
Map 
Available Upon Request 

Los Angeles County Department of Agricultural Commissioner 
Pico Rivera Facility 
Topographic Survey 



APPENDIX B 

PART A PERMIT APPLICATION 



.... 

E. Leon Spaugy 
Agricuhure Commissioner/ 

of Weightsand Measures 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES .. . 

Department of . 
Agricultural Commissioner . .. 
and Weights and Measures 

3400 La Madera Awnue 
El Monte, California 91732 

Willam A. Edwards 
Chief Deputy 

I April  19, 1989 

Mr. Mathew Mittgaurd 
Waste Conpli&ce Branch 
United States  &vironmental Protection Agency 
Section Chief Region I X  Attention: T-2-8 
215 Fremont S t ree t  
San Francisco, California 94105 

RE: Revision of E.P.A. Par t  A Application f o r  Hazardous klaste Permit $CAD 
000626077-3D 

-. 
Dear Mr. Mittgaurd, 

Enclosed please find our Department's revised Hazardous Waste Permit Part A, 
Application. I have been recent ly  assigned the  respons ib i l i ty  t o  manage our 
Hazardous Waste Storage F a c i l i t y  located i n  Pico Rivera, California. 

I n  response t o  a recent: RCRA inspection of our f a c i l i t y ,  I beceme aware of 
our need t o  submit a revision. Certain aspects of our f a c i l i t y ' s  function 
has changed and we learned of various e r ro r s  which occured i n  our or ig ina l  
application. We hope t h a t  ure have addressed completely t h e  e r ro r s  and changes 
which existed. 

If you need t o  contact me i n  t he  fu ture  concerning our f a c i l i t y  operation I 
can be contacted a t  (818) 575-5465 during r e - d a r  working hours. We wish t o  
comply with a l l  of our permit requirements i n  accordance with RCRA and State  
regulations. 

/3ohn ~ & b s o n  
Supervising Inspector 
Pesticide & Pest Mgmt. DiVision 

JB/MP/rlw 
Attachment 

cc: Donley 
Edwards 

Pest Prevention . . . the Referred Alternative to Pesticides 
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c. S T A T ~ ~  o r  o r c r r ~ o a  ( E n r r r ~ h r  oppmpriorc icrrcrinro h e  an5v.r box: %"Orher': 1peefjY.J I D. rnonr  l a n o  code L no.) 

FEDERAL M . PUBLIC lorher r h n  federn1 or stare) I Inaerrfvl .-r - .. , 
S - STATE 0 -OTHER irnecihj * 
P I PRIVATE 

8 1 8 / 1 5  7 5115 4 .6 .5  .. - ..I I.. - 1 1 1  1.1 . I. 

k a c h  to chis application a topographic map of the area extending to a t  leas1 one mile beyond Property bounderies. The &ap mu* show 
he outline of the facility, the location of each of its existing and propored intake and dixharge structures, each of iu hazardous ware 

norage. or disposal facilitiw. and each well where it inieas fluids underground. Include all springs, riven and other surface 
in  the map area. See instructions for precise nauiremantt. 

l l e c t  and s t o r e  out-dated, unwanted known p s t i c i d e s  rece ived/col lec ted  from homeowners, 
r s e r i e s ,  growers, governmental agencies ,  e t c .  

b l l e c t  and s t o r e  r i n s e  waters  from h e r b i r j  deequipment , conta iner  r i n s e s ,  arid rodent i c i d e  
ixirlg u t e r ~ s i l s .  This bus iness  funct ion  of our f a c i l i t y  ceased 6 years  ago. We a r e  at tempting 
ermarient c losure  on t h i s  r i n s e  water col lec t ior i  tank. 

' d f y  wdsr m e &  of law that I heM PerswreNy exmined and am familiar with the information submitred in this eppiication and a,: 
~mdnnenu wd that. based on my iiquiw o f  thos persons immediarrl respwrsible for obtaining tfre information contain& in m.- 
wiiMiM, I b / i ~ ~  that the infonnation is we, accurate a n d  cwnp/ere. !am a m t h a t  there are significanrpenattiez for wbmin~q 
'aisc i n fomion ,  including fhspodbility of firm and impriavungnt 



z. r .  IFGT OR'REVISED APPLI~ATION 
'lace an "X*' in the appropriate box i n  A or 8 below (mark one box only1 to inaiwte whetner this i s  the f i m  rwlicat ion you are wbmitting for your faciliry or a 

led aoPlica1;on. I f  this is your first application ano you already know your facilily't €PA 1.0. Numwr, or If this is a nvirad aDpliwlion. enrer your facility's & 1.D. Number in Item I above. ~ - 

F IRST APPLICATION lp1c-z~ on "X" bdow ondpmuidr Lh. approp"alc dote) 
I. EXISTING FACILITY (See I"stm~tionl for dehi t ion of"erhlins" focilily. gZ.NEW FACILITY ICompktc item belou., 

24 Complete ilem bciow.) , FOR NEW FACILITIES. 

FOR EXISTING FACILITIES. PROVIO4 THE DATE [YI.. no.. &day1 PROVIDE THE DATE 
OPLRATION OEGAN OR THL OATE CONSTRUCTION COMMENCZO IX.. mo.. & &Y, O P E R I  
lure the bmea m the fdll TION OEGAN OR IS  

EXPECTED TO BEGIN 

B. REVISED APPLICATION (ploccm "X.'belou ondeomplrte Item I obou.1 
1 1. FACILITY NAS INTERIM STATUS f%Z. FACILITY NASA RCRI PLRMbT 

A. PROCESS CODE - Enter the code from the list of proceu sod= below that k t  describer eacn process t o  be used ar the faciliw. Ten ltner are proviaed for m entering codes. If more liner are "ceded. enter the codrlsl in the space prov!ded. i f  a Proceu wall be used that i s  not .ncluded in the Inn of codes oelon. then 
descrebe the Process lincluaing ;a design capacity) in the rmce orovioed on the form ( I h m  Ill-CI. 

I! 
B. PROCESS DESIGN CAPACITY -For each code entered in mlumn A enter the capacity of the process. 

1. AMOUNT - Enter the amount. 
2 UNlT OF MEASURE -For each amount entered in column B l l l ,  enter the mde from the iin of unit measure cads below that describer the unir of n me.5~R used. Only The units of measure that are l isted below rhould be used. 
I PRO- APPROPRIATE UNITS OF PRO- APPROPRIATE UNITS OF 

CESS MEASURE FOR PROCESS CESS MEASURE FOR PROCESS 
L PROCESS- CODE n F t l m  PACITY 

Ib~md. drum. etc.1 Sol 
TANK S O 1  
WASTE PILE SO3 

URFACE IMPOUNDMENT 504 

IJLCTION WELL 0 7 9  
kNDPlLL 000 

b AN0 APPLICATION 081 
CEAN 01SPOSAL 002 

SURFACE IMPOUHOMENT 003 

GALLONS OR LITERS 
GALLONS OR LITERS 
CUBIC YARDS OR 
CUBIC METERS 
GALLONS OR LITERS 

Twrmant: 
TANS 

SURFACE IMPOUNOMENT 

INCINEnATOR 

OTMER 1U.t Iorph sLSa1 ehemicel. 
thermal or bi.slortca(mnimmt 
Drncen#rs nor oecumns ur,tankr 
.uWacc ~mpovndmrnti or tncrndr 
oron. Dessnbe the p m r u c r  m 
the space prouidedi Item Ill.C.1 

GALLONS PER OAY OR 
LITERS P ~ R  DAY 
GALLONS PER DAY OR 
LITLRS PER OAY 
TONS PER HOUR OR 
METRIC TONS rsn HOUR: 
GALLONS PER HOUR OR 
LITERS PER HOUR 
GALLONS PER OAY OR 
LITERS PER DAY 

UNITOF UNIT OF UNIT OF 
MEASURE MEASURE MEASURE 

NIT OF MEASURE COOE UN1T OF MEASURE CODE UNIT OF MEASURE CODE 



posses rhat characterinic q contaminant. -. 
OF MEASURE - For each quantity enterad in mlumn B enter the unit of measure mde. Units d measure whic@mun be used and the aporo~riate 

T O N S . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  T M E T R I C  T O N S . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . M 

f facililv recordr use any other unit of mssrurs for quantity, the units of measure must k convaned into one Of the required units of measure taking into 
~ o u n t  the aPPrOPriate density or specific g m i w  of the waste. . . I 

OCESSES 
l!PnocEss CODES: 

F w  lrmd hmku. wm: For each lLad hazardous wane antered in mlumn A r a l m  thcccdefsl from the l i s I  of p r o o ~ u  c M e r  containec in I tem Ill 

I 
to indicate h w  the wane will be nored. treated, andlor disposed of at B e  faciliw. 
FOI n m - i i i  huardou. *nnq: For each cheracteristic or toxic mmaminant entered in miumn A. soles the codelst tmm the list of Dracen coda 
conmined in Item Ill to indicate rH the pro- that wilt be uacd 10 nore, lreat. andlor d i r p w  of all the non-lined hazardous wastes rhat w w e w  
rhat cherasrarinic or toxic conterninant. 
Nom Four rcasl am provided for entering pro- codes. I f  mon  are needed: (11 Enxer the f i m  thrw a% dowribcd a b v e :  I21 Enzer "OW" in the 
extreme right box of 1Ie.m lVa111: and 13) Enter in the rpaa on pa). 4. the line number and the ~dditional eodelrl. 

[ PROCESS DESCRIPTION: If a code ir not lizted for a or- th.1 will ba used. dwr i bs  the PrwMI i n  Iha nracs providsd on the form. I 
rE: HAZARDOUS WASTES DESCRIBED BY MORE THAN ONE EPA HAZARDOUS WASTE NUMBER - Harardour *nnn met can be described by 

I 
than one EPA Hazardous Waate N u m b  shall bs dnc r i ba  on the form es fo lhm:  
Selen.ane of the EPA Hazardous Wwa  Numban and enrar it in column A. On the =me line CornPlets WlumN B,C, and D by animating the total annud 
qusnriry of the wMs snd describing all Iha p r o o m  IO bs urad m treat, nore, andlor dirpara of the.wsna. .. In column A of tho n s n  line enter the orher EPA Hazardous Wane Numb thar can be used to dPnibs the wane. I n  column D(21 on that line enter 
"includsd with &OM' and make no o tha  mtria M that Liar. 
Ropsac mo 2 for each other €PA Hazsrdour Wane Numbat rhm on bs ursd m dwcribs the hamrdous wane. 

PLE FOR CCWPLETING ITEM IV lrhorm in line numhnX-1, X-2. X3. a n d X 4  bslowl - A  fs i l i r v  will Vsat and d i t w n  of an estimated 930 w u n &  
VMr Of chmms *ins from lesther tanning and finilhing operexion. In addition. the facitiw will IrMt snd d i w m  of three "on-listed wanes. Two wasrn 
:orroriw Only and them will ba an enimatsd MO pounds per yesr Of as& waste. The orhsr wane is mrmr iw and ignizabtc and then will bt an cnimared 

nd3 Wr  V u  of t b t  m a .  Tnwtment will ba in an incinerator and diaxrrai will ba in a landfill. . 
A. €PA 
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B. ESTIMATED ANNUAL 
QUANTITY OF WASTE 

900 

400 

100 

C.VNIT 

O;$$p 
,cnZr 
code 

P 

P 

P 

D. PROCESSES 
H A Z A R D .  

W A S E N 0  
(mtw cod.) 

D.0 

2. CROCCSS DCSCRlFTlON 
I t i s  sod=" not mr twd in DI 1 IJ 

bzcluded wirh obore 

7 -  C R O C Z I I  COmL.7 
fcnt<r~  

~ K O S  

! D O 0 1  

1 . 0 0 0 2  

I I 

I 1  

I I 

I I 

0  
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I I 
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I I 
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t I 

T 0 3 D 8 0  
I I 
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I I 

I I 

I I 
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one o f  the  rodenticides ( Piva l ,  Warfariri, Diphacirione, Strychnine and Zinc Phosphide) are 
ormulated a t  o r  above a 3% t r e a t e d  g r a i n  b a i t .  . .. . ...i. , 

/- 

C 
I 
I 

yl existing facilities must include photographs (aerial orground-IewIJ that clearly delineate all existing structure$: existing storage. 

~ r r l r u o e  (darreer, minuter. d ireon&) roNGlTuDC (dcnces. minute*. & rrconej '  

P A. I f  the facility owner is al l0  the facility operator as listEd in *ion V l l l  on Form I .  "General Information". Dlae an "X" in me bax to the l e f t  and 
skip to Section IX  below. 

8. If the facility ownar is not ffia facility operator at listed in Sacdon VI I I  on Form 1. complete rhe lo l lwing items: 

I I.NAMT oc FACILITT.~ LEGAL OWNER I Z. WUOI(S NO. lonocode h no. 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I I I i  
I l l I ' l l  -. 17 ' ( 1 1  

I . 1 , .  - r .,I.. . . , , I . I  . I 

3. STRLET OR ,.a. O O X  I 4. C ~ T Y  OP TOWN a. ST. 6. ZIP CODE 

kerrifv under~enalw of law that I have oemnallv examined and am familiar with the information submined in this and all anached 
rocumknts, and that based on my i n q u i i  of those~indfviduals immediarely responsible for obtaining fhe information, I believe char the 
ubmined informarion is true, accurate, and complete. I am aware Char there are significant penalti~s for submining false informarion, 
fcluding the pos3ii;ry o f  fine and imprisonment, n 

E .  .Leori Snauav 

-- 

centfv UnderDenaltv of law ;hat I have mmnal lv  examined and am familiar with the information srbmirred in this and all anached 

I I 
'A Farm 351D.3 ( G M I  P A G E  2 O F  5 COUTIZIUE 3 N  ?A;. 1 

locuments, and that b a d o n  my inquir; of those-individuals immedia;ely rewonsible for obtaining the information, / believe [ha; the 
ubmirfed information is true, accurare, andcomphre. I am aware Chat there are rignificanr penalries for submiming false inior.marion, 
ncludifig the posibiliry of fine and imprisonment. 

k .  NIME IDnn, or  type) 1 B. ~#GN* . IURE C. O A T L  S I C N E O  
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Collect and store pesticide waste in a 4,000 gallon underground tank. NO waste 
has been added t o  the tank since 1983. We are  now planning t o  remove this trankts , 
contents, approximately 1,500 gallons, place in 55-gallon poly dnrms, and s to re  , 
in an above-ground area at the same location- This w i l l  provide security : 
and visual monitoring unt i l  disposal is appcoved through our closure plan. Above 
ground storage w i l l  also prevent any so i l  contamination and other environmental 1 
concerns that  would compcund the closure process. 

i 
I 

. . . .  
2 U N l T O F Y E l l l u R E - h w u d l m ~ m n r d l n ~ ~ u d . r ~ o d . ~ ~ b l ~ ~ - & u ~ ~  

d c r s r l b . s h e ~ # d m ~ ~ u u d O ~ L ) r u n Q . d m u w n m p m ~ ~ q . r ? l ~ ~ ~  :I:.::::- , . . . .  . . -  
c P R ~ S S r 0 2 & Y U Y B E R Q F U N m - W i h . t o a r M a b a & ~ ~ ~ ~  

' . .  % _  __*_. . . _ .  ..: 
UPROPRIdTE UNnS OF 

PROCESS ME4SURE FOR PROCESS U N r  OF 
CODE PROCESS DESIGN CAPdCIPI MmSURE 

GdUONS ................... d 
079  lNJEC7lON WELL G U O N S  UZERS EdLLONS P W  OAR ........ OR LIZE4S PER Dd? W N S  PER HOUR.. E 
080 U N D F I K  ACRE-FEET OR HECTIRE-METER ........... 
081  W O  .G'PUCATlON ACRES OR HErrrWES 

GdUONS PER DAY U 

oaz OCEAN OISPOSU GSLLOHS PER DAY OR UTERS PER DAY L ~ R S  ..................... L 
081 SURFACE IMPOUNDMENT G U O N S  OR L E R S  L E R S  PER HOUR ............ H 

............ 
SOT CONTbJNER W O N 5  OR rmRS 

L m R S  PER DAY.. V 

(barrel, drum, 8Ic) SHORT TONS PER HOUR.. ..... D 
SO2 TdNX GALLONS OR LITERS ...... 50.3 WASTE PILE CUBIC YARDS OR w a l c  METERS METRIC TONS PER HOUR W 

504 SURFACE IMPOUNDMENT GALLONS OR LnERS SHORT TONS PER DAY ........ N 

MRRlC  TONS PER DAY. ....... S 

MLOGRAUS PER KQUR ....... R 
TONS PER HOUR: GPUONS PER HOUR: ............... LIZERS PER HOUR: OR BN'S PER HOUR QIBK: r m s  r 

.............. 
' 0 4  OTHER TREdTMEM GALLONS PER DAY: UlEIlS PER DAe 

Q l B l C Y r n S  c 
WUNDS PER HOUR: SHORT TONS PER ACRES ..................... a 

cI"a.pnyr,su. m u L  
m., gIBl.lgl", ".- HOUR; KILOGRdMS PER HOUR: METRIC ................. ~ . L U I I I D ( O I M ~ ~ I ~  TONS PER OAI: METRIC TONS PeR * C f l E - F M  A 
1m.L w- I 7  .. 
kc~nr*pc b ~ h m  HOUR: OR SHORT TOMS PER O A I  HECTARES .................. 0 
-...a lnan lo- 
rn.~- rn nnnlur.)  HECTARE-METER ............. F 

............. mr* PER HOUR K 

EPA Form 8700-21 (01-90) 
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APPENDIX D 

POST-CLOSURE CONTINGENCY PLAN 



POST-CLOSURE CONTINGENCY PLAN 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER 

PIC0 RIVERA FACILITY, 8841 EAST SLAUSON AVENUE 
PIC0 RIVERA, CALIFORNIA 

INTRODUCTION 

Since the permitted RCRA unit that includes the former 4,000 gallon underground storage tank 
(UST) did not have secondary containment, California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 
66264.197 (c) requires that the closure plan include contingent plans for post-closure care 
should it not be possible or practicable to remove or decontaminate all contaminated soil 
relating to the tank system. If contaminated soil is not removed or decontaminated, the site 
ownerloperator will perform post-closure care in accordance with the closure and post-closure 
care requirements that apply to landfills in CCR Section 66264.310. 

FINAL CLOSURE 

At final closure, if it is not be possible or practicable to remove or decontaminate all 
contaminated soil relating to the tank system, the ownerloperator will assure that the UST cover 
will be designed and constructed in accordance with CCR Section 66264.228 (e) through (r) 
unless it is demonstrated that some of these provisions are not necessary to protect public 
health, water quality, orother environmental quality. The ownerloperator of the site located .$ 
8841 East Slauson Avenue, Pico Rivera, intends to demonstrate that downward migration of 
contaminants will not occur over the regulatory timeframe as specified in CCR Section 
66264.228 (e) (5). 

POST-CLOSURE CARE 

After final closure, the ownerloperator will assure that the cover integrity and effectiveness is 
maintained, a groundwater monitoring system is maintained and monitored if one is required, 
and run-on and run-off is prevented from eroding or damaging the cover. In addition, the 
ownerloperator will comply with the any other applicable requirements contained in CCR 
Sections 66264.1 17 through 66264.1 20. 
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APPENDIX E 

BACKGROUND SOIL SAMPLING 

A total of 24 background soil samples were collected from the six borings in the 
northwestern portion of the site during July 2004. Detectable concentrations of arsenic, 
barium, cadmium, chromium, cobalt, copper, lead, nickel, vanadium, and zinc were 
noted in some of the samples. The data is summarized in Table 4.9 of the Closure Plan, 
including calculated mean, standard deviation, and upper confidence limit (UCL). 

For most of the metal species there was no obvious depth stratification of metals 
concentrations. For some metals, notably lead and zinc, concentrations tended to be 
higher in the 1- and 2.5-foot depth samples collected in some of the locations. This may 
be due to atmospheric fallout of metals historically associated with automotive 
emissions. 

Dixon's test was employed to screen for outliers. Based on this test two outliers were 
identified: (1) sample BH19-1 for arsenic, and (2) sample BH-17-2.5for lead. The 
metals concentration values for these samples were not used to determine background. 

UCLs were calculated for each metal species that had detectable concentrations. The 
entire data set was used to determine these UCLs, with the exception of the two outlier 
values, as discussed above. Prior to developing UCLs basic statistics (mean, standard 
deviation, etc.) were calculated and concentration frequency plots were examined to 
help determine what type of distribution was represented by the sets of data for each 
metal species. The ProUCL software package (U.S.EPA, 2004) was used to help 
determine the appropriate UCL given each frequency distribution and was also 
employed to perform the UCL calculations (attached). The one-sided UCLs (mean plus 
confidence interval) determined to be most appropriate for each metal species are listed 
at the bottom of Table 4.9. These values will be used as one of the inputs in the revised 
health risk assessment for the site when it is completed in the near future. 
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General Statistics 



Child Residential Receptor (Hazard Index) 

The total HI for the Child Residential Receptor is 0.4 (Table 8). 

Adult and Child Residential Receptor (Cancer Risk) 

The total cancer risk for the adult and child Residential Receptor is 1.57 x (Table 9) 

Januaiy 2006 SCS ENGINEERS 
5-4 



the adult worker and 95 percent among fetus of adult workers. The blood lead level of concern is 10 
pgldl. 

The Leadspread modeling for the residential receptors indicate that, based on a lead EPC of 76.2 
mgkg in soil, blood lead levels are below the level of concern. The ALM modeling for the 
construction worker, also based on a lead EPC of 76.2 m a g  in soil, blood levels are below the level 
of concern. Therefore, health risks due to lead are not of concern at the site and are not considered 
significant. 

The Leadspread and a M  modeling results are presented in Appendix G. 

5.4 Cancer Risks 

Cancer risks are calculated by multiplying the total CDI for all exposure pathways for each route of 
exposure by the route-specific Cancer Slope Factor (CSF) as follows: 

Cancer Risk = CSFx CDI 

CSFs used to calculate cancer risks were obtained preferentially from State of California sources. If 
a CSF for a particular chemical was not available from a State of California source, then it was 
obtained from the following sources, in order of preference: 

e The USEPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) (accessed via the USEPA website) 

USEPA Region IX Preliminary Remediation Goal document (USEPA, 2004) 

The USEPA Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST) (USEPA, 1997) 

Toxicity factors used in the HRA are presented in Tables 3 and 4 

5.5 Final Health Risk Estimates 

Non-carcinogenic health risk (hazard index) and cancer risk values for each receptor population are 
provided below and in Tables 5 through 10 

Construction Worker (Hazard Index and Cancer Risk) 

The total HI for the Construction Worker is 0.1 (Table 5). The total cancer risk for the Construction 
Worker is 1.52 x 10.~  (Table 6). 

Adult Residential Receptor (Hazard Index) 

The total HI for the Adult Residential Receptor is 0.1 (Table 7). 

Januaw 2006 SCS ENGINEERS 
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* The USEPA Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST) (USEPA, 1997) 

5.2 Cumulative Non-Cancer Risks 

It is possible for the total HQ (for all pathways) for each contaminant to be less than 1, but still 
present a potential for adverse non-cancer effects. This can happen from the cumulative effects of 
contaminants that have a similar toxic mechanism andlor target organ. Although each contaminant 
exposure level may be acceptable when considered separately, the total cumulative effect of 
similarly acting toxicants can create a potential for an adverse effect. To ensure that the cumulative 
non-cancer risk from multiple similarly acting contaminants is adequately considered, the total HQs 
across all contaminants are summed to obtain a Hazard Index (HI) as follows: 

HI = HQ, + HQz + HQ3 ... + HQ,, 

This is a conservative first step in the analysis of cumulative effect potential because it disregards the 
specific mechanism of toxicity or target organ. In other words, it assumes that all contaminants act 
by a similar mechanism of action or have a similar toxic effect when in fact they may not. If the 
resulting cumulative HI using this conservative approach is greater than 1, a more refined analysis 
can be conducted. In the refined analysis, referred to by USEPA as a "segregation ofhazard indices" 
(USEPA, 1989), the COPCs are divided into subgroups based on similarity of effect. A cumulative 
HI is then calculated for each subgroup. If an HI of greater than 1 is still obtained for one of the 
subgroups, then the subgroup may be further classified based on mechanism of toxicity, and the 
subgroup HI values recalculated. HI values for each receptor population are shown in Tables 5, 7, 
and 9 for the construction worker, adult resident, and child resident, respectively. 

5.3 Lead Risks 

Health risks associated with lead exposure are not evaluated using the RfD approach described 
above. Instead, lead health risks are evaluated based on the expected blood lead concentration that 
will result from exposure. The DTSC and USEPA have developed special models to predict blood 
lead concentrations and assess health risks associated with blood lead. The DTSC's model is called 
"Leadspread". Health risks to the adult and child residential receptors due to lead exposure were 
assessed using the latest version ofthis model (Leadspread 7). Consistent with DTSC risk guidance, 
the 99th percentile blood lead concentration was considered to be the cut-off for acceptable risks. 
That is, acceptable lead levels in soil for any given exposure scenario are defined as those which 
produce a blood lead no greater than 10 &deciliter (dl) in 99 percent of the exposed population 
(adult and child). The blood lead level of concern is 10 pg/dl for a child and 4.7 &dl for adults in a 
residential setting. The soil lead levels of concern are 150 mgkg for residential settings and 3,500 
mgkg for commercial settings. 

The USEPA's Adult Lead Methodology (ALM) model was used to assess health risks to the adult 
construction worker due to lead exposure. The ALM also includes assessment of lead exposure to a 
pregnant worker, as the fetus is the most sensitive receptor. The ALM is currently recommended by 
USEPA and DTSC for addressing commercial scenario adult lead exposures. As in the Leadspread 
model, in the ALM model, acceptable lead levels in soil for any given exposure scenario are defined 
as those which produce a blood lead no greater than 10 pddeciliter (dl) in the geomehic mean for 
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5.0 RISK CHARACTERIZATION 

The health risks of a chemical are quantified in terms of non-cancer risks, and carcinogenic risks if 
the chemical is considered a carcinogen. Non-cancer health risks refer to all other adverse health 
effects besides cancer. Carcinogenic chemicals may present non-cancer health risks in addition to 
cancer risks; therefore the potential for both types of effects must be evaluated for carcinogens. 

5.1 Non-Cancer Risks 

The risk of non-cancer health effects is evaluated by comparing the CDI for each exposure route 
(oral, dermal, inhalation) to the corresponding USEPA Reference Dose (RfD). The RfD is defined 
by USEPA as "an estimate of a daily exposure to the human population (including sensitive 
subgroups) that is likely to be without an appreciable risk of deleterious effects during a lifetime" 
(USEPA, 1989). The risk of non-cancer health effects is expressed quantitatively as the ratio of the 
CDI to the RfD. This ratio is termed the Hazard Quotient (HQ). For example, in the case of an oral 
or ingestion exposure (such as soil ingestion): 

An HQ value greater than 1 indicates that the chemical exposure for that route of exposure exceeds 
the level considered safe for long-term exposure by USEPA. 

In most cases, exposure from additional routes of exposure must be considered (dermal and 
inhalation), and the above equation is modified as follows: 

A HQ value greater than 1 indicates that the daily intake of chemical via all routes of exposure 
exceeds USEPA safe levels for long-term exposure as defined by the RfD. Since USEPA has not 
developed RfDs for the dermal exposure route, the oral route RFD is used to evaluate exposure via 
the dermal pathways. 

Rills used to calculate non-cancer risks were dbtained from the USEPA Integrated Risk Information 
System (IRIS) via the USEPA website. However, when an inhalation Chronic Reference Exposure 
Level (REL) (the California equivalent of an inhalation RfD) was available, the REL was used in 
lieu of the USEPA inhalation RfD. This usually requires a unit conversion from pg/m3 for the 
inhalation REL to mg/kg/day for an inhalation FUD. If an RfD was not available from W S ,  it was 
obtained from the following sources, in order of preference: 

* OEHHA Chronic Reference Exposure Levels (OEHHA, 2005) 

USEPA Region IX Preliminary Remediation Goal Document (USEPA, 2004) 
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CDI= CS/VF x InhR x  EF x ED 
B W x  AT 

Where: 

CDI 
CS 
VF 
InhR 
EF 
ED 
BW 
AT 

Chronic Daily Intake (mgkglday) 
Chemical concentration in soil (mgkg) 
Volatilization factor (m3/kg) 
Inhalation rate (m3/day) 
Exposure frequency (dayslyear) 
Exposure duration (years) 
Body weight (kg) 
Averaging time (days) 

4.5.5 Inhalation of Indoor Air (Vapor Intrusion Pathway) 

When buildings are constructed over soil containing volatile chemicals, there is some risk of vapor 
intrusion into the overlying structure. Vapors may enter the building through cracks in the 
foundation slab. When this occurs, individuals within the building may breathe the vapors. The 
DTSC version of the Johnson and Ettinger vapor intrusion model (Soil Screening Model modified 
April 18,2003 [J&E Model]) was used to estimate risks due to air contaminants within the proposed 
facility. These results are included in the risk characterization section (Section 5) ofthis report. The 
J&E Model was used in accordance with DTSC guidance for vapor intrusion (DTSC, 2004). Non- 
default parameters used in the J&E Model are summarized in Appendix F. 

The DTSC J&E model does not allow for estimation of the actual CDI for this pathway, instead 
model output is provided in terms of the predicted indoor air concentration and risk estimates (cancer 
risk for carcinogens or the hazard index for non-carcinogens). In addition, for child receptors, the 
J&E Model does not provide risk estimates for children. Therefore, for children, the indoor air 
concentration predicted by the J&E Model was used to calculate a CDI. 

The CDI associated with inhalation of indoor air for the child receptor using the indoor air 
concentration predicted by the J&E Model was calculated as follows: 

CDI= CA x  InhR x  EF x  ED x CF 
B W x  AT 

Where: 

CDI 
C A 
InhR 
EF 
ED 
CF 
BW 
AT 

Chronic Daily Intake (mgkglday) 
Chemical concentration in indoor air as predicted by J&E Model (pg/m3) 
Inhalation rate (m3/day) 
Exposure frequency (dayslyear) 
Exposure duration (years) 
Conversion Factor (1E-03 mglpg) 
Body weight for child (kg) 
Averaging time (days) 

January 2006 SCS ENGINEERS 
4-7 



CFs 
SAS 
AF 
ABS 
EF 
ED 
BW 
AT 

Conversion factor for soil (1E-06 kglmg) 
Skin surface available for contact with soil for adult or child (cm2) 
Soil-to-Skin adherence factor (mg/cm2/event) 
Fraction of chemical dermally absorbed (unitless) 
Exposure frequency (dayslyear) 
Exposure duration for adult or child (years) 
Body weight for adult or child (kg) 
Averaging time (days) 

The skin surface, SAs, refers to the expected amount of an individual's skin surface available for 
contact with soil. The soil-to-skin adherence factor, AF, is the amount of soil adhering to the skin 
surface after a soil contact event. The fraction of chemical dermally absorbed, ABS, is the fraction 
of chemical adhering to the skin that is expected to be absorbed across the skin into the body. 
Chemical-specific ABS values were obtained from DTSC (1994). 

4.5.3 Inhalation of Particulatt+Phase Chemicals in Outdoor Air 

Individuals may be exposed to contaminants in soil via the inhalation of re-suspended soil 
particulates. Consistent with USEPA guidance (USEPA, 2004), this pathway was evaluated only for 
non-volatile compounds. The CDI associated with this pathway was calculated as follows: 

CDI = CS/PEF x InhR x EF x ED 
B W x A T  

Where: 

CDI = Chronic Daily Intake (mgllcglday) 
CS = Chemical concentration in soil (mglkg) 
PEF = Particulate emission factor (m3/kg) 
InhR = Inhalation rate (m3/day) 
EF = Exposure frequency (dayslyear) 
ED = Exposure duration (years) 
BW = Body weight (kg) 
AT = Averaging time (days) 

The particulate emission factor, PEF, is a conversion factor used to convert a soil contaminant 
concentration to an airborne particulate contaminant concentration (USEPA, 2004). 

4.5.4 Inhalation of Vapor-Phase Chemicals in Outdoor Air 

Inhalation exposure to vapor-phase chemicals in outdoor air was evaluated for volatile chemicals 
using the volatilization factor approach described in USEPA (2004) and shown below. Volatile 
chemicals are defined as those chemicals having a Henry's Law constant greater than 1.OE-05 
atmospheres-cubic meter per mole (atm-m3/mol) and a molecular weight less than 200 gramslmol 
(glmol) (USEPA, 2004). The CDI associated with this pathway was calculated as follows: 
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long period of time. CDIs for each exposure pathway were calculated using the equations and 
assumptions shown in detail below. The equations below indicate the general form of the CDI 
calculation for each pathway. Exposure parameter values differ depending on whether the COPC is 
a carcinogen or non-carcinogen, and on whether the receptor is an adult or a child. A complete list 
of the specific exposure parameters used in the following calculations is shown in Table 2. 

4.5.1 Soil Ingestion 

Contaminants in soil may be inadvertently ingested through hand-to-mouth contact. The CDI for his 
pathway was calculated as follows: 

Where: 

CDI = 
CS = 

CF, = 
IR = 
EF = 
ED = 
BW = 
AT = 

Chronic Daily Intake (mgkglday) 
Chemical concentration in soil (mgkg) 
Conversion factor for soil (1E-06 kglmg) 
Soil ingestion rate for adult or child (mglday) 
Exposure frequency (dayslyear) 
Exposure duration for adult or child (years) 
Body weight for adult or child (kg) 
Averaging time (days) 

CS is the soil EPC calculated as described above. The soil ingestion rate, IR, is the average amount 
of soil assumed to be incidentally or inadvertently ingested by an individual (adult or child) on an 
average day. The exposure frequency, EF, corresponds to the number of days per year an individual 
would be expected to ingest soil. The exposure duration, ED, is the total number of years an 
individual would be expected to visit the site. The body weight, BW is the average body weight for 
an adult or 6-year old child. The averaging time, AT, is the total number of days over which the 
exposure is averaged in the life of the individual. For carcinogens, this value is always 70 years or 
25,550 days. However, for non-carcinogens, the value for AT depends on the respective receptor 
population (Table 2). 

4.5.2 Dermal Contact with Soil 

Dermal absorption of chemicals in soil may occur when soil particles make contact with, and adhere 
to the skin during outdoor activities. The CDI for the dermal absorption pathway was calculated as 
follows: 

C D I = C S x  C F E x  S A , x A F x A B S x E F x E D  
B W x A T  

Where: 

CDI = Chronic Daily Intake (mgkglday) 
CS = Chemical concentration in soil (mgkg) 
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dermal contact. In addition, individuals may inhale contaminants suspended in air by wind erosion 
or volatilized fkom surface soils. Finally, there is also a potential for residents to inhale chemicals 
which may volatilize and enter homes from underlying soils. This latter exposure pathway is 
typically referred to as the vapor intrusion pathway and was evaluated based on VOCs in hulk soil 
data. The groundwater pathway was not deemed complete because groundwater monitoring efforts 
have determined that chemicals of potential concern were not detected in groundwater samples. 
Therefore, groundwater was not considered to be a potential exposure medium. 

Based on the above rationales, the following receptor populations and exposure pathways were 
evaluated in the HRA: 

Constructioit Worker 

Soil ingestion 

Dermal contact with soil 

Inhalation of particulate-phase contaminants in outdoor air 

Inhalation of vapor-phase contaminants in outdoor air 

Adult and Child Resident 

* Soil ingestion 

Dermal contact with soil 

* Inhalation of particulate-phase contaminants in outdoor air 

0 Inhalation of indoor air (vapor intrusion pathway) 

Exposure assumptions consistent with a reasonable maximum exposure scenario (RME) were used 
in the HRA. The RME is considered an upper bound estimate of the chemical exposure that may 
occur to an individual, thus the use of RME assumptions is expected to conservatively estimate 
health risks for the general population (USEPA, 1989). 

4.4 Conceptual Site Model 

The combination of exposure pathways and population receptors described above are graphically 
summarized in the conceptual site model (CSM) shown in Figure 6. 

4.5 Calculation of Chronic Daily Intakes 

Quantitative estimates of chemical exposure are referred to as the Chronic Daily Intake (CDI). The 
CDI can he considered to represent an upper-bound exposure level (maximum or 95 percent UCLM) 
of chemical expected to be taken into the body from a particular exposure pathway each day over a 

Januay 2006 SCS ENGIh'EERS 
4-4 



ifthe COPCs UCL value from the Project Site was greater than the corresponding background value. 
Background soil samples were collected in July 2004 for this purpose from an on-site area near the 
northern property boundary that was not historically used for operations (SCS, 2005). If chemicals 
are not screened out at this step, they were further evaluated and screened out by comparing the 
sample median concentration to the background mean concentration using the Mann-Whitney 
(Wilcoxon) W Test. For a given inorganic compound, if there is a statistically significant difference 
between the medians at a 95% confidence level, the inorganic was considered a COPC and evaluated 
in the HRA. These steps are consistent with DTSC guidance "Selecting Inorganic Constituents as 
Chemicals of Potential Concern at Risk Assessments at Hazardous Waste Sites and Permitted 
Facilities" (DTSC, 1997). The following inorganic chemicals were eliminated from further 
evaluation from the HRA: arsenic, copper, mercury, and zinc. The following inorganic chemicals 
were included in the HRA: cadmium and lead. Appendix E contains information and methods used 
to determine inorganic COPCs. 

Concern regarding arsenic in soil in the former cesspool area was expressed by staff of the DTSC 
(letter dated November 2,2005) and the elimination of arsenic as a COPC (letter dated October 5, 
2005). During soil removal activities, soil and other materials with obviously elevated 
concentrations of arsenic were removed to a depth of 15 feet bgs in the area of the former cesspool. 
Vertical and lateral confirmation samples were collected in the cesspool area. The only confirmation 
samples with arsenic concentrations above site background were collected at depths of 15 feet bgs or 
depper. 

DTSC also expressed concern regarding the relatively high detection limit for arsenic. This is lilcely 
attributed to differences in laboratory analytical methodologies over a period of time. While the 
elevated detection limit may have resulted in an artificially high number of non-detections, detected 
levels of arsenic are within the background range for the site. 

A listing of soil COPCs is presented in Table 1. 

4.3 Description of Exposure Scenarios, Receptor Populations, and Exposure Pathways 

In order to estimate human exposure to contaminants, assumptions must be made regarding what 
populations will be exposed (receptor populations) and the mechanisms by which they will be 
exposed (exposure pathways). These assumptions are collectively referred to as an "exposure 
scenario". The exposure scenario assumptions used in the HRA depend on the current or future land 
use of the ptoject site. For example, if a site is currently occupied by residential housing, then 
exposure assumptions consistent with a residential receptor population would be used to assess risk. 
Other land uses might include shopping or offices, which is referred to as a "commercial/indust1ia1" 
land use, or in the case of parks, recreational land use. When evaluating risks for residential or 
recreational uses, it is standard practice to include evaluation of both adult and child receptors. 

Because the Project Site could potentially be redeveloped into a residential housing development, 
adult and child residential receptors were evaluated. In addition, construction workers may be 
exposed to chemicals during housing or infrastructure development. All of these individuals may 
come into contact with contaminants in surface soils through inadvertent ingestion of soils or direct 
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It is important to note, for data sets with greater than 50% non-detections, the maximum detected 
concentration value was used as the EPC. 

EPCs were calculated for all chemicals showing at least one unqualified detection (chemicals with at 
least one detection that is not qualified by standard laborato~y QAIQC qualification codes such as 
"J" [estimated value], or "R" [unusable]). 

Calculation of soil EPCs requires specifying the depth interval from which soil concentrations will 
be drawn to calculate the EPCs. For the Project Site, two receptor populations are relevant: residents 
(adults and children) and construction workers. For both of these receptors populations, use of a soil 
depth interval of 0 to 10 feet below ground surface (bgs) is consistent with DTSC risk guidance 
(Reynolds, et. al, 1990). Soil data collected from this depth interval were therefore used to calculate 
the EPCs. 

4.2 Identification of Chemicals of Potential Concern 

Chemicals of Potential Concern, or COPCs are the subset of chemicals at a site that may potentially 
present a health risk. Frequently, many chemicals are detected at a site, however, the levels of some 
of these, particularly naiurally occurring inorganic chemicals such as iron, may be comparable to, or 
below natural background concentrations. Such chemicals are not of health concern, and may be 
excluded from further evaluation. 

Separate approaches were used to identify organic and inorganic COPCs in site soil. These 
approaches are described below. 

Orgattics 

For an organic chemical in soil or soil vapor to be considered a possible COPC there had to be at 
least one unqualified detection, otherwise the chemical was screened out. If there was at least one 
unqualified detection, the candidate chemical was next evaluated as a possible blank contaminant. If 
the chemical was detected in blanks, then the chemical was not considered a possible COPC unless 
the sample concentration was at least 10 times greater than the blank concentration. 

For polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins and polychlorinated dibenzofurans, a 2,3,7,8- 
tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD) toxicity equivalent (TEQ) in soil concentration was calculated 
using all 17 congeners in each sample. This is consistent with CalEPA OEHHA guidance (OEHHA, 
2003). 

Inorganics 

As in the case for organics, there had to be at least one unqualified detection for an inorganic to be 
considered a possible COPC. It should be noted that only a subset of the CAM 17 metals was 
analyzed for based on site history. There was no reason to expect other CAM 17 metals to be 
present on the site based on past site uses. In the next screening step, the site ProUCL recommended 
UCL was compared to the corresponding value for background. Inorganic chemicals were included 
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4.0 EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT 

The most important component of a HRA is estimating the amount of a chemical an individual may 
come into contact with. This quantitative evaluation of chemical exposure involves the following 
steps: 

Estimating the representative chemical concentrations or "exposure point concentrations" 
(EPCs) in the environment (e.g., soil, water, air) to which individuals are assumed to 
be exposed. 

Identifying chemicals of potential concern (COPC) (i.e., chemicals that are most likely to 
present a potential health risk). 

Determining which individuals (receptor populations) may contact chemicals in the 
environment and in what manner they will be exposed (exposure pathways). 

The methods used to conduct each of these steps in the HRA are described below. 

4.1 Calculation of Exposure Point Concentrations (EPCs) 

EPCs are the representative concentrations of chemicals in soil, water, or air that are used to 
calculate human health risks. An EPC is defined as "the arithmetic average of the concentration that 
is contacted over the exposure period" (USEPA, 1989). To ensure that the estimate ofthe arithmetic 
average is conse~ative and will not be underestimated, it is recommended that a statistically-based 
95% upper confidence limit (UCL) on the mean concentration be used as an estimate for the EPC 
(USEPA, 1989; DTSC, 1992). By definition, there is a 95% probability that the true mean is equal 
or less than the 95% UCL. 

The USEPA's statistical software package ProUCL (USEPA, 2003) was used to determine the 
statistical distribution of each contaminant. Non-detect values were assigned a value of one-half the 
sample quantitation limit (SQL), or the practical quantitation limit (PQL) ifthe SQL was equal to the 
PQL. This is consistent with the DTSC guidance document, Use of Soil Concentration Data in 
Exposure Assessntents (DTSC, 1996). In cases where the distribution (i.e., normal; lognormal) could 
not be determined, the data test was deemed to be non-parametric. 

While it is recommended that a 95% UCL be used as an estimate for the EPC, based on 
correspondence regarding the use of ProUCL, (via email, ProUCL Communication, dated June 23, 
2004 [USEPA, 20041, often an UCL (e.g., 95%) does not provide the specified (95%) coverage for 
the population mean. This is especially true when the data sets are moderately to highly skewed. 
The use of the 95% UCL will result in an underestimate of the EPC term. In most cases where the 
data set's distribution has been determined to be non-parametric, ProUCL recommends the use of a 
97.5% or 99% UCL. Depending upon the data set, a 97% or 99% UCL may provide a better 
coverage (coverage closer to 99%) estimate for the EPC (USEPA, 2004). A summary of the data 
statistics for soil is provided in Appendix C. Statistical output from ProUCL is provided in 
Appendix D. 
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3.0 DATA COLLECTION AND EVALUATION 

Data used in this HRA were obtained primarily from the following reports: RFIReport dated July 
2001, RFI, Additional Soil Sampling for Cesspool and Background Areas, dated September 2004, 
and RFI Supplemental Soil Sampling, dated Febmay 2005. 

3.1 Data Evaluation 

Data were evaluated to ensure that it was suitable for quantitative risk assessment. Specifically, the 
following data quality assurance/quality control (QAIQC) issues were examined: 

Were detection limit requirements met? 

Were any sample holding time exceeded? 

* Were surrogate recovered within the quality control recovery limits specified for the 
analytical method? 

Were any chemicals detected in blanks (including method blanks, equipment rinsate blanks 
and trip blanks)? 

* Were recoveries of matrix spikes within control limits? 

Only data qualified as "R" or rejected were automatically rejected from the HRA. There were no 
data qualified as "R" in the data used in the HRA. 

Analytical results from chemical analyses of soil samples collected from 0 to 10 feet bgs and used in 
the HRA are presented in Appendix A. Analyhcal results from chemicals analyses of soil samples 
collected from below 10 feet bgs are presented in Appendix B. 
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Groundwater samples have been collected quarterly since the initial monitoring round with the 
exception of times when the water level was too low to allow purging and sampling. In addition 
to the initial groundwater sampling event, sampling episodes took place on the following dates: 

May 14, 1997 
* October 29, 1997 
* January 1, 1998 

April 29, 1999 
March 24,2000 
May 26,2000 
August 16,2000 
May 21,2001 
April 28,2003 
March 25,2004 
May 4,2004 

The most recent sampling effort took place in January 2005. Pesticides and herbicides were not 
detected in groundwater samples from any of the well samples and no other constituents of 
concern were detected at elevated concentrations. None of the target metals were measured at 
concentrations above detection limits in any of the samples. Analytical results of groundwater 
samples taken previously, including data from previous sampling events are summarized in 
Appendix A. Based on the lack of detections ofpesticides and herbicides since 1997, it has been 
recommended that groundwater monitoring at the site be discontinued (SCS, 2005a). DTSC 
agreed with this recommendation in their letter of March, 24,2005. 

Figure 4 shows on-site soil borings in the vicinity of the former wash rack and Figure 5 shows 
on-site soil sampling and groundwater sampling locations. 
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Pesticides, herbicides, volatile organics, and strychnine were not detected in soil samples collected 
from the additional soil borings. Elevated concentrations of metals were not detected. 

Additional Soil Borings in UST Area 

Additional soil samples were collected from two borings to a depth of approximately 48 feet and 
in two borings to 5 feet on May 20, 1999. Organochlorine pesticides and herbicides were 
detected in only one of the soil samples analyzed (BH9-6-15). 

Trace metals were detected in some samples. Concentrations of the various metals are within the 
ranges previously detected at the site and within ranges, which have been detected in un- 
impacted, natural soils. 

Three additional soil borings (BH-12, BH-13, BH-14) were drilled to a depth of 25 feet bgs on 
February 13, 2001. Samples were analyzed for organochlorine pesticides. Results indicate 
detectable concentrations of chlordane, dieldrin, DDT and its breakdown product DDE, heptachlor 
and heptachlor epoxide, endrin, and beta, delta, and gamma isomers ofhexachlorocyclohexane (also 
known as BHC; gamma-BHC is marketed under the trade name Lindane). 

Supplemental Soil Sampling -Background Area 

Supplemental soil sampling was conducted in July 2004 to address detections of arsenic in soil 
samples collected in one on-site background sample locations (SCS, September 2004). 
Concentrations of arsenic were detected above the normal range of concentrations expected in 
natural soils in the Los Angeles area in two samples from this location. Sampling was also 
conducted in order to develop a more robust baclcground metals data set, soil sampling and analysis 
was conducted in an on-site area near the northern property boundary that was not historically used 
for operations. Analytical data indicated that soil containing arsenic concentrations above typical 
background concentrations do not appear to extend any significant distance laterally. Details are 
provided in the report titledRFISupplementalSoilSampling, BackgroundArea (SCS, 2005a). This 
report was subsequently approved by the DTSC in March 2005. 

Soil samples were collected from monitoring wells MW-1 and MW-2 at approximately five foot 
intervals to the total depth of each boring on January 28 and 29,1997. Due to access limitations, 
soil samples were collected from monitoring well MW-3 at depths of 15 and 20 feet bgs only. 
Pesticides, herbicides, and strychnine were not detected in these soil samples. Elevated 
concentrations of metals were not detected in these soil samples. 

2.2.5 Groundwater Monitoring Events 

Groundwater samples were collected initially on February 14,1997 and analyzed for pesticides and 
herbicides, strychnine, VOCs, selected metals, and general water quality parameters (general 
minerals) 
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at location SV-5 (15-foot depth), with a detection limit of 1.0 pgL. When two (2) duplicate 
samples were collected and analyzed at SV-5, all VOCs were non detect. Soil vapor survey 
sampling locations are shown on Figure 3. 

While PCE was detected during a soil vapor survey conducted on April 6,  1995, analytical results 
indicated no detectable VOCs with the exception of 1.8 pg/L (micrograms per liter) of PCE detected 
at sample location SV-5 (15-foot depth), with a detectionlimit of 1.0 &L. Two duplicate samples 
were subsequently collected and analyzed at SV-5. Duplicate samples indicated no detectable 
VOCs. Based on the confirmatory results, soil vapor data were not evaluated in the HRA. This has 
been agreed upon by the DTSC in a telephone conversation on June 14,2005 (DTSC, 2005). 

2.2.2 Trenches, Septic Tank, and Cesspool Sampling 

Soil samples were collected from five (5) exploratory trenches (T1 through T5) in the southern 
portion of the site on May 4 and December 19, 1995. 

Near-Surface Soil Sampling 

Soil samples were collected at 25 locations at depths between the surface and 3 feet bgs on June 
15 and December 19, 1995. 

During the initial phases of the RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI), approximately 10 percent of 
samples were analyzed in duplicate (co-located for soil samples). 

2.2.3 Soil Borings 

Initial Phases of RFI 

Soil samples were collected from borings on June 13 and December 19, 1995. Samples were 
collected to a depth of 21 feet bgs in borings BH-1, BH-2, and BH-3, and to a depth of 41 feet in 
borings BH-4, BH-5, and BH-6. Locations of soil borings are shown on Figure 4. 

Pesticides and herbicides detected in soil borings include relatively low concentrations @pb 
range) of 4,4-DDT and dalapon. Diethylphthalate (DEP) and benzo(a)pyrene (BAP) were 
detected in two borings at concentrations of up to 4.2 and 0.05 mgtkg, respectively. Other 
SVOCs, TRPH, VOCs, and strychnine were not detected in samples from soil borings. Elevated 
concentrations of metals were not detected in these soil borings. Dioxins and furans were not 
detected in samples from soil borings. 

2.2.4 Additional Soil Borings at Locations Previously Sampled 

Six shallow soil borings were drilled at the site on January 30, 1997 to obtain additional 
subsurface soil samples for laboratory analysis to assess elevated concentrations of various 
constituents detected during the initial site investigation. These additional soil borings were 
sampled at depths of 3 and 5 feet bgs. 
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2.0 SITE BACKGROUND 

2.1 Site Description and History 

The Project Site is an approximately 1.9 acre relatively flat parcel located on the north side ofEast 
Slauson Avenue approximately 500 feet west of Rosemead Boulevard in Pico Rivera, California. 
The site is located in the Downey Plain area of the Los Angeles basin. Site elevation is 
approximately 152 feet above mean sea level (MSL). 

The site is located in a mixed residential, commerciallindustria1 area. The site is bounded on the 
north, west and east by residential properties. Industrial facilities are located to the south, 
immediately across East Slauson Avenue. Except for an approximately 50 by 200 foot grassy area at 
its southern end, the entire site is surrounded by an 8-foot high block wall or chain-link fence with a 
locked gate. A site location map is provided as Figure 1. Locations of current and former facilities 
at the site are shown on Figure 2. 

The site was used by LACDAC from the 1930's to the early 1990's for the following purposes: 
offices, raising of beneficial insects, mixing of rodent and bird baits for pest control, disposal of 
pesticides acquired from a pesticide collection program, and incineration of plants held under 
quarantine for pests or disease. 

2.2 Summary of Site Investigations to Date 

Soil and groundwater at the Project Site have been extensively investigated by the County of Los 
Angeles since closure of the facility in 1990. Site facilities, including a 4,000-gallon underground 
storage tank (UST) and associated wash racklconcrete pad, cesspool and associated sludge and soils, 
incinerator, aboveground weed oil tanks, irrigation well, garage, storage bins, and building materials 
have been removed. Soils and other media have been investigated. Three clusters of two 
groundwater monitoring wells are located at the Project Site. Results of site investigations and 
removal actions, to date, are described in the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
Facility Investigation (RFI) Report (SCS, July 2001). Information on RCRA unit closure and 
potential corrective measures are included in the Closure Plan (SCS, November 2003). Additional 
soil sampling and analysis took place for arsenic in the vicinity of the former cesspool. Details are 
available in the RFI Additional Soil Sampling, Cesspool and Background Areas Report (SCS, 2004). 
Supplemental background soil sampling is summarized in the RFI Supplemental Soil Sampling 
Background Area Report (SCS, 2005a) 

The following narrative summarizes investigations conducted since 1995 under the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) facility investigation program (SCS 2001). 

2.2.1 Soil Vapor Survey 

Results of a soil vapor survey conducted on March 21 and April 6, 1995, indicated no detectable 
VOCs with the exception of 1.8 yg/L (micrograms per liter) of tetrachloroethene (PCE) detected 
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BASELINE HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT 
FORMER LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER 
8841 EAST SLAUSON AVENUE 
PIC0 RIVERA, CALIFORNIA 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This Human Health Risk Assessment (HRA) Report has been prepared by SCS Engineers (SCS) on 
behalf of the Los Angeles County Department of Agricultural Commissioner / Weights and 
Measures (LACDAC) for evaluation of the potential human health risks attributable to potential 
contaminants present in soil beneath the Pico Rivera Facility Site located at 8841 East Slauson 
Avenue, Pico Rivera, California (Project Site). 

The risk assessment methods described in this report were selected first to be consistent with 
recommendations of the California regulatory agencies primarily responsible for reviewing site risk 
assessments in California. These agencies include the California Department of Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC) and the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). 
Ifrisk assessment guidance was not available from these California agencies for some aspect of the 
risk assessment, risk guidance ofthe United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) was 
used. 

This HRA report consists of five parts: 

Site Background 

Data Evaluation 

* Exposure Assessment 

Risk Characterization 

* Uncertainty Analysis 
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Using the California Department of Toxic Substances Control Leadspread model to evaluate lead 
risks for on-site resident lead exposure; lead risks are considered insignificant. The USEPA Adult 
Lead Methodology (ALM) model was used to assess risk from on-site exposure to lead for the 
construction worker. Lead risks are also considered insignificant for the construction worker. 
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BASELINE HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER 1 
WEIGHTS AND MEASURES 

8841 EAST SLAUSON AVENUE 
PIC0 RIVERA, CALIFORNIA 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A health risk assessment (HRA) was prepared on behalf of the Los Angeles County Department of 
Agricultural Commissioner / Weights and Measures (LACDAC) for the evaluation of the potential 
human health risks attributable to contaminants present in soil beneath the former Pico Rivera 
Facility site located at 8841 East Slauson Avenue. The site was used by LACDAC from the 1930's 
to the early 1990's for the followingpurposes: offices, raising ofbeneficial insects, mixing ofrodent 
and bird baits for pest control, disposal of pesticides acquired from a pesticide collection program, 
and incineration ofplants held under quarantine forpests or disease. Soil and groundwater at the site 
have been extensively investigatedby the County since closure of the facility in 1990. Site facilities, 
including a 4,000-gallon underground storage tank (UST) and associated wash racWconcrete pad, 
cesspool, incinerator, above ground weed oil tanks, irrigation well, garage, storage bins, and building 
materials have been removed. Soils and other media have been investigated. 

The HRA evaluated exposures occurring to construction workers and potential adult and child 
residents. The following exposure pathways were evaluated depending on the receptor population: 
soil ingestion, dermal contact with soil, inhalation of soil particulates and volatiles released from 
soil. In addition, the vapor intrusion exposure pathway was evaluated for the adult and child 
residents. This pathway is not a concern for construction workers since this is an indoor pathway 
and construction workers are assumed to be working outdoors. Both cancer and non-cancer health 
risks were evaluated. 

The risk assessment methods used in this HRA were selected first to be consistent with 
recommendations of the California regulatory agencies primarily responsible for reviewing site risk 
assessments in California. These agencies include the California Department of Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC) and the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). 
If risk guidance was not available from the California agencies for some aspect of the risk 
assessment, recommendations of theunited States Environmental ~rotectibn Agency (USEPA) were 
selected. 

The results of the HRA show that cumulative cancer risks for the construction worker and adult and 
child residents are above the DTSC and OEHHA negligible cancer risk threshold of 1 x but 
within the USEPA target risk range of 1 x to 1 x which is considered to be safe and 
protective of human health. The increased potential for cumulative cancer risks to the construction 
worker and residents is due to potential soil ingestion and dermal contact with dieldrin in soil. 
Cumulative non-cancer risks for the construction worker, adult and child residents are all below the 
Hazard Index threshold of 1, indicating that potential exposures are not expected to result in adverse 
health effects. 
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS (continued) 
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 
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Aopendix 

A Raw Analytical Data Summary Tables (Collected from 0 to 10 feet below ground 
surface) 

Raw Analytical Data Summary Tables (Collected from below10 feet below ground 
surface) 

Statistical Summary Table 

ProUCL Statistical Output Sheets 

Background Screening of Inorganic Chemicals of Potential Concern 

Johnson-Ettinger Modeling Results 

Lead Modeling Results (DTSC Leadspread and USEPA ALM) 
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Figures 

List Chemicals of Potential Concern, and Exposure Point Concentrations 

Exposure Parameters 

Toxicity Criteria for Chemicals of Potential Concern - Organics 

Toxicity Criteria for Chemicals of Potential Concern - Inorganics 

Non-Cancer Risks - Construction Worker 

Cancer Risks - Construction Worker 

Non-Cancer Risks - Adult Residential Receptor 

Non-Cancer Risks - Child Residential Receptor 

Cancer Risks - Adult and Child Residential Receptor 

Summary of Total Risks 

Project Site Location Map 

Map Showing Location of Facilities 

On-Site Soil Vapor Sampling Locations 

On-Site Soil Borings in Vicinity of Former Wash Rack and Underground Storage 
Tank 

On-Site Soil Sampling and Groundwater Sampling Locations 

Conceptual Site Model 
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6.0 UNCERTAINTIES 

Due to limitation of available scientific data and in the amount and type of site investigation data 
collected, every risk assessment will have uncertainties associated with it. The primary sources of 
uncertainty for the present risk assessment include: - Uncertainties in exposure parameter assumptions 

Uncertainties in toxicity criteria 
Uncertainties in the characterization and evaluation of the vapor intrusion pathway 

Uncertainties in exposure parameter assumptions are related to the general lack of quantitative 
studies describing important aspects of human behavior such as incidental soil ingestion rates 
(particularly adults), length of time spent at one residence, time spent outdoors, etc. In general, this 
uncertainty has been dealt with by ening on the conservative side and using upper-bound exposure 
assumptions that will tend to overestimate the exposure occurring to most individuals. This 
approach to exposure parameter uncertainty is the basis for the RME exposure scenario concept and 
will tend to result in an overestimation ofhealth risks. In addition, chemicals for which there were 
more than 50% non-detects, the maximum detected concentration was used as the EPC. This will 
also tend to result in an overestimation of health risks. 

Important uncertainties in toxicity criteria include: 1) the complete absence of RfDs or CSFs for 
some chemicals (for example, silvex, in the present report), 2) the lack of an adequate toxicological 
basis for some toxicity criteria, 3) the uncertainty associated with applying oral route toxicity criteria 
to the inhalation route or dermal route, and 4) the complete lack of toxicity criteria for the dermal 
route. The general lack of toxicity criteria based on a solid database ofunderlying toxicological data 
results in a reduced ability to accurately quantify both non-cancer and cancer risks. This may result 
in both under- and over-estimation of health risks. 
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TABLE 2. 
EXPOSURE PARAMETERS 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER / WEIGHTS AND MEASURES 
8841 EAST SLAUSON AVENUE 

PIC0 RIVERA, CALIFORNIA 

IyoIes: 
1 Dermal absorption values, ingeneral: 1% for organics. 10% for organics, unless otherwise specified by OTSC (1994). 

Exposure parameter' 

General Parameters 

Acronym Reference Units 

Receptors 

construction 
Worker 

Resident 

Adult Child 



TABLE 1. 
LIST OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN 

AND EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATIONS (EPCs) - SOILS 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER 1 WElGHTS AND MEASURES 

8841 EAST SLAUSON AVENUE 
PIC0 RIVERA, CALIFORNIA 

Notes: 
' COPC = Chemical of potential concern 

EPC = Exposure Point Concentration 

Inorganics 

COPC' 

Organics 

E P C ~  
(mglkg) 

COPC EPC (mglkg) 

1.50E-02 

5.00E-02 
4.20E+00 

6.40E-03 
5.50E-03 
2.34E-01 
2.63E-01 
5.5OE-01 
1.11E+00 
3.33E+00 
1.00E+00 
3.40E-03 
1.90E-01 
3.90E-03 
2.10E-01 

5.60E-06 

Metals 
Cadmium 
Lead 

1.60E+00 
7.62E+01 

Toluene 
SVOCs 

Benzo(a)pyrene 
Diethylphthalate 

PesticideslHerbcides 
beta-BHC 
delta-BHC 
alpha-chlordane 
gamma-chlordane 
2,4-Dichlorophenoxy Acetate Acid 
Total DDT 
Dalapon 
Dieldrin 
Endrin (Total) 
Heptachlor 
Heptachlor Epoxide 
Silvex 

DloxinslFurans 
Total Equivalent 2.3.7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin 
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Figure 5. Map Showing Soil Sampling Locations and Groundwater Monitoring Well 
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Figure 4. Map of Soil Borings in Vicinity of Former Wash Rack and Underground Storage Tank 
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8.0 LIMITATIONS AND CERTIFICATIONS 

This HRA was prepared in accordance with risk assessment methodologies recommended at the 
present time by regulatory agencies having jurisdiction in the State of California. It should be 
recognized that an assessment ofthe human health risk associated with exposures to chemicals in the 
environment is a difficult and inexact science. Professional judgments leading to conclusions and 
recommendations are generally made with a margin of error inherent to the risk assessment process. 

Analytical data used in the HRA were developed by others. It is sometimes difficult to verify the 
adequacy or accuracy of the site investigations through which these data were developed. For this 
reason, we attempted to use health-conservative assumptions wherever data or information was 
limited or uncertain. Also, the final recommendations presented in this document are meant to 
reduce the uncertainties associated with past site investigative work and minimize any potential 
health risks. 
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7.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

A health risk assessment (HRA) was prepared on behalf of the Los Angeles County Department of 
the Agricultural Commissioner (LACDAC) for the evaluation of the potential human health risks 
attributable to contaminants present in soil beneath the former Pico Rivera Facility site located at 
8841 East Slauson Avenue. The site was used by LACDAC from the 1930's to the early 1990's for 
the following purposes: offices, raising ofbeneficial insects, mixing of rodent and bird baits for pest 
control, disposal of pesticides acquired from a pesticide collection program, and incineration of 
plants held under quarantine for pests or disease. Soil and groundwater at the site have been 
extensively investigated by the County since closure of the facility in 1990. Site facilities, including 
a 4,000-gallon underground storage tank (UST) and associated wash rack/concrete pad, cesspool and 
associated sludge and soil, incinerator, above ground weed oil tanks, irrigation well, garage, storage 
bins, and building materials have been removed. Soils and other media have been investigated. 

The HRA evaluated exposures occurring to construction workers and potential adult and child 
residents. The following exposure pathways were evaluated depending on the receptor population: 
soil ingestion, dermal contact with soil, inhalation of soil particulates and volatiles released from 
soil. In addition, the vapor intrusion exposure pathway was evaluated for the adult and child 
residents. This pathway is not a concern for construction workers since this is an indoor pathway 
and construction workers are assumed to be working outdoors. Both cancer and non-cancer health 
risks were evaluated. 

The risk assessment methods used in this HRA were selected first to be consistent with 
recommendations of the California regulatory agencies primarily responsible for reviewing site risk 
assessments in California. These agencies include the California Department of Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC) and the Califomia Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). 
If risk guidance was not available from the California agencies for some aspect of the risk 
assessment, recommendations of the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) were 
selected. 

The results of the HRA show that cumulative cancer risks for the construction worker and adult and 
child residents are above the DTSC and OEHHA negligible cancer risk threshold of 1 x but 
within the USEPA target risk range of 1 x 1 0 . ~  to 1 x lo4 which is considered to be safe and 
protective of human health. The increased potential for cumulative cancer risks to the construction 
worker and residents is due to potential soil ingestion and dermal contact with dieldrin in soil. 
Cumulative non-cancer risks for the construction worker, adult, and child residents are all below the 
Hazard Index threshold of 1, indicating that potential exposures are not expected to result in adverse 
health effects. 

Using the California Department of Toxic Substances Control Leadspread model to evaluate lead 
risks for on-site resident lead exposure; lead risks are considered insignificant. The USEPA Adult 
Lead Methodology (ALM) model was used to assess risk from on-site exposure to lead for the 
construction worker. Lead risks are also considered insignificant for the construction worker. 
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TABLE 3. 
TOXICITY CRITERIA FOR CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN - ORGANICS 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER1 WEIGHTS AND MEASURES 
8841 EAST SLAUSON AVENUE 

P IC0  RIVERA, CALIFORNIA 

Abbrevlatlons: 
COPC = chemical of polenlial concern EPC = exposure point concenlrat~on RIO. = oml reference dose 
CSF. = oral cancer slope laclor rngikg-day = m~lli~rams per kilogram body weigh1 per day RID, = inhalalion reference dose 
CSF, = inhalalion cancer slope faclor NC = Not a suspecred carcinogen m-..=not available or applrcable 
COPC =chemical of palenlial concern R = Route-Ic-route exlmpolallon 

Notes: 
In the absence of dermal toxicily values, oal leferenm doses andlor cancer slope factors were used to evaluate exposure dermal exposure. 

'Reference doses no1 available for bela-BHC, della.BHC: reference doses lor the surmgale compound gamma-BHC used. 
'~eference doses an0 cancer SlDpe faclon nal available for alpha.chlordane. garnma&lordane; references doses, cancer slope factors for surrogale compound chlordane used. 
'~eference dose and cancer slope factor for 4.4-DDT used. 
RsfsrenceE: 
1RIS. 2005. Inlearated Risk Informalion Svstem (IRIS). USEPA online dalabase. hllD:l/w.eDa.aovfitiSi. 
OEHHA. 2335 Cn' l !~  Toxioiy Cnlena Ddubase. CarEPA onllne dalabase hllp Iw.w.oePh3 ca gmlnsWchem mlurKndex.asp 
USEPA. 2004 Ur#:~.d Stilks En, rontr cna Pm:ecl on Agency I JSE?A) I'3ea.cn XI Prrl.m:,ary Rconco 31ion Goa's Tab a. Oclotcr 2CO4 

REFERENCE 
COPC Oral Reference Dose (RfD.)' 

DOSES CANCERSLOPE FACTORS 
Inhalation Reference Dose (RfDJ' Oral Slope Factor (CSFJ~ Inhalation Slope Factor (CSFJ 

Imelke-da~) ( rng/kpdav)" (rnglkgdafi' 

8.57E-02 

NO Data 
8.00E-01 

3.00E-04 
3.00E-04 
5.00E-04 
S.OOE.O~ 
No Data 
5.0OE-04 
3.00E-02 
5.00E-05 
3.0OE-04 
5.0OE-04 
1.30E-05 
No Data 

1.10E-08 

(mglkgday) 

IRIS. ZOO5 

- 
IRIS. 2005 

IRIS. 2005 
IRIS. 2005 
IRIS. 2005 
IRIS. 2005 - 
IRIS, 2005 
IRIS. 2005 
IRIS. 2005 
IRIS, 2005 
IRIS. 2005 
IRIS. 2005 - 

OEHHA. 2005 

Toluene 

Benzo(a1pyrene 
Dieffiylphthalale 

PesticldeslHerbicides 
beta-B~c'  
delta-BHC' 
alpha-chlordand 
gamrna-chlordane2 
2.4-Oiichlorophenoxy Acetate Acid 
rota1 DDT' 
Dalapon 
Dieldrin 
Endrin (Total) 
Heplachlor 
Heplachlor Epoxide 
Silvex 

DioxinslFurans 
Total Equivalent 2.3.7.8-Tetrachlorodibenzc-p-dioxin (TCDD) 

2.00E-01 

No Data 
8.00E-01 

3.00E-04 
3.00E04 
5.0OE-04 
5 . 0 0 ~ 4 4  
NO ~ a t a  
5.OOE44 
3.00E42 
5.00E-05 
3.00E-04 
5.00E-04 
1.30E-05 
No Data 

1.00E-08 

OEHHA, 2005 NC - NC - 
- 1.20Ef 01 OEHHA. 2005 3.90E+00 OEHHA. 2005 
R NC - NC - 
R 
R 
R 
R - 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R - 

OEHHA. 2005 

1.50E+00 
NO Data 
1.30Ec00 
1.30E+00 
No Data 
3.40E-07 

NC 
1.60EtOl 

NC 
4.10E*00 
5.5OE+OO 
No Dato 

1.30E+05 

OEHHA. 2005 
- 

OEHHA. 2005 
OEHHA. 2005 - 
OEHHA. 2005 - 
OEHHA, 2005 - 
OEHHA. LOO5 
OEHWA. 2005 - 
OEHHA. 2005 

1.50E+00 
NO Data 
I .2OE+OO 
I .20E+00 
NO Data 
3.40E-01 

NC 
1.60E+01 

NC 
4.10Et00 
5.50E+00 
No Data 

1.30Ei05 

OEHXA, 2005 - 
OEHHA, 2005 
OEHHA, 2005 - 
OEHHA. 2005 - 
OEHHA. 2005 - 
OEHHA. 2005 
OEHHA. 2005 - 
OEHHA. 2005 




