2004 PFAS TESTING RESULTS..

These are the PFAS compounds found in the same gear samples that

Professor Peaslee of Motre Dame, N gave us in August 2017. Those samples
were to confirm or deny there was “fluarine’ in the PPE. If there were no fluorine,
there waold be no PFOAL

Please read careful Professor Peasles's explanation on the testing and the
amounts revealed.
January 29, 2018, Professor Graham Peasles:

Hi Diane,

I have some LC-MS/MS results from an academic lab that | trusi..they look the four pleces of clothing you sent me
and took a small piece of each and rinsed it three times in heated methanol, and analyzed the rinse for the presence
of T8 different PFAS. We know from previous textile work that this only will get some smaill fraction of what is
adhered to the fabricas, but it will identify what is there. The results look something like this:

Concentration (ng/g)

Iterm PFEA PFH=A PFHpA PFOW PFMA, PFDA PFTala FHUEA
Right Sleeve <L0Q 14 ETals] <LOD 121 513 =L0D <LOD
Left Under Arm <L0Qg <LOD 13 116 74 57 <L0D <LOD
Maolsture barrier <L00 <LOD <L0D 41 <LDD 25 <L0D <LOD
Tail L0 <LOD 14 <LOD B4 28 30 <LOD
Envelope a6 109 <L0D <LOD <LDD <LOD <L0D 40

A quick explanation...these are the 7 diffferent PFAS that showed up above level of detection (LOD), or above level of
quantification (LOQ). The PFBA are Cd acids, the PFHxA are C& acids, the PFHpA are CT acids, the PFOA are C8
acids, the PFMA are C9 acids, and the PFDA are C10 acids, and the last one is a C11 acid.

The first four rows are your four fabric samples with concentrations im pplb, and the last sample is the brown
envelope in which the samples were shipped, so it is possible it contained some short-chained PFAS that might have
contaminated the right sleeve sample. H you want to send these to & commercial lab &t some point. you will want to
put them in individual ziploc bags.

In surnmary, there are C8, C9 and C10 PFAS found on each garment, but less on the molsture barrier. These are
“long-chain” PFAS, and the majority seems to be heavier than PFOA, although there is certainly PFOA present.
Combined with the PIGE results which showed high levels of F present, and a methanol rinse that only removes a
small fraction for analysis | would guess there is plenty of these long-chain PFAS applied to thess garment
samples.

The lab also did a GCMS est for volatile PFAS, and found only volatile PFAS on the Tall sample, but with fairly high
concentrations: E:2 FTOH (120 ngig), 8:2 FTOH (3600 ngig), and 10:2 FTOH (1300 nglg) (with all other analytes balew
detection.)

The fact that both the GC and LC/MS data are indicating CB and C10 in the samples helps confirm the |ong-chain
observation. To my knowledge, this type of long-chain PFAS chemistry is not typically used in textiles these days._so
it i= unuswel Lo see tham in samples.

I trust these data, and you are can share these results with your colleagues - but if you want to go further with the
data in & court of law or elsewhere, you would have to have a commercial lab confirm these results...and that is
pricey | know, but now you know what to look for at least. Armed with this information | bet you can start asking
who used these lang-chain PFAS commercially in fire-resistant clothing.

Iwish you luck in your investigation. Sorry th's took so long, but all the labs are very busy these days.
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Professor Peaslee reply to PFAS Study
Question 6.24.2018
° YOUR TURNOUT GEAR AND FFOA - SIUMDAY, J

24,2012 @ 20 Reads

Hi Diane,

Ves, it means the drinking water limits are really hezding low in a hurry as people publish
morea studies. .but the requlatory agencies will take a while to follow the
recommendations....but Europe, Australia and the IS appear to be heading in this direction.

Yes, is means that the methanol wipe of the turnout gear really is ~14,000 times higher than
the drinking water limits...part of that will be because the general population drinks a lot of
water every day and they want the total exposure to be low and ingestion (from drinking) is a
direct path into the body where these things accumulate. The level is that low because it is
based on how quickly these things excrete from the human hody, and they don't come out

fast.

Under normal wear and tezr, we are not sure how much PFAS comes off turnout gear...we are
going to try tc measure that soon...but if it made its way into drinking water at anywhere near
the rate we saw with a methanol wipe, that would contaminate lots of drinking water. This
has real implications for end-of-lite disposal of the turn out gear...but because we don't know
whether these chemicals hzve any dermal sorption capabilty, we don't know whether it poses
a risk to the wearer simply by skin contact. Even a little dermal absorption could be a bad
thing...but we just don't know vet.

Hope this answers some questions...but I am sure it will raise more =
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