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 APPENDIX A:  

 
Reponses to Comments on the 

AIR MONITORING NETWORK RESULTS FOR 2013 
VOLUME 3 

 
Comment 
Number Comment Response Action 

1.  

 
From CRLAF, NRDC, PANNA: 
 
Report’s Focus on Negative Sampling Results is Misleading –  
 
We think the report’s focus on negative sampling results is misleading and conveys a 
false sense of security because it is based on skewed presentation of data and 
obscures the fact that health-based thresholds were exceeded in some locations. 
 

 
DPR disagrees with this comment. All obtained results are included in the 
Results section of the report and in Raw Data file located in our Web Site 

< http://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/emon/airinit/2013_raw_data.pdf>. 
 

DPR staff attempts to fully and clearly state the obtained results and to compare 
those results with our previously established health screening levels to 

determine if any exceedances have occurred. If a pesticide exceeds its health 
screening level or any other regulatory target previously establish by DPR, 

further review is conducted as stated in the Results section of the report and in 
the Report’s summary section. 

 
Every attempt is made by staff to convey the obtained results in clear and 

unbiased manner. Report format and presentation is consistent with previously 
released DPR study publications. 

 
 

No changes to report are 
needed. Suggestions were 
taken into consideration by 

DPR  
 

http://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/emon/airinit/2013_raw_data.pdf
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2.  

 
From CRLAF, NRDC, PANNA: 
 
Reporting Metrics –  
 
Revise the draft report to present the results using clear and meaningful metrics and 
ensure that the conclusions clearly describe that some health based thresholds were 
exceeded.   
 

 
DPR developed health screening levels for the monitored pesticides to place 

the results in a health-based context. The health screening level is the 
calculated air concentration based on a chemical's toxicity that is used to 
evaluate the possible health effects of exposure to the chemical. Although 

screening levels are not regulatory standards, they can be used to evaluate air 
monitoring results and determine if a more detailed assessment is warranted. 

 
Additionally, pesticides that have a risk management directive, regulatory goals 
are used instead of screening levels. Methyl bromide and chloropicrin are two 
pesticides for which the risk management directives specify air concentration 

goals for developing regulatory requirements. Data from the air network is used 
in part to determine the effectiveness of regulatory requirements. Therefore, it 
is more appropriate to compare the detected concentrations to the regulatory 

goals instead of screening levels. 
 

The manner in which pesticide air concentrations are stated in this Report, are 
consistent with previous DPR study publications. Pesticide concentrations 
measured in all three of our sampling locations are listed in various tables 

throughout the Report, and described in the Report’s text and in the Report’s 
conclusion and Executive Summary. DPR believes that Report’s results are 

clearly and effectively presented and thus no changes are required. 
 

No changes to report are 
needed. Suggestions were 
taken into consideration by 

DPR  
 

3.  

From CRLAF, NRDC, PANNA: 
 
Site Locations –  
 
Utilize the results of a comprehensive analysis comparing pesticide concentrations 
with pesticide use and weather patterns to revise the Air Monitoring Plan to more 
accurately assess exposures by identifying new monitoring sites where pesticide use 
is more representative of what is occurring regularly in communities. 

DPR will take this comment along with other comments made by interested 
stakeholders into consideration before making a final decision on the future of 

the air monitoring network. 

No changes to report are 
needed. Suggestions were 
taken into consideration by 

DPR 
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4.  

 
From CRLAF, NRDC, PANNA: 
 
Comprehensive Analysis of Data –  
 
Conduct a comprehensive analysis comparing pesticide concentrations with pesticide 
use and weather patterns without further delay and publish this analysis within the 
next 6 months. 
 

DPR is in the process of conducting a comprehensive evaluation of collected 
pesticide concentrations with reported pesticide use and weather pattern data 

for years 2011 – 2013. This evaluation will be included in a separate or 
amended report. 

No changes to report are 
needed. A separate or 
amended report will be 
released by DPR once 
described analysis is 

completed. 
 

5. 

 
From CRLAF, NRDC, PANNA: 
 
Monitoring Frequency –  
 
Monitor more frequently during times of the year when use of specific pesticides is 
more frequent in order to assess peak air levels. 
 

 
Increased sampling during high use peak periods is not currently feasible 

considering that we monitor for 32 pesticides and 5 breakdown products, all of 
which do not have the same use seasons. Due to budgetary constraints, 

increased monitoring at high use area for small subset of pesticides out of the 
37 chemicals monitored is not feasible. The intent of the study if to look at long-

term exposure in the areas of highest use. 
 

No changes to the report are 
needed. Suggestions were 
taken into consideration by 

DPR 

6. 

 
From The Chloropicrin Manufacturer’s Task Force: 
 
Place Screening Levels in Proper Context –  
 
While DPR states that the screening level is not a regulatory level, it should more 
clearly explain the screening level. 
 
Informing the reader that while average air concentration is above the screening level, 
it is 146 times lower than the number that DPR has set forth in its Risk Management 
Directive would help the reader place the number in context. 
 

 
Screening level are clearly defined in Report’s Summary (Page i) and on Pages 

7-8 of the Report. The report clearly states that:  
 

“DPR developed health screening levels for the monitored 
pesticides to place the results in a health-based context. Health 
screening levels are calculated air concentrations based on a 
chemical's toxicity that is used to evaluate the possible health 
effects of exposure to the chemical. Although screening levels are 
not regulatory standards, they can be used to evaluate air 
monitoring results. A measured air concentration below the 
screening level for a given pesticide would not be considered a 
significant health concern and would not generally undergo further 
evaluation at this time. A measured concentration that is above 
the screening level would not necessarily indicate a significant 
health concern, but would indicate the need for a further, more 
refined evaluation. Significant exceedances of the screening levels 
could be a health concern and may indicate the need to explore 
the imposition of mitigation measures. More information on DPR 
determined screening levels including information on deriving 
screening levels for each individual pesticide have been 
summarized on AMN’s Volume 1 report (DPR, 2013)”. 

 

No changes to the report are 
needed. Suggestions were 
taken into consideration by 

DPR 
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7. 

 
From The Chloropicrin Manufacturer’s Task Force: 
 
Risk Assessment Statements Outside of Context of the Report –  
 
The Air Monitoring Network draft report is not a risk assessment for any specific 
pesticide, or an assessment of the comparative risk of monitored pesticides, but rather 
is report of the potential presence of the listed pesticides in ambient air above selected 
screening levels, which as noted are not regulatory levels. Therefore, statements 
regarding risks are not within the context of the report and should be removed. 
 

DPR disagrees that a complete risk assessment is needed before any 
evaluation of risk can be made. As defined in the report, a screening level is a 

trigger for DPR to conduct a more detailed evaluation of the potential risk. DPR 
has followed the same process and evaluation for previous projects. 

No changes to the report are 
needed. 

8. 

 
From Dow AgroSciences: 
 
Speculative Characterization of 1,3-dichlropropene (1,3-D) –  
 
The Department’s draft report, “Draft Air Monitoring Network Results for 2013. Volume 
3. September 2014. Report Air 4-01” asserts: 
 
“1,3-D did not exceed a DPR screening level. However 1,3-D was detected at a level, 
that if continued for 70 years, would be above a DPR regulatory target” 
 
DOW AgroSciences objects to this speculative characterization of 1,3-D exposures in 
light of the Department’s own 3-year air monitoring data and the toxicological 
relevance of AMN detection levels. Furthermore, DPR’s exposure scenarios include 
the assumption that 2013 levels would continue for 70 years, which is not consistent 
with 2011 and 2012 AMN data that prove otherwise, nor is 70 years even a realistic 
assumption given the robust new data on the mobility of populations in areas where 
1,3-D is used.  
 

DPR’s characterization of the 1,3-D air concentrations is appropriate. The 1-
year average concentrations as well as the overall 3-year average 

concentrations are given. This is more data to characterize a lifetime exposure 
than has been available previously. Dow AgroSciences has not provided the 

data to support the mobility of populations. 

No changes to the report are 
needed. 

9. 

 
From Dow AgroSciences: 
 
Results for 1,3-Dichloropropene –  
 
DPR states in the draft AMN reports, “A concentration greater than 100% of the 
screening level suggests the need for further evaluation.”  DAS concurs that a 
comparison of 1,3-D monitoring results to acute, subchronic, and chronic screening 
levels over the past 3 years indicate no reason for concern, as all values were 
well below 100% of the pertinent screening levels. 
 

Comment acknowledged by the Department. No response required. No changes to the report are 
needed. 
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10. 

 
From Dow AgroSciences: 
 
1,3-D as a Carcinogen – 
 
DPR’s rationale for regulating 1,3-D as a carcinogen is based on a finding of benign 
tumors in lifetime high-dose animal studies. The animal toxicology studies for 1,3-D 
demonstrate that there are clear thresholds for tumor induction (see figure below).  
Concentrations that elicited increased incidences of tumors are more than 140,000 
times higher than long-term average levels measured in ambient air in high demand 
areas and the lifetime average daily exposure that poses negligible increased risk.  
Based on the weight of the evidence, even if 1,3-D is considered a carcinogen, 
current agricultural uses of 1,3-D do not pose a cancer risk. It is therefore, 
overly conservative to regulate 1,3-D as a carcinogen at exposure levels that are not 
carcinogenic. 

DPR is evaluating the new toxicology studies as part of its update to the 1,3-D 
risk assessment. DPR will not consider changing its regulatory target for 1,3-D 

until the updated risk assessment is complete. 

No changes to the report are 
needed. 
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11. 

 
From Dow AgroSciences: 
 
Lifetime time frame assumptions used for 1,3-D Risk Assessment – 
 
The draft AMN report further states that the cancer risk estimate:  

 
“…assumes that the chronic exposure occurs every single day for a lifetime (70 
years). However, this assumption is consistent with standard risk assessment 
procedures.” (p. 40)  
 
While this assumption is used in some risk assessment procedures, it should not be 
applied when actual data to the contrary are available. The  Department  is  assessing  
risk  to  1,3-D  with  simple  and conservative assumptions, especially regarding 
lifetime of exposure, even though considerable data exist to inform and refine those 
assumptions including a new study conducted for DAS which was targeted  
specifically  at  determining the  residency  and mobility  patterns of  residents  in 
areas with significant 1,3-D use.  The results of that study were consistent with 
existing national data which show that residents of the U.S. are mobile and move 
frequently.   In fact, the assumption of 70 years living in a single dwelling in a high use 
area represents the 99.99th percentile. The 95th percentile of residence time in  a  
high  use  area  is  about  50  years,  while  the  average  residence  time  is  less  
than  30  years. Furthermore, the average time spent at the very same residence was 
5-6 years.  These new data clearly indicate that the assumption that an individual is 
exposed at the same location for 70 years is unrealistic and inappropriately 
conservative. The study also showed that residents spend an average of 13% of their  
time  completely  outside  of  the  high  use  area  over  the  course  of  a  year.    
While  the  highly conservative assumption of 70 years may be warranted in the 
absence of actual data, the residency and mobility study provides those data, specific 
to areas of 1,3-D use, to inform the assumptions made in the risk assessment 
regarding potential lifetime of exposure. 

Dow AgroSciences has not provided the data to support these conclusions.  No changes to the report are 
needed. 
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12. 

 
From Dow AgroSciences: 
 
Uncertainty of Air Concentrations – Treatment of ND and Trace Samples  
 
DAS has previously expressed concerns that areas where product use results in no 
detection, and especially areas where 1,3-D is not even used, are still included as 
contributing to the exposure assessments when non-detections (NDs) are counted as 
½ the Maximum Detection Limit (MDL). Including 1,3-D NDs to a risk assessment 
when it hasn’t even been used, or used as such low levels as to be undetectable, 
artificially inflates the cancer risk calculations. 
 

 
Consistent with previous DPR reports, samples with concentrations above the 
minimum detection limit but below the LOQ can be identified as containing a 
trace amount but the concentration cannot be measured reliably. When 
calculating average concentrations or other statistics, DPR assumes that 
samples with a trace concentration have a concentration at the midpoint 
between the MDL and the LOQ. As with the MDL, the LOQ is a characteristic of 
both the method and the chemical. Different methods can have different LOQs 
limits for the same chemical. The same method can have different LOQs for 
different chemicals. 
 
When calculating the highest 4-week rolling concentrations and overall average 

concentration for pesticides with at least one detectable concentration, 
comparisons of three different methods which treat samples with no detectable 
concentration and trace concentrations differently have been performed in the 

past and results have been presented in previous versions of the Air Monitoring 
Network Results Report (Page 49 of AIR MONITORING NETWORK RESULTS 

FOR 2011, Volume 1). Results show that replacing DPR’s standard method 
with any of the two alternative methods tested does not affect the “% Screening 

Levels” by a large enough margin to alter the report’s findings.  Therefore, 
current DPR’s standard method for treating samples with no detectable 

concentration and trace concentrations will remain the same. 
 

No changes to the report are 
needed. 

13. 

 
From ARB: 
 
Acknowledgments –  
 
Thank you for acknowledging ARB’s monitoring and lab staff, and the Quality 
Assurance team members.  We’d suggest moving a clause from the Glossary 
definition of MLD to the Acknowledgments, so that it reads that the QA team members 
are being acknowledged for auditing the air monitoring network.  That clause didn’t 
seem appropriate in defining MLD in the Glossary.  Also, we’d state that staff of MLD 
audited the monitoring network at the request of DPR, not at the “petition” of DPR as 
currently stated.   
 

 
Acknowledgements section has been edited to incorporate the suggested 
changes. The related sections have been edited as stated below:: 
 

“We also would like to thank the Air Resources Board’s 
monitoring and laboratory staff and the Quality Assurance team 
members. Staff from ARB’s Monitoring and Laboratory Division 
audited the Air Monitoring Network at the request of the DPR”. 
 
Glossary section has been edited to read: 
 
“MLD: Monitoring and Laboratory Division. The MLD is the 
monitoring and laboratory division of the California Air Resources 
Board”. 
 

Suggested changes to the 
report were made. 
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14. 

 
From ARB: 
 
Glossary –  
 
On page vi, ARB is described as being part of Cal/EPA.  We suggest describing DPR 
in the same way.  Also, QA is defined as “Quality Assurance team.”  We assume this 
should be “quality assurance.”  
 

 
Glossary Section has been edited to incorporate the suggested 
changes. The related sections have been edited as stated below: 
 

“DPR:  California Department of Pesticide Regulation, part of 
Cal/EPA”  
 
and  
 
“QC: Quality Control” 

 

Suggested changes to the 
report were made. 
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15. 

 
From ARB: 
 
Average concentrations –  
 
Pages 23-25 describe overall average concentrations for all samples collected in 
2013, with data presented in Tables 11 and 12, comparing the average concentrations 
with acute, subchronic, and chronic screening levels (health values).  We interpret 
these averages as being the average of all three monitoring sites.  We suggest that 
this be clarified.  We also suggest that it would be more meaningful to present a table 
with the highest annual average concentration for each pesticide (a table similar to 
Table 11) found at any of the three monitoring sites, rather than averaging the three 
sites together.  A network of three sites is hardly sufficient to approximate a statewide 
average.  While the report doesn’t describe this as a statewide average, we are 
concerned that someone reading the report may make such a conclusion.   
 
Also, it is not clear why data for Dacthal are noted as leading to the highest chronic 
exposure of any of the monitored pesticides, with data presented in Table 11 for 
average concentrations, but not in Table 12 for average concentrations for pesticides 
with quantifiable concentrations.  If Dacthal’s high chronic exposure is due to trace 
concentrations (concentrations between the detection limit and the limit of 
quantification), that point should be made in the text.     
 

 
Text on Page 23 states that Table 11 refers to “all samples collected from 
January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013”.  
 
Text on Page 25 was amended to clearly state that pesticides listed in Table 
12 refer to all sampling locations. New text reads: 
 

“Table 12 summarizes the magnitude of the air concentrations relative to 
the screening levels for the 14 pesticides and breakdown products that 
had quantifiable concentrations in at least one sample from all sampling 
locations”. 
 

Pages 25 through 40 list pesticide and breakdown product air concentrations 
based on monitoring location, whereas Pages 13-24 provide collective results 
based on all sampling locations. Furthermore, Table 13 (Salinas), Table 16 
(Shafter), and Table 19 (Ripon) present the highest annual average 
concentration for all pesticides in the air network within each sampling location. 
 
As illustrated on Table 11, although Dacthal’s overall average concentration is 
6.9 ng/m3, the chronic screening level is 47 ng/m3 and thus the percent of 
screening level is the highest of all pesticide and breakdown products included 
in the Air Monitoring Network. 
 
A note on Page 23 has been added to clearly state that Dacthal highest 
detection in 2013 from all three sampling locations was at trace levels. The 
note added reads as follows: 
 

(Note: The highest concentrations detected for Dacthal were at trace 
levels; Therefore, Dacthal’s high chronic exposure is due to trace 
concentrations relative to its screening level.)   
 

Some of the suggested 
changes to the report were 

made. 
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Via Email Correspondence: 
 
From: Lynn Baker 
Subject: Comments on draft air monitoring network report 
 
Pam/Edgar, 
 
We reviewed DPR’s draft report “Air Monitoring Network Results for 2013” and have a few minor comments.  We appreciate you being willing to accept our 
comments beyond your comment period.     
 

1. Acknowledgments – Thank you for acknowledging ARB’s monitoring and lab staff, and the Quality Assurance team members.  We’d suggest moving a 
clause from the Glossary definition of MLD to the Acknowledgments, so that it reads that the QA team members are being acknowledged for auditing the air 
monitoring network.  That clause didn’t seem appropriate in defining MLD in the Glossary.  Also, we’d state that staff of MLD audited the monitoring network 
at the request of DPR, not at the “petition” of DPR as currently stated.   

2. Glossary – On page vi, ARB is described as being part of Cal/EPA.  We suggest describing DPR in the same way.  Also, QA is defined as “Quality 
Assurance team.”  We assume this should be “quality assurance.”  

3. Average concentrations – Pages 23-25 describe overall average concentrations for all samples collected in 2013, with data presented in Tables 11 and 12, 
comparing the average concentrations with acute, subchronic, and chronic screening levels (health values).  We interpret these averages as being the 
average of all three monitoring sites.  We suggest that this be clarified.  We also suggest that it would be more meaningful to present a table with the 
highest annual average concentration for each pesticide (a table similar to Table 11) found at any of the three monitoring sites, rather than averaging the 
three sites together.  A network of three sites is hardly sufficient to approximate a statewide average.  While the report doesn’t describe this as a statewide 
average, we are concerned that someone reading the report may make such a conclusion.   

Also, it is not clear why data for Dacthal are noted as leading to the highest chronic exposure of any of the monitored pesticides, with data presented in 
Table 11 for average concentrations, but not in Table 12 for average concentrations for pesticides with quantifiable concentrations.  If Dacthal’s high chronic 
exposure is due to trace concentrations (concentrations between the detection limit and the limit of quantification), that point should be made in the text.     
 

Please contact me with any questions regarding these comments. 
 
  Lynn 
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 APPENDIX B:  

 
California Air Resources Board’s 2013 Flow Audits and Siting Evaluations 

of the Department of Pesticide Regulation’s Air Monitoring Network 
Pesticide Samplers 
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