. The water impingers served as a final trap for any
vapor-phase PFOA exiting the OVS tube. The valve of the
bag was opened and the pump set at �1 L/min flow for 1
hr. The OVS tube and the water samples were analyzed for
PFOA. The data indicated (Table 1) that if a vapor were
present, it would have been transported and adsorbed on
the XAD resin of the OVS tube.

Table 1 data show that a small portion of PFOA was
measured in the first chamber, either on the filter or on
the glass tube. This mass represented �7% of the total
mass captured on the tube. Approximately 93% of the
total mass was captured on the XAD-2 resin. It was

Figure 7. January 15, 2004, sampling.

Figure 8. Laboratory apparatus for PFOA transport in OVS
tubes.
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concluded that, although a small portion of the PFOA
was found in the first chamber, the majority of the mass
was captured in the chambers designed to collect vapor.
This finding demonstrates that if a vapor were present
in ambient air, a reasonable majority of the vapor could
pass through the filter and be captured in appropriate
compartments, rendering the ability of the tube to spe-
ciate the presence of a vapor acceptable. Table 1 also
shows that only 0.43 �g was detected in the final traps
(impingers). These results indicate that the OVS tube
media effectively adsorbed PFOA that was present in
the air, that is, 99.9% of the PFOA present was adsorbed
in the OVS tube, with �0.1% exiting the tube and
absorbed in the traps.

High Volume Impactor Sampling Methodology. High volume
sampling was conducted in March 2004 during a 72-hr
period at locations 1, 2, 3, and 5, shown in Figure 1.
Locations were selected to represent areas of the predicted
maximum ambient air concentrations, according to air
dispersion modeling. Two samplers were colocated (at
stations 2 and 3) to provide information about sampling
precision. One background sampler was located at station
5 to collect predicted upstream concentrations, assuming
that wind patterns follow predominant directions in the
valley.

The particle size distribution (PSD) measurement
was accomplished by means of a cascade impactor, an
inertial particle classification device, attached to a stan-
dard high-volume sampler base. At each location, sam-
pling equipment consisted of a Tisch Model 235 high
volume cascade impactor rented from RAMCON Envi-
ronmental. The complete sampler consisted of the five-
stage impactor head attached to a high-volume sam-
pling pump. The impactors were calibrated in
accordance with EPA methods26 and operated in accor-
dance with the manufacturer’s instructions.27 Material
from each of the collection stages was analyzed sepa-
rately to determine the mass of PFOA for each particle
cut size. Flow rates and run time were recorded so that
the actual sampling rate during the sampling period
could be determined allowing for the stage cut size to be
properly adjusted. Actual sample flow rates averaged
between 1162.7 and 1367.7 L/min (41.06 to 48.3 ft3/
min) for the four sample locations.

To determine the retention efficiency of the filter
paper used for the high-volume cascade impactor, a 1-�g
spike (10 �L of 100.7 �g/mL in acetone) of PFOA was
applied to five 47-mm circles of filter paper cut from the

larger paper used in the impactor. The circles were con-
tained in a standard filter cassette (SKC, Inc.). The spiked
cassettes were allowed to air dry and then placed in series
with air first passing through an unspiked filter paper
cassette then the spiked cassette. The data are reported in
Table 2. Results indicate that 91% of the PFOA was re-
tained during the first 24 hr, with losses of up to 37% by
the end of the 72-hr sampling period. It can be concluded
that a small amount of PFOA may be lost during high-
volume sampling, resulting in sampling concentrations
that may somewhat underestimate actual ambient air
concentrations. However, this potential can be mini-
mized by limiting the sampling duration to �24 hr, when
retention would be expected to be �90%.

Analytical Methodology. The OVS tube was disassembled
into fraction A (plastic retaining ring and filter), fraction B
(first section of XAD resin beads and the first polyure-
thane foam filter), and fraction C (second section of XAD
resin beads and the second polyurethane foam filter).
Each fraction was placed into individual vials and then
spiked with 50 �l of a 10-�g/mL solution of nonadecaf-
luorodecanoic acid (surrogate; Sigma Aldrich). To each
vial was added 950-�l of methanol (EM Science). The vial
was agitated two to three times over a period of 30 min.
The solvent was then extracted using a disposable Pas-
teur pipette to a labeled 2-mL clear high-performance
liquid chromatography (LC) vial for LC/MS determina-
tion. (The PFOA water method is similar to one pub-
lished previously.28)

The analysis was performed on an HP 1100 series
electrospray mass spectrometer (Agilent) with a 2-mM
ammonium acetate and methanol gradient (0 time, 70%
ammonium acetate; 6 min, 10% methanol; 12 min stop;
posttime 4 min) at 0.3 mL/min. A 5-�L aliquot was in-
jected onto a Betasil C18 column (2 mm � 30 mm, 3 �m;
Thermo Hypersil-Keystone) at 35 °C. Ions 369 (m/z;
PFOA) and 469 (m/z; surrogate) were monitored. A six-
point (nonzero) linear calibration curve was used for
quantitation. The standards were measured both at the
beginning of the run sequence and interspersed through-
out the run. For the initial run (6 points) and the com-
bined initial and interspersed set (12 points), the correla-
tion coefficient (R) was �0.992 (coefficient of

Table 1. Transport of PFOA vapor.

Quantity of PFOA Trapped
in Transport Test (�g)

OVS filter 24.2
OVS absorbent section 1 309
OVS absorbent section 2 11.7
Impinger 1 0.34
Impinger 2 0.09

Table 2. Retention of PFOA on Whatman #41 filter paper vs. time at 10.5
L/min.

Time
(hr)

Volume
(m3)

Mass
Spiked
(�g)

Mass
Detected

(�g)

% Retention (compared
with detected mass

at time zero)

0 0 0 0.02 NA
0 0 1.01 0.82 NA
24 15 0 0.02 NA
24 15 1.01 0.75 91
48 30 0 0.03 NA
48 30 1.01 0.53 65
72 45 0 0.03 NA
72 45 1.01 0.52 63

Notes: NA indicates not applicable.
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determination, R2�0.985). A matrix control sample forti-
fied with PFOA was included with a blank with each set of
samples. Fortification and surrogate recoveries falling
within 75–125% were considered acceptable. Samples in
which no peaks were detected (i.e., signal:noise ratio
�3:1) at the corresponding retention times were reported
as not detected. Samples in which peaks were detected at
the corresponding analyte retention time but less than
the lowest concentration of the calibration standards (50
ng/mL) were reported as not quantifiable. The limit of
quantitation for this method was 50 ng/mL (or 50 ng/
fraction). Method blanks did not contain analyte at levels
greater than the limit of quantitation.

Filter paper samples were placed in 50-mL pro-
pylene centrifuge tubes and fortified and air dried, if
needed. Forty milliliters of water were added, then the
tube was capped and shaken overnight (12–24 hr) on a
wrist-action shaker. The tubes were removed from the
shaker and centrifuged at �5000 rpm for �10 min. The
supernate was decanted into another 50-mL polypro-
pylene centrifuge tube. C18 solid-phase extraction car-
tridges (Waters) were preconditioned by passing 10 mL
of methanol and then 5 mL of water through each. The
sample was then loaded onto the cartridge and the
eluate discarded. The column was then washed with
40% methanol in water and the eluate discarded. The
cartridge was then eluted with �5 mL of 100% metha-
nol. Five milliliters of the eluate were collected in a
15-mL polypropylene centrifuge and transported for
LC/MS analysis, as above.

RESULTS
A summary of ambient air results from the OVS tube
sampling and corresponding modeling predictions are
presented in Table 3. Colocated samples from stations 2
and 3 were identical for four of the six sampling events,
and differed by 0.01 �g/m3 for one sampling event.
(Colocated samples were not comparable for one event
because of a pump malfunction at station 3.) Field
blanks registered no detectable background contamina-
tion for the six samples used in this study. (Note that
the field blank from one round of sampling taken dur-
ing the 10-week period did register contamination. It
appears that an actual sample may have been inadver-
tently mislabeled as the field blank. But, because that
mistake could not be confirmed, results from this round
were discarded, leaving the six remaining sample re-
sults used for the study.) Sample spike recoveries were
within the acceptable range of 75–125% for all six sam-
pling events.

Twenty-eight useable pairs of modeled/monitored re-
sults were generated. Results show that at no time did the
model underpredict the concentration of PFOA in air, as
compared with quantifiable monitored values. Rather, in
all of the cases the modeled value either overpredicted or
was in agreement with the measured value. Note that
model overprediction is a more desirable outcome than
underprediction, because it results in a conservative esti-
mate of air concentrations when considering potential
exposure. A comparison of monitored and modeled val-
ues yields the observations described below.

Modeled values overpredicted measured values 32%
of the time (for 9 of the 28 cases.) On average, the model
overpredicted by approximately six times, with a range of
1.5–7.3 for all but one case. In one case, the model over-
predicted 24 times the measured value. This larger over-
prediction may be a result of low wind speeds and chang-
ing wind directions that occurred throughout the 24-hr
period and are apparent from the wind rose for that day
(see Figure 2).

Modeled values are in agreement with sampling re-
sults that measured below the quantifiable limit. For 19 of
the 28 cases, or 68% of the time, the monitored value was
below the quantifiable limit, and the model predicted a
concentration that was also below the quantifiable ana-
lytical value.

Results from high-volume sampling were used to cal-
culate a PSD and to determine ambient air concentrations
at the facility fence line. The average PSD is shown in
Table 4. The overall mass concentration of PFOA for the
3-day test period is shown in Table 5.

Field blanks showed no detectable background con-
tamination. Colocated samples from stations 2 and 3 dif-
fer by 0.007 �g/m3 (�7%), showing acceptable precision
in the sampling methodology. Measured concentrations
are consistent with predicted model results that show

Table 3. Summary of fence line results for modeling and monitoring.

Event Date
Receptor
Location

Modeled
Value,
�g/m3

Monitored
Value,
�g/m3 Overprediction

1 11/05/03 AMS-1 0.00 �0.14 —
2 11/11/03 — 0.23 �0.14 1.6
3 11/29/03 — 0.00 �0.14 —
4 12/10/03 — 1.28 0.3 4.3
5 12/11/03 — 0.00 �0.12 —
6 1/15/04 — 0.00 �0.14 —
1 11/05/03 AMS-2/3 1.79 0.075 23.9
2 11/11/03 — 3.84 0.9 4.3
3 11/29/03 — 3.00 0.7 4.3
4 12/10/03 — 0.83 0.3 2.8
5 12/11/03 — 0.11 �0.14 —
6 1/15/04 — 0.00 �0.17 —
1 11/05/03 AMS-4 0.10 �0.14 —
2 11/11/03 — 0.00 �0.14 —
3 11/29/03 — — a —
4 12/10/03 — 0.02 �0.12 —
5 12/11/03 — 1.02 �0.14 7.3
6 1/15/04 — 0.03 �0.14 —
1 11/05/03 AMS-5 0.01 �0.14 —
2 11/11/03 — 0.21 �0.14 1.5
3 11/29/03 — 0.00 �0.14 —
4 12/10/03 — 0.00 �0.14 —
5 12/11/03 — 0.00 �0.14 —
6 1/15/04 — 0.53 0.3 1.8
1 11/05/03 AMS-6 0.02 �0.14 —
2 11/11/03 — 0.00 �0.14 —
3 11/29/03 — 0.00 �0.14 —
4 12/10/03 — 0.10 �0.12 —
5 12/11/03 — — a —
6 1/15/04 — 0.00 �0.14 —

aPump failure; no sample collected.
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station 5 as the predominant upwind location and sta-
tions 2 and 3 as the predominant downwind location.
The concentration range at each sample location com-
pares favorably to previous 24-hr sampling collected us-
ing OVS tubes, considering that samples were collected on
different days.

At station 1, the majority of OVS tube results were
below a quantitation limit of �0.07 �g/m3 for the partic-
ulate fraction; the high volume sampler measured 0.0099
�g/m3, which is also �0.07 �g/m3. (Note that the quan-
titation limit for the high volume sampler was two orders
of magnitude lower than for the OVS tube, because the
sampling flow rate was �1000 times higher, allowing a
greater volume of air to pass through the sampler.)

At colocated stations 2 and 3, both samplers showed
maximum concentrations for perimeter monitoring. OVS
tube results showed detected levels for six of the eight
sampling events with all of the results ranging from �0.07
to 0.9 �g/m3; the high-volume sampler measured 0.1030,
which registers in this range of values.

At station 5, the majority of OVS tube results were
below a quantitation limit of �0.07 �g/m3 for the partic-
ulate fraction; the high-volume sampler measured 0.0034
�g/m3, which is also �0.07 �g/m3.

DISCUSSION
This study provides insight into both sampling and mod-
eling methods for PFOA-like compounds in air. OVS tube
sampling showed that PFOA in airborne emissions was
present in the particulate form, with no material detected
in the vapor portion of the sampling tube. Sampling re-
sults from OVS tubes and high-volume samplers were
consistent in measuring the highest sampled concentra-
tions at stations 2 and 3, downwind of the prevailing
wind direction. A comparison of measured to modeled
PFOA concentrations showed that the ISCST3 model did
not underpredict where there was a quantifiable concen-
tration for comparison. On average, the model overpre-

dicted ambient air concentrations by approximately six
times and showed that the direction of major transport
was in the direction of the prevailing wind (from the
southwest to the northeast), demonstrating agreement
with the monitoring results. High-volume sampling using
cascade impactors also allowed the determination of a
PSD for PFOA at the fence line. This determination
showed that �6% of the particles were �4 �m in size,
whereas �60% of the particles were �0.3 �m. High-vol-
ume sampling also provided concentrations of PFOA at
four fence line locations where OVS tube sampling had
occurred. The results of both sampling methods agreed in
points of maximum and in their general concentration
range.
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