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Outline 

▸Problems / Opportunities in Improving Exposure Assessments 
▸Case Study: Peracetic Acid (PAA) Disinfectant 

▸Background 
▸Regulatory Status 
▸Highly-Controlled Exposure Scenarios 
▸Decay Rate of PAA 
▸Estimation of Evaporation Rate 

▸Conclusions 
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AIHA Exposure Assessment Strategy 

▸Motivation of PhD Dissertation 

AIHA Exposure Strategy Handbook, 4th Ed. 
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Improving Exposure Assessments 
▸Qualitative Assessments: >90% of all exposure assessments 

Arnold et al., 2016 4 



   

   

Improving Exposure Assessments 
▸Quantitative Assessment of Monitoring Data 

Logan, et al., 2009 
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Improving Exposure Assessments 
▸Quantitative Assessment of Monitoring Data 
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Bayesian Decision Analysis 

▸Informed Priors 
▸Professional Judgments 
▸Qualitative Assessments – Checklist 
▸Modeling 

▸Likelihood – available Monitoring Data 
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Peracetic Acid Case Study 

https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.marsden.com%2F4-essential-evs-practices-to-improve-patient- 9NIOSH, HHE 2014-0196-3254 outcomes%2F&psig=AOvVaw1daSpfs8kKLd6jbQ38tUqq&ust=1678762952240000&source=images&cd=vfe&ved=0CBAQjhxqFwoTCOCioL311_0CF 
QAAAAAdAAAAABAG 

https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.marsden.com%2F4-essential-evs-practices-to-improve-patient


 
   

   
 

 

  
 

   

 

Basic Characterization - Background 

▸Peracetic Acid (CAS# 79-21-0) 
▸Synonyms: Peroxyacetic Acid, PAA 

▸Effective Disinfectant – no rinse ~5 min contact time: 
▸Food processing – poultry 
▸Water/Wastewater Treatment 
▸Healthcare 

• Cleaning equipment – endoscopes 
• General Disinfection 

▸Outbreak / biological weapons decon 

▸40 million pounds used annually in the United States 



     
   

  
 

  

  

 
   

   
  

 

Basic Characterization - Background 

▸Disinfectants: 
▸Concentrated form 

• PAA < 40% (general use, <15%) 
• Hydrogen Peroxide (HP): <30% 
• Acetic Acid: <10% 

▸Dilution for Use: 
• PAA < 0.5% 
• HP <1% 
• Acetic Acid <1% 

▸Health Effects: 
▸Skin Irritation (concentrated form) 
▸Eye Irritation (burning eyes) 
▸Upper Respiratory Irritation 
▸Occupational Asthma(?) – at least one case 



   
 

   
  

      
          

     

      
          

    
       

Regulatory Background 

▸Occupational Exposure Limits (OELs) 
▸ACGIH – TLV 

• 15-min STEL = 0.4 ppm 
▸US EPA AEGLs 

• AEGL-1 – 0.17 ppm (discomfort/irritation in general population, acute/reversible) 
• AEGL-2 – 0.5 ppm (serious adverse health effects / impaired ability to escape) 
• AEGL-3 – 60 mg/m3 (10 min) – 4.1 mg/m3 (8 hr) (life-threatening health effects) 

• Based on human (AEGL-1/2) and animal (AEGL-3) tox studies 
• AEGL-3 based on aerosol exposures, so not directly converted to ppm. 

▸Proposed 
• NIOSH IDLH – 1.7 mg/m3 (0.55 ppm) 
• CAL OSHA-HEAC – 0.4 ppm STEL; 0.15 ppm 8-hr PE 



Sampling Methods 

▸Table recreated from NIOSH presentation by Dr. Kevin Dunn, CIH 
Method Chemical 

Measurement 
Manufacturer Range LOD 

    
 

 

  

  

  
 

 

  

  

 
  

  

     
  

PortaSens II Analytical 0 -2 ppm 0.05 ppm 
Technology, Inc. 0-20ppm 0.1 ppm 

Direct Reading 
Methods 

SafeCide Portable 
Monitoring 

ChemDAQ, Inc. 0-3ppm 0.01 ppm 

4000 Series Compact 
Portable Analyzer 

Interscan Corp. 0-5 ppm 
0-50 ppm 

0.05 ppm 
0.5ppm 

Impinger 
(colorimetric) 

CHEMetrics, Inc. 0-1.6 ppm 
(per 15 L) 

0.016 ppm 

Analytical Laboratory 
Methods 

Impinger (Hecht 
liquid analysis) 

Reagents purchased 
directly 

0.02 – 16.2 ppm 
(per 15 L) 

0.003 ppm 
0.013 ppm 

Sorbent tubes 
(Hecht) 

SKC, Inc. At least 0.47 ppm 
(per 15 L) 

0.005 ppm 



 

  
  

   

ChemDAQ Safecide Portable Monitor 

▸Range: 0-3ppm 
▸Accuracy: ±5% 
▸Resolution: 0.01 ppm 
▸Response Time (T90): < 120 sec 
▸Bluetooth output to tablet 



    
      

         
     

     
      

     
     

 
 
  

            
             

 

Previous Exposure Assessments - 1 

▸AIHA Healthcare Working Group (HCWG) Data: 
▸23 Sampling Events – no reported adverse health effects 
▸Range (21 events)– sampling times ≤45 minutes: < 0.12 ppm – 0.33 ppm 

• 2 other reports of full shift exposures 

▸NIOSH Health Hazard Evaluations: 
▸Hospital Employees (Report No. 2017-0114-3357), 2019 

• Full-shift monitoring: Max = 28 ppb (n=56) 
▸Health Effects Questionnaire Hospital Cleaning Staff 

that used disinfectant (PAA, HP, AA): 
• Eye Irritation – 44% 
• Upper Airway – 58% 
• Lower Airway – 34% 

Hawley, B, et al. “Respiratory Symptoms in Hospital Cleaning Staff Exposed to a Product Containing Hydrogen 
Peroxide, Peracetic Acid, and Acetic Acid.” Annals of Work Exposures and Health 62, no. 1 (January 1, 2018): 28– 
40. https://doi.org/10.1093/annweh/wxx087. 

https://www.cdc.gov/niosh/hhe/reports/pdfs/2017-0114-3357.pdf 

https://doi.org/10.1093/annweh/wxx087
https://www.cdc.gov/niosh/hhe/reports/pdfs/2017-0114-3357.pdf


   
   

     

     
   

   
    

     
   

         
  

    
        

Previous Exposure Assessments - 2 

▸Hospital Trial of PAA-based disinfectant: (n=11 samples)1 

▸Range: 0.21 – 0.49 ppm 
▸GM (GSD): 0.32 (1.24) 
▸X0.95 = 0.45 (ECC Class 4 - X0.95 > OEL) 
▸Exceedance Fraction = 14% 

▸The Peroxy Compounds Task Force Comments2: 
▸Scenario 1 – Healthcare Application (n=59) 
▸Range: ND - 0.4 ppm 
▸Calculated Values from data plot (approx.) 

• Mean / SD = 0.18 (0.11) 
• GM / GSD: 0.15 (1.76) 
• X0.95 = 0.39 (ECC Class 3 – 50% OEL < X0.95 <OEL) 
• Exceedance Fraction = 4% 

1.Regions Hospital. Information on Peracetic Acid Monitoring submitted in response to NIOSH Request For Information on Peracetic Acid IDLH (NIOSH 2017-0015-RFI (CDC-2017-0015-0007_attachment_2.pdf). https://www.regulations.gov/document/CDC-2017-0015-0001 
2. The Peroxy Compounds Task Force Peracetic Acid Group. Comments Submitted in Response to the Request for Information on Health Risks to Workers Associated with Occupational Exposures to Peracetic Acid, October 1, 2017. CDC-2017-0015-
0012_attachment_1_data.pdf. https://www.regulations.gov/document/CDC-2017-0015-0001 

https://www.regulations.gov/document/CDC-2017-0015-0001
https://www.regulations.gov/document/CDC-2017-0015-0001


    
  

 
 

  
 

  

Highly-Controlled Exposure Scenarios 

▸27.4 m3 (11’x11’x8’) Exposure Chamber 
▸Control Airflow (Q): 0-20+ ACH 

▸w/ dedicated exhaust fans 
▸Flow meter 

▸Conditioning Pre-Chamber 
▸Temperature 70 ˚ -100˚F 
▸RH: 20%-75% 
▸MERV-14 air filter 



  
   

   
  

     
   

     
   

Highly-Controlled Exposure Scenarios 

▸Wiping Scenarios performed in a highly-controlled Exposure Chamber 
▸Wiping: 6 Wipes / 15 minutes 
▸ChemDAQ Meter 
▸Floor Fans (4x) set to low 

• Well-Mixed Room Model 

▸T = 70-75 ˚F / RH = 32-69 % 
▸ACH: 2 – 8 ACH 
▸Dilute Disinfectant to 3% w/ DI Water 

▸Concentration of PAA = 0.13% 



Results 

PAA Concentration (Airflow  8 ACH) 
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8 130 ± 2.6 0.55 ± 0.10 1.05 ± 0.21 
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Wall wiping / Floor Mopping 



Wall wiping / Floor Mopping 



 

   

  
 

  

Results 

Wall Wiping and Floor Mopping Experiment - Airflow = 6 ACH 
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Modeling Information – Well-Mixed Room 



  

Modeling Information – Well-Mixed Room 

Assume, KL = 0, Good Assumption? 



 

 

   

  
 

 
 

Well-Mixed Room Model – Decay Rate 

Wall Wiping and Floor Mopping Experiment - Airflow = 6 
ACH 
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Wiping Walls
(9 min)

Mopping
(4 min)

Well-Mixed Room Model – Decay Rate 

Wall Wiping and Floor Mopping Experiment - Airflow = 6 
ACH 
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Modeling Information – Decay 
▸First Order Decay: 

▸First Order decay in water 

▸C(t) = C0 * e^- �*t 

▸� – decay rate coefficient 

▸Closed small chamber exp 
• Fan in chamber 
• 12 experimental runs 

▸� (hr-1)= 0.5 ±.07 
• Half-Life = 83 min 
• Previous report – 22 min 

▸Over 15 min, loss is <10% 

ln
(C

t)
 -

ln
(C

0)
 

PAA Decay 
0 

-0.5 

-1 

-1.5 

-2 

y = -0.4602x 
R² = 0.9982 

-2.5 
0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 

Time (hrs) 
5 



   
  

     
        

  

Modeling Information – Well-Mixed Room 

▸In our case, G(t) is from evaporation – assumption that 
evaporation rate is from Small Spill Model 

Measured vs. Modeled ▸Iteratively solve for k (evaporation constant) 0.09 
R² = 0.972

0.08 ▸Method presented in paper by Arnold et al., 2019 
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Modeling – Evaporation Constant 
� � = �" ∗ � ∗ �#$% 

▸Surface (Roughness): Evaporation Coefficient, k 

▸Plastic (HDPE) 6.0 

▸Metal Shelving 5.0 

▸Composite Lab Table 
4.0 

3.0 ▸Wind Speed 
2.0 ▸Volume / Surface Area 

▸Concentration 
1.0 

0.0 
Plastic Metal Lab Table 

K 
(m
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^-

1)
 



 

 
 

  

 
  

 
 

  

Modeling – Evaporation Constant 

▸Surface Roughness: 
▸Plastic (HDPE) 
▸Metal Shelving 
▸Composite Lab Table 

▸Wind Speed 
Local (Directional Flow) 
Q (ACH) 

▸Volume / Surface Area 
▸Concentration 

K 
(m

in
^-

1)
 

Evaporation Coefficient, k 
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Directional 20 ACH 
(0.3 m/s) (0.1 m/s) 
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IHMod 2.0

Bayesian Decision Analysis – Modeling Prior 

� � = �" ∗ � ∗ �#$% 

▸Q = 6 to 8 ACH 
▸S(random air velocity) 
▸V = 27.4 m3 

▸Gen. Time = 15 min 

Armstrong, Drolet, Jayjock, 2018 



    

  
  

    

 

Bayesian Decision Analysis – Modeling Prior 

IHMod 2.0 Cmax = 0.33 mg/m3 

= 0.11 ppm 

ACGIH STEL = 0.4 ppm 
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Modeling Information – Likelihood 

▸Previous Assessments – submitted in response to NIOSH IDLH 

Hospital Trial of PAA-based disinfectant: (n=11 samples) 
Range: 0.21 – 0.49 ppm 
GM (GSD): 0.32 (1.24) 
X0.95 = 0.45 (ECC Class 4 - X0.95  > OEL) 
Exceedance Fraction = 14% 
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Scenario 1 – Healthcare Application (n=25) 
Range: ND - 0.4 ppm 
Calculated Values from data plot (approx.) 

Mean / SD = 0.18 (0.11) 
GM / GSD: 0.15 (1.76) 
X0.95 = 0.39 (ECC Class 3 – 50% OEL < X0.95  <OEL) 
Exceedance Fraction = 4% 
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BDA Results – Posterior 
Hospital Trial of PAA-based disinfectant: (n=11 samples) 

Range: 0.21 – 0.49 ppm 
GM (GSD): 0.32 (1.24) 
X0.95 = 0.45 (ECC Class 4 - X0.95  > OEL) 
Exceedance Fraction = 14% 

Scenario 1 – Healthcare Application (n=25) 
Range: ND - 0.4 ppm 
Calculated Values from data plot (approx.) 

Mean / SD = 0.18 (0.11) 
GM / GSD: 0.15 (1.76) 
X0.95 = 0.39 (ECC Class 3 – 50% OEL < X0.95  <OEL) 
Exceedance Fraction = 4% 
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Conclusions and Next Steps 
▸PAA Additional Work on other factors in Evaporation Constant 

▸Volume / Surface Area 
▸Concentration 
▸ACH Range 

▸Guidance Values of M0 

▸Regression Analysis 

▸Decay Rate of PAA 
▸Evaporation Coefficient 
▸Model for wiping scenario 



  

Improving Exposure Judgments 

AIHce 2023: PDC 704 

http://learning.aiha.org/ 

https://www.aihceexp.org 

https://www.aihceexp.org
http://learning.aiha.org


         
 

      

  
   

 

Questions? 

▸If you or your organization is willing to participate
in creating well-documented exposure scenarios 
that can be used for modeling and
validation/training, please get in touch: 

▸Ryan Hines: rhines12@jhu.edu 
▸Dr. Ram Ramachandran: gramach5@jhu.edu 
▸Chun-Yu Chen 

mailto:rhines12@jhu.edu
mailto:gramach5@jhu.edu


Hierarchy of Controls 
  

          
          

     

           

          
        

  

        
       

 

 

 

Elimination 

Substitution 

Engineering 
Controls 

Administrative 
Controls 

PPE 

Not Applicable – need for reasonable disinfection 

High potential – considerations for other disinfectants with less acute effects 
should be considered, but must be balanced with potency and contact time. 
Consideration for occupancy of areas (non-patient) 

For general wiping – ventilation should be better than good general (>6 ACH) 
LEV/Capture for concentrate 

1. Work practices should limit entry into room for times following wiping 
2. Wipes should be pre-wet so damp but not dripping/saturated 
3. Limit surface area of cleaning (no floor mopping / wall wiping) 
4. Chemical/product specific training 

Full Face Respirator, gloves (nitrile or rubber gauntlet), goggles or face shield 
3M Technical Bulletin #185: Organic vapor/acid gas multi-cartridges 
Solvay: 8-hr (150 ppm of PAA @ a flow rate of 32 L/min and up to 80% RH) 



               

             

     

          

                 
               

                
            

        

                 
         

                  
       

                    

                    
   

      

   

References 
▸ 3M Technical Bulletin # 185. Respiratory Protection for Hydrogen Peroxide, Peracetic Acid and Acetic Acid. November 2018 

▸ AIHA, Peracetic Acid: Overview of the Chemistry, Uses, and Exposure Assessment Webinar, 2019. www.aiha.org 

▸ AIHA Risk Assessment Tools, IHDAStudent and IHMod2.0, https://www.aiha.org/public-resources/consumer-resources/apps-and-tools-resource-center/aiha-
risk-assessment-tools 

▸ Ancker, K., and L. Zetterberg. “Mätning Av Perättiksyra Vid Eka Chemicals AB i Bohus.” Unpublished Report A 97329 (1997). 

▸ Arnold, Susan, Gurumurthy Ramachandran, Hannah Kaup, and Joseph Servadio. “Estimating the Time-Varying Generation Rate of Acetic Acid from an All-
Purpose Floor Cleaner.” Journal of Exposure Science & Environmental Epidemiology 30, no. 2 (March 2020): 374–82. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41370-019-
0142-5. 

▸ Arnold, Susan F., Mark Stenzel, Daniel Drolet, and Gurumurthy Ramachandran. “Using Checklists and Algorithms to Improve Qualitative Exposure Judgment 
Accuracy.” Journal of Occupational and Environmental Hygiene 13, no. 3 (March 3, 2016): 159–68. https://doi.org/10.1080/15459624.2015.1053892. 

▸ “ANSI/ASHRAE/ASHE Addendum p to ANSI/ASHRAE/ASHE Standard 170-2017,” n.d., 14. 

▸ Blackley, B., et al., Evaluation of exposure to a hydrogen peroxide, peracetic acid, and acetic acid containing cleaning and disinfection product and symptoms in 
hospital employees. NIOSH Health Hazard Evaluation, Report No. 2017-0114-3357, September 2019 

▸ Block, Philip. “The Decomposition Kinetics of Peracetic Acid and Hydrogen Peroxide in Municipal Wastewaters.” Proceedings of the Water Environment 
Federation 2016, no. 10 (January 1, 2016): 555–63. https://doi.org/10.2175/193864716819707265. 

▸ Breithaupt, J. Summary Review of Available Literature for Hydrogen Peroxide and Peroxyacetic Acid for new use to Treat Wastewater, US EPA, July 12, 2007 

▸ Bullock, William H., Steven D. Jahn, William H. Bullock, Joselito S. Ignacio, and John R. Mulhausen. A Strategy for Assessing and Managing Occupational 
Exposures. Fourth edition. Falls Church, VA: AIHA, 2015. 

▸ “Cal/OSHA Draft Substance Summary for the December 12, 2017 HEAC Meeting,” n.d. 

▸ ChemDAQ, Inc., Peracetic Acid Monitoring Solutions, https://www.chemdaq.com/peracetic-acid/vapor-monitoring 

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41370-019-0142-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41370-019-0142-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/15459624.2015.1053892
https://doi.org/10.2175/193864716819707265
https://www.chemdaq.com/peracetic-acid/vapor-monitoring
https://www.aiha.org/public-resources/consumer-resources/apps-and-tools-resource-center/aiha
www.aiha.org


        

              
          

             
     

             

            
          

            
          

               

                  

                   
                     

                 
     

                   
   

               
   

References 
▸ Committee on Acute Exposure Guideline Levels, National Research Council. Acute Exposure Guideline Levels for Selected Airborne Chemicals: Volume 8. 

http://www.nap.edu/catalog/12770.html 

▸ Cristofari-Marquand, Emmanuelle, Myriam Kacel, François Milhe, Antoine Magnan, and Marie-Pascale Lehucher-Michel. “Asthma Caused by Peracetic Acid-Hydrogen Peroxide 
Mixture.” Journal of Occupational Health 49, no. 2 (March 2007): 155–58. https://doi.org/10.1539/joh.49.155. 

▸ Doepke, Amos, Angela L. Stastny, and Robert P. Streicher. “Controlled Generation of Peracetic Acid Atmospheres for the Evaluation of Chemical Samplers.” Analytical Methods 
13, no. 34 (2021): 3799–3805. https://doi.org/10.1039/D1AY00958C. 

▸ Dunn, K. NIOSH Research on Peracetic Acid (PAA), NIOSH Board of Scientific Counselors Presentation, April 28, 2020. https://www.cdc.gov/niosh/bsc/pdfs/PAA-
ResearchOverviewDunn-508.pdf 

▸ Dugheri, Stefano, Alessandro Bonari, Ilenia Pompilio, Marco Colpo, Manfredi Montalti, Nicola Mucci, and Giulio Arcangeli. “Assessment of Occupational Exposure to Gaseous 
Peracetic Acid.” International Journal of Occupational Medicine and Environmental Health, February 7, 2018. https://doi.org/10.13075/ijomeh.1896.01166. 

▸ Dugheri, Stefano, Alessandro Bonari, Ilenia Pompilio, Marco Colpo, Manfredi Montalti, Nicola Mucci, and Giulio Arcangeli. “Assessment of Occupational Exposure to Gaseous 
Peracetic Acid.” International Journal of Occupational Medicine and Environmental Health, February 7, 2018. https://doi.org/10.13075/ijomeh.1896.01166. 

▸ ECETOC JACC No.40, Peracetic Acid and its Equilibrium Solutions, JACC No. 40, ISSN-0733-6339-40, Brussels, January 2001 

▸ Gagnaire, F. et al., “Sensory Irritation of Acetic Acid, Hydrogen Peroxide, Peroxyacetic Acid and Their Mixture in Mice.” The Annals of Occupational Hygiene, January 1, 2002. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/annhyg/mef005. 

▸ Hawley, Brie, Megan Casey, Mohammed Abbas Virji, Kristin J Cummings, Alyson Johnson, and Jean Cox-Ganser. “Respiratory Symptoms in Hospital Cleaning Staff Exposed to a 
Product Containing Hydrogen Peroxide, Peracetic Acid, and Acetic Acid.” Annals of Work Exposures and Health 62, no. 1 (January 1, 2018): 28–40. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/annweh/wxx087. 

▸ Hewett, Paul, Perry Logan, John Mulhausen, Gurumurthy Ramachandran, and Sudipto Banerjee. “Rating Exposure Control Using Bayesian Decision Analysis.” Journal of 
Occupational and Environmental Hygiene 3, no. 10 (October 2006): 568–81. https://doi.org/10.1080/15459620600914641. 

▸ Jayjock, Michael, and Perry Logan. “Modeled Comparisons of Health Risks Posed by Fluorinated Solvents in a Workplace Spill Scenario.” The Annals of Occupational Hygiene,
September 13, 2010. https://doi.org/10.1093/annhyg/meq062. 

▸ Keil, Charles B., Catherine E. Cimmons, and T. Renée Anthony, eds. Mathematical Models for Estimating Occupational Exposure to Chemicals. 2nd edition. Fairfax, VA: 
American Industrial Hygiene Association, 2009. 

https://doi.org/10.1539/joh.49.155
https://doi.org/10.1039/D1AY00958C
https://doi.org/10.13075/ijomeh.1896.01166
https://doi.org/10.13075/ijomeh.1896.01166
https://doi.org/10.1093/annhyg/mef005
https://doi.org/10.1093/annweh/wxx087
https://doi.org/10.1080/15459620600914641
https://doi.org/10.1093/annhyg/meq062
https://www.cdc.gov/niosh/bsc/pdfs/PAA
http://www.nap.edu/catalog/12770.html


                     

                
             

           
              

               
          

                     
        

                 
  

      
                    

     
                     

 
                 

                    
    

                        
       

References 
▸ Keil, Charles B., and Mark Nicas. “Predicting Room Vapor Concentrations Due to Spills of Organic Solvents.” AIHA Journal 64, no. 4 (July 2003): 445–54. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15428110308984838. 
▸ Logan, Perry, Gurumurthy Ramachandran, John Mulhausen, and Paul Hewett. “Occupational Exposure Decisions: Can Limited Data Interpretation Training Help 

Improve Accuracy?” The Annals of Occupational Hygiene 53, no. 4 (June 1, 2009): 311–24. https://doi.org/10.1093/annhyg/mep011. 
▸ Pacenti, Marco, Stefano Dugheri, Pierpaolo Boccalon, Giulio Arcangeli, Piero Dolara, and Vincenzo Cupelli. “Air Monitoring and Assessment of Occupational 

Exposure to Peracetic Acid in a Hospital Environment.” INDUSTRIAL HEALTH 48, no. 2 (2010): 217–21. https://doi.org/10.2486/indhealth.48.217. 
▸ Pechacek, Nathan, Magdalena Osorio, Jeff Caudill, and Bridget Peterson. “Evaluation of the Toxicity Data for Peracetic Acid in Deriving Occupational Exposure 

Limits: A Minireview.” Toxicology Letters 233, no. 1 (February 2015): 45–57. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.toxlet.2014.12.014. 
▸ The Peroxy Compounds Task Force Peracetic Acid Group. Comments Submitted in Response to the Request for Information on Health Risks to Workers Associated

with Occupational Exposures to Peracetic Acid, October 1, 2017. CDC-2017-0015-0012_attachment_1_data.pdf. https://www.regulations.gov/document/CDC-
2017-0015-0001 

▸ Regions Hospital. Information on Peracetic Acid Monitoring submitted in response to NIOSH Request For Information on Peracetic Acid IDLH (NIOSH 2017-
0015-RFI (CDC-2017-0015-0007_attachment_2.pdf). https://www.regulations.gov/document/CDC-2017-0015-0001 

▸ Rybka, A., A. Gavel, T. Kroupa, J. Meloun, P. Prazak, J. Draessler, O. Pavlis, P. Kubickova, L. Kratzerova, and J. Pejchal. “Peracetic Acid-based Disinfectant Is the 
Most Appropriate Solution for a Biological Decontamination Procedure of Responders and Healthcare Workers in the Field Environment.” Journal of Applied 
Microbiology 131, no. 3 (September 2021): 1240–48. https://doi.org/10.1111/jam.15041. 

▸ Stastny AL, et al., A field-portable colorimetric method for the measurement of peracetic acid vapors: a comparison of glass and plastic impingers. J Occup Environ 
Hyg. 2022 Aug 

▸ Sylvain, David, and John Gibbins. “Evaluation of Worker Exposures to Peracetic Acid-Based Sterilant during Endoscope Reprocessing,” n.d., 24. 
▸ Walsh CM, et al. Feasibility of a Selective Epoxidation Technique for Use in Quantification of Peracetic Acid in Air Samples Collected on Sorbent Tubes. ACS 

Chemical Health & Safety 2022 29 (4), 378-386. 
▸ Walters, G I, P S Burge, V C Moore, M O Thomas, and A S Robertson. “Occupational Asthma Caused by Peracetic Acid-Hydrogen Peroxide Mixture.” Occupational 

Medicine 69, no. 4 (June 24, 2019): 294–97. https://doi.org/10.1093/occmed/kqz032. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15428110308984838
https://doi.org/10.1093/annhyg/mep011
https://doi.org/10.2486/indhealth.48.217
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.toxlet.2014.12.014
https://doi.org/10.1111/jam.15041
https://doi.org/10.1093/occmed/kqz032
https://www.regulations.gov/document/CDC-2017-0015-0001
https://www.regulations.gov/document/CDC

	Structure Bookmarks
	https://www.cdc.gov/niosh/hhe/reports/pdfs/2017-0114-3357.pdf 
	13:30:43 
	0 


