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URS

June 20, 2001

Ms. Carolyn Quinn

Manager, Remediarion and Evaluation Services
Honeywell

101 Columbia Road

Morristown, NJ 07962

RE: Lenter Report of Indoor Air Quality Monitoring
Former Honeywell Skinner Valve
New Britain, Connecticut
URS Project Number: 10737-186-211

Dear Ms. Quinn:

At the request of Honeywell, Inc., URS Corporanon (URS) conducted an indoor air monitoring
program at the former Honeywell facility in New Britain, Connecticut. This monitoring program
was conducted to evaluare airborne levels of a variery of organic vapors within the building
being generated by off-gassing from two contaminani plumes located beneath the building. This
monitoring was conducted as a result of concentrations of two volatile organic compounds
[rrichloroethene (TCE) and 1,1-dichloroethene (1,1-DCE)] dissolved in the groundwarer. The
two plumes thar have been identified beneath the building consist primarily of TCE and
chloroflucrocarbons (CFCs). Figure 1 shaws the building floor plan and rhe general locations of
the two plumes.

URS developed a sampling plan that consisted of ten separate sampling locations. These
locarions included two over each plume, five ar different locations within the building away from
the plumes and one on the building extenor 1o represent background/ambient levels of the
identified contaminants. The ten sampling locations are also identified on Figure 1.

For this sampling program URS used SUMMA vacuum canisters with regulators calibrated 1o
collect an eight-hour sample. Although the samples were not personal samples, they were
collected over an eight-hour rime period so thar sample results could be compared o US
Occuparional Safety and Health Adminiswation (OSHA) permissible exposure limits (PELs),
Amencan Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH) threshold hmit values
(TLVs), and Indoor Target Air Concentrations for Industnal/Commercial sites as set forth in the
State of Connecticur Remediation Standard Regulations (RSRs) for each organic vapor. Since
the airborne organic vapor levels were anticipated to be very low, the decision was made to use
the SUMMA canisters instead of charcoal tubes to achieve'a greater analytical sensitiviry.
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Mr. Jason Edic, an industrial hygienist with URS, conducted the sampling program cn Apni 20,
2000. Samples were placed at the designated locarions between 9:30 and 10:30 a.m. and were
observed by Mr. Edic throughout the sampling period. The building was accupied at the ume of
the sampling program. Following the sampling peniod, the canisters were transporied, under full
chain-of-custody, o ENSR Consulting and Engineering in Acton, Massachusetts. ENSR had
supplied the canisters 1o URS and had conducted the pre- and posi-sampling calibration.

The samples were analyzed by gas chromatography/mass specirometry (GC/MS) in accordance
with the US Environmenial Protection Agency (EPA) TO-14 analytical protocol for the
“derermination of volatile organic compounds in ambient air using SUMMA passivated canister
sampling and gas chromatography analysis”. The TO-14 protocol was used ro allow an
evaluation of approximarely forty-iwo different airborne organic vapors.

A summary of the air sampling results by sampling location is contained in Table 1. Analyucal
results are contained in Aunachment A. The OSHA PELs, ACGIH TLVs and State of Connecticut
Targer Indoor Air Concentrations for those organics where reference values have been
established are also conrained in this table for comparison purposes. Samples H-01 through H-04
were collected at locations above the two identified contaminant plumes, samples H-05 through
H-08 were collected in various building areas away from the two plume locations, and sample H-
10 was collected ourside the building 1o serve as a background/ambient sample. The laboratory
reporied that Sample H-09 could not be analyzed due to a defective valve on the SUMMA
canister.

Of the forty-two organic compounds evaluared, thiny compounds were found 1o be present either
at or below the analyiical detection limit. Seven of the twelve compounds which were detected
ar levels above the detection limit were found to be present in higher quanutes ourside the
building than at any of the interior sampling locations. These results are anributed to normal
background levels within the environment.

The remaining five organic vapors that were detected above the analytical sensitivity of the
instrumentation were compared [0 a number of regulatory and reference standards for human
exposure, Both OSHA PELs and ACGIH TLVs were used for these comparisons, in addition 10
Connecticut Targer Indoor Air Concentrations. URS contacted Ms. Ruth Lepley of the State of
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (CTDEP) 10 discuss the applicarion of the
Target Indoor Air Concentrations 1o measured airborme concentrafions and acwal worker
exposures based on time spent in a specific work area. She stated thar the exposures which were
to be compared to the Target Indoor Air Concentrations were the actual worker exposures, based
on time of exposure, and not simply the area airborne contaminant concentrations. Based on
these understandings, URS evaluated the sampling data fof the five compounds derermined to be
present at concenrrations above background as follows:
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1,1,1-trichloroethane

Toluene

Cis-1,2-dichloroethene

Trichloroethene

Results for only one sample, H-04, were detected above the
analytcal sensitivity at 0.68 parts/billion (ppb). The OSHA PEL
for this compound is 3,500 ppb. The Connecticyt Target Indoor
Air Concentration for this compound is 1,460 ug/m’> which is
significantly mgher than the 3.8 ug/m* found 1o be present ar this
location.

All nine sample results showed concentrations above the analytcal
sensinvity of the method, only one of which was above the outdoor
background level. The highest individual sample result, identified
ar location H-01, was 28 ppb compared 1o an OSHA PEL of 3,000
ppb. The measured level of this organic vapor, 110 ug/m was
well below the Target Indoor Air Concentrarion of 384 ug/m®.

Three sample results were recorded above the analytical sensitiviry
of the method. However, all resulis were less than one percent of
the ACGIH TLV of 2,000 ppb. Cennecticut has not established a
Targer Indoor Air Concentration for this compound.

TCE was detected in six of the samples, mcluding the outdoor
sample. The highest concentradon detected was 3.3 ppb,
compared 10 the ACGIH TLV of 500 ppb. The sample locations
were determined to have an average eight-hour exposure in excess
of the Connecticut Targer Concentrations. However, based on
occupancy data provided by Parker Skinner, one of the locations,
(H-04 in the maintenance area) is generally unoccupied (2 hours
per day) and when the actual worker exposure is calculared based
on occupancy time, the site-specific worker exposure of 1.6 ug/m
is well below the Connecticut Target Concentration of 5 ug/m’.

When the actual worker exposure (based on occupancy of 4 hours
per day) is calculated for the two locations B-01 ancl H-02 in thr:
laboratory area, the worker exposures are 9 ug/m’ and 7 ug/m’,

n:sPecnvely The Connecticut Target Indoor Air Concentration is
5 ug/m’, therefore the worker exposure slightly exceeds the
Connecticut Indoor Air Concentration. However, based on a
subsequent telephone conversation with Ms. Lepley on June 14,
2001, she stared that the Target Indoor Air Concentrauons are not
enforceable and were developed based on long term risk based
analysis. When URS described to her the natre of the Target
excedences, she staied that they should not generate a concemn, nor

Pawand Mmcsii\RoportaVevmcd LAQ.0u:
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Tertrachloroethene

was any remediation Trequired to reduce the airborne
concenirauons.

Three samples showed barely detectable levels, the highest being
0.67 ppb which is below the ACGIH TLV of 250 ppb. All three
concenrrations exceeding background were well below rhe
Connecticut Target Air Concentrations.

Based on the results of this sampling program, and a review of the amount of time spent in each
building area where samples were collected, no orgamc vapors included in the EPA TO-14
analysis were detected at or above OSHA PELs or ACGIH TLVs. Two results slightly exceeded
the State of Connecticut Targer Indoor Air Concentrations for TCE but al concentrations that
would not be of concern to the CTDEP.

If you have any questions please call either Doug Lawson a; 603-893-0616 or Sydney Neer at

860-721-1424.

Sincerely,

wdadll

as R. Lawson, Ph.D., CIH

Manager, Industrial Hygiene Services

12 , N,
LM L . ‘\_\' AN

L
Syci'ney V. Neer, PG, LEP
Senior Project Manager

cc: B. Jackson, Honeywell

R. Taylor, Parker
K. Niezelski, Parker

Enclosure
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Aur Taxes Spaanmty Laoormary

42 Nagoy Perx

Acon. MA 01720

@738) 6359500

Fax: (978) 208-1825

ENSR Air Toxics Specialty Laboratory

Analytical Report
Clieut: D. Lawson/D. Ellis Client ID: 10737-186-211
Dames & Moore
5 Indusmal Way
Salem, NH 03079
Laboratory 1D: 00-079 Date(s) Received: 4/21/00

All wark conwined in this teport has been done i accordance with lsbormtory swmadard operanng
procedures. ENSR's A Toxics Spesialty Laborawry follows methodologies based wpon smandard
EPA/NIOSH/OSHA Methods. Dam contained herem should be considered accurate and complet 0 the
best of owr knowledge. This repart csomot be daplicated in part withour the wnnem permission of ENSR-

"Andy Rezendes v
Lsboratory Manager
ENSR Air Toxics Specialty Laberatory

page 1 of 9
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Case Narrative
Re.- Volanle Qrgamic Anaiysis of SUMMA® Camsiers by Gas Chromatagraphy/Mass

Spectromeny (GC/MS) - Damas & Mooare/Honeywell

Project #: 10737-188-211

LABID # 00-079

ANALYTICAL PROCEDURE.
Nine (9) SUMMA® canisters were 3nalyzed for volatie organic campoungs unger ma
guigelines of EPA TO-14, Detgrmination of Voiatie Orgame Compaunas (VOCs) p Ambient
Air U SUM Pags Cani Sampiing 3l Gas Chro GC
Analysis.
A Hewlen Packard 6890 gas chromatngraph equipped with a Hewleyt Packard 5873 mass
selectve aetector (MSR) was employed for the analysis. A Nutech 35G0A/3600 awtomanc
concentrator was utilizad for pre-concenraton.
A 250~mL aliquet was drawn fram each SUMMA® canister, concentrated at -150°C ana men
ransferred 1o the GC/MSD for the analysis. The operaing conditions of he GC/MSD are
listad in Table 1.
GCIMSb calibration was performes wim canister sw@angargs prepared for each rarget
compound. Three to six-point calibrations were generated for gach compound using these
sEangards.
Ng prohlems were encoumered aunng sampie lag-in.

QUALITY CONTROL.:

1.

A \apboranwy biank was analyzec prior t sample analysis in the same manner as he
sampies. Target analytes were not detectsd in the iaporatory alank.

Sampie H-10 was anatyzaed in quplicate.

The SUMMA® canster for sample H-C6 was cieaned on February 21. 2000 and was
cernfied clean by the analysis of one camster from e ciaaning daten (B232). The SUMMA®
canister for sample H-03 was cteaned on February 23. 2000 ang was canifisq clean by the
analysis of ohe canister fram e cleaning batch {45). The SUMMA® canisters for the
remaining sampies wers cleaned on March 22. 2000 ana were cenified clean ny the
analysis of one canister from the claaning batch (A221).

.

page2of3
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TABLE 1
GC/MSD Operating Conditions
| |
InSTUment | Mewen Packam BRS0 GC/ 5873 MSD
injeczr Tamparanis i 20°C
Calumn | Ro-1 60 m Capelary :
Paramerers ! 0.28mm D, 1.0um of
Camer nax | UMP Hefurs Flowrae = 2.0 comin
]
]
Detacmr | Mass Seiectve aumeter:  Tampersture: 240°C
¢ i
" Temperasae program | 1om@i Tema: 10°C Horg: 8.0 mim
] Rampng Rae: B.0°C/min
| Final Temp: 170°C  Time 5.0 min
l
Bam Syswem | P ChamSacon
Dae Analysis Startea: 4/21/00
Wy Daarmenso-078 Carmes & Moo C-T79 e
page3ofd
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' SAMPLE LOG—IN&RECEIPT CHECKLIST
Client/Proj # BM(’@ o M =
proj Mar_ 4] - Se= ' Lab Poal # o2 ~2 77

inspectad & Logged in by: }l—' E= = Date Time: %@f foo @ 158

/ not presem  on receipt

3) COC-Taps prasent/ pinn comainer -

8)- Sarnpléspraserved corractly / incorrectly ne recbmmendad ) -

g Ra:eide holding time - -

8) CQC tapes prmsent/ ot present on sampies

9) Discrepancias / NO discrapancies noted betwsen COCs and samples

Additional Comments:
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0 50 75 100
P T e So—
APPROXIMATE SCALE, FEET
CLIENT:
HONEYWELL, INC.
PROJECT: SKINNFR VALVE DIVISION
NEW BRITAIN, CONNECTICUT
DC M
( 7 DAMES & MOORE
GROUP A DAMES & MOORE GROUP COMPANY
e INDOOR AIR MONITORING PROJECT NO:

SAMPLING LOCATIONS 10737—186

“om SCAE:. AS SHOWN FIGURE NO:
FADES. . [AE.. 6/20/00 ]

s |FILE_NOf=
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DESIGN:
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