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Draft Standards Review Questions 
• What are the concerns and issues with the equations used to 

calculate the preliminary values for the various pathways? 
• What are the concerns and issues with the toxicity values 

used to calculate the preliminary values for the various 
pathways? 

• What are the concerns and issues with the chemical and 
physical parameters used to calculate the preliminary values 
for the various pathways? 

• What are the concerns and issues with any of the 17 
provided documents? 

• What are the issues and concerns with any preliminary 
value for a specific contaminant, pathway, or exposure 
scenario? 
 
 
 



What are the concerns and issues with the equations used to 
calculate the preliminary values for the various pathways? 

• Develop cancer and noncancer based soil standards which 
account for cumulative exposure across each route. 
 

• The residential noncancer SRS, should use an age-adjusted 
calculation that accounts for combined exposure during 
childhood years and adult years.  

 



What are the concerns and issues with the equations used to 
calculate the preliminary values for the various pathways? 

• Develop cancer and noncancer based soil standards which 
account for cumulative exposure across each route 
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What are the concerns and issues with the equations used to 
calculate the preliminary values for the various pathways? 

• The residential noncancer SRS, should use an age-adjusted 
calculation that accounts for combined exposure during 
childhood years and adult years.  

 Section 3.3 (RfDs in Goal Setting) 
OSWER initially considered two approaches for using 
RfDs in setting risk-based remediation goals in soil: 1) 
comparison of a 6-year, childhood exposure to 
contaminants in soil with a sub-chronic RfD; and, 2) 
comparison of a 30 year, time-weighted average 
exposure to contaminants in soil (including exposures 
to both children and adults) with a chronic RfD.   
Now, a third approach has been proposed: 
comparison of a 6-year, childhood exposure with a 
chronic RfD.   



What are the concerns and issues with the equations used to 
calculate the preliminary values for the various pathways? 

• The residential noncancer SRS, should use an age-adjusted 
calculation that accounts for combined exposure during 
childhood years and adult years.  

 Section 3.3 (RfDs in Goal Setting) [cont.] 
The second approach proposed by the OSWER 
probably is the more reasonable.   
 
That is, to compare a 30-year TWA exposure with a 
chronic RfD.  It is likely to be adequately 
conservative.   
 
Comparison of a 6-year old's exposure with a 
chronic RfD may be overly conservative.  



What are the concerns and issues with the equations used to 
calculate the preliminary values for the various pathways? 

• The residential noncancer SRS, should use an age-adjusted 
calculation that accounts for combined exposure during 
childhood years and adult years.  

 Section 2.2 (Direct Ingestion) 
 
In their analysis of the issue, the SAB indicates 
that, for most chemicals, the approach of 
combining the higher 6-year exposure for 
children with chronic toxicity criteria is overly 
protective (U.S. EPA, 1993e).  
Thus, for the purposes of screening, OERR opted 
to base the generic SSLs for noncarcinogenic 
contaminants on the more conservative 
“childhood only” exposure. 



What are the concerns and issues with the equations used to 
calculate the preliminary values for the various pathways? 

• The residential noncancer SRS, should use an age-adjusted 
calculation that accounts for combined exposure during 
childhood years and adult years.  

 USEPA RSL User’s Guide 
“It should be emphasized that 
[screening levels] are not cleanup 
standards.” 
“The SLs identified on this website 
are likely to serve as PRGs early in 
the process--e.g., at RI scoping and 
at screening of chemicals of 
potential concern (COPCs) for the 
baseline risk assessment.” 



What are the concerns and issues with the toxicity values used 
to calculate the preliminary values for the various pathways? 

1) Use of chronic toxicity values rather than subchronic toxicity 
values in deriving the residential (child only) soil remediation 
standards represents an overly conservative approach.   

2) NJDEP’s approach in applying a 10-fold adjustment to the 
noncancer calculation for Class C carcinogens is not 
consistent with generally accepted approaches for 
developing soil remediation standards or indoor air screening 
levels.   

3) USEPA’s IRIS notes that ethylbenzene is a Class D chemical. 
Ethylbenzene should not be assessed as a carcinogen. 

 



What are the concerns and issues with the toxicity values used 
to calculate the preliminary values for the various pathways? 

• USEPA’s IRIS notes that ethyl benzene is a Class D chemical. 
Ethylbenzene should not be assessed as a carcinogen. 

 
– USEPA’s IRIS notes that ethylbenzene is a Class D chemical 
– USEPA uses CalEPA cancer toxicity values for Regional Screening Levels 
– International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) 

 
 
 

– Recognizing that NJDEP’s Tier 1 source for toxicity information is IRIS 
(with the exception of NJ DWQI) 

– IRIS is currently in the process of updating the hazard assessment for 
ethylbenzene. 

 

“[t]here is inadequate evidence in humans 
for the carcinogenicity of ethyl benzene”  



What are the concerns and issues with the chemical and 
physical parameters used to calculate the preliminary values 

for the various pathways? 
 

• In 2008, NJDEP’s approach for selecting physical/chemical 
values was significantly more robust and technically 
defensible than what is currently being proposed.  The 
USEPA’s SSL Guidance document (USEPA 1996) values and its 
recommended hierarchy of sources should continue to be 
NJDEP’s first choice in deriving soil remediation standards.   
 



What are the concerns and issues with any of the 17 
provided documents? 

No specific comments. 
 



What are the issues and concerns with any preliminary value 
for a specific contaminant, pathway, or exposure scenario? 

1) Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs):  It appears 
that the residential draft standards for several PAHs 
(for example, benzo(k)fluoranthene, 
benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(a)anthracene, 
benzo(a)pyrene) are lower than the current standards 
derived in 2008, while the non-residential draft 
standards are higher than the current standards.  
What are the driving reasons for this shift?  Is this due 
to the ADAF adjustment now incorporated into the 
residential standards calculation, due to a change in 
the physical chemical values used in their derivation 
(e.g., Koc), or some other reason? 

 



What are the issues and concerns with any preliminary value 
for a specific contaminant, pathway, or exposure scenario? 

Contaminant CAS No. 
Soil PQL 
(mg/kg) 

Direct Contact Soil Remediation Standards 
Residential (mg/kg) Non-Residential (mg/kg) 

Draft Proposed 
Ingestion- Dermal 

Draft Proposed 
Inhalation 

Draft Proposed 
Standard 

Current Standard Draft Proposed 
Ingestion- Dermal 

Draft Proposed 
Inhalation 

Draft Proposed 
Standard 

Current Standard 

Acenaphthene 83-32-9 0.2 3,500 NA 3,500 3,400 51,000 NA 51,000 37,000 
Anthracene 120-12-7 0.2 17,000 NA 17,000 17,000 250,000 NA 250,000 30,000 
Benzo(a)anthracene (1,2-Benzanthracene) 56-55-3 0.2 0.15 15,000 0.20 0.6 3.2 200,000 3.2 2 
Benzo(a)pyrene 50-32-8 0.2 0.015 1,500 0.20 0.2 0.32 20,000 0.32 0.2 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene (3,4-Benzofluoranthene) 205-99-2 0.2 0.15 15,000 0.20 0.6 

3.2 200,000 3.2 2 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 207-08-9 0.2 1.5 15,000 1.5 6 32 200,000 32 23 
Chrysene 218-01-9 0.2 15 150,000 15 62 320 NA 320 230 
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 53-70-3 0.2 0.015 1,400 0.20 0.2 0.32 19,000 0.32 0.2 
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 193-39-5 0.2 0.15 15,000 0.20 0.6 3.2 200,000 3.2 2 
Naphthalene 91-20-3 0.2 2,400 5.7 5.7 6 35,000 27 27 17 
Pyrene 129-00-0 0.2 1,700 NA 1,700 1,700 25,000 NA 25,000 18,000 



What are the issues and concerns with any preliminary value 
for a specific contaminant, pathway, or exposure scenario? 

2) The draft residential standards for PAHs indicate that two 
compounds (dibenz(a,h)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene) will 
remain at PQLs, while three additional compounds 
(benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, indeno(1,2,3-
cd)pyrene) have draft standards that would be reduced to 
PQLs.  It would seem that these PQLs are below background 
concentrations in many areas.  While background can be 
accounted for in remediation, these standards make the task of 
identifying clean fill, beneficial use of recycled concrete and 
dredged materials difficult.  We would encourage NJDEP to 
consider the use of background levels in place of PQLs.  We 
realize that the Brownfields Act refers to “natural background” 
or compounds/elements that are not anthropogenic in nature. 

 



What are the issues and concerns with any preliminary value 
for a specific contaminant, pathway, or exposure scenario? 

3) The standard for di-n-octyl phthalate is substantially less than 
the current standard.  What is (are) the driving reason(s) for 
this shift?  Is it due to a change in the physical chemical 
values used in its derivation (e.g., Koc) [see comment above] 
or a change in the toxicity values used? 

 



What are the issues and concerns with any preliminary value 
for a specific contaminant, pathway, or exposure scenario? 

Contaminant CAS No. 
Soil PQL 
(mg/kg) 

Direct Contact Soil Remediation Standards 
Residential (mg/kg) Non-Residential (mg/kg) 

Draft Proposed 
Ingestion- Dermal 

Draft Proposed 
Inhalation 

Draft Proposed 
Standard 

Current Standard Draft Proposed 
Ingestion- Dermal 

Draft Proposed 
Inhalation 

Draft Proposed 
Standard 

Current Standard 

Di-n-octyl phthalate 117-84-0 0.2 620 NA 620 2,400 9,200 NA 9,200 27,000 



What are the issues and concerns with any preliminary value 
for a specific contaminant, pathway, or exposure scenario? 

4) NJDEP should consider using a different exposure 
time (ET) in the derivation of residential soil 
remediation standards for the inhalation route of 
exposure which currently assumes that residential 
outdoor inhalation exposure occurs 24 hours/day.  
NJDEP should consider developing a conservative but 
more reasonable exposure time consistent with 
reasonable maximum exposure assumptions 
regarding time spent outdoors by residents at a 
specific property.  We are currently investigating the 
scientific basis for alternatives for the 24hr exposure 
scenario. 

 



What are the issues and concerns with any preliminary value 
for a specific contaminant, pathway, or exposure scenario? 

5) The draft residential standard for manganese is 1,900 mg/kg; 
currently the standard is 11,000 mg/kg.  The draft non-
residential standard is 31,000 mg/kg; the current standard is 
5,900 mg/kg.  What is (are) the reasons(s) for this shift?  



What are the issues and concerns with any preliminary value 
for a specific contaminant, pathway, or exposure scenario? 

6) The migration to groundwater draft standard for benzene is 
higher than the current impact to groundwater screening 
level (IGW).  This appears to be due to the use of a different 
Koc than used in 2008.  NJDEP should use the approach used 
in 2008 for selecting physical/chemical values since it was 
significantly more robust and technically defensible than 
what is currently being proposing.   

 



What are the issues and concerns with any preliminary value 
for a specific contaminant, pathway, or exposure scenario? 

Contaminant CAS No. 
Soil PQL 
(mg/kg) 

Migration to Groundwater 
Draft Proposed 

Default Soil 
Standard (mg/kg) 

Current Screening 
Criterion (mg/kg) 

Draft Proposed 
Default Leachate 
Standard (ug/L) 

Current Leachate 
Criterion (ug/L) 

Benzene 71-43-2 0.005 0.0094 0.005 20 4 



What are the issues and concerns with any preliminary value 
for a specific contaminant, pathway, or exposure scenario? 

7) The migration to groundwater draft standards for 
several phthalates are substantially lower than the 
current IGW (butyl-benzyl phthalate (230 mg/kg to 29 
mg/kg), bis-2-ethylhexyl phthalate (1200 mg/kg to 14 
mg/kg).  What is (are) the driving reason(s) for these 
shifts?  Is it due to a change in the physical chemical 
values used in their derivation (e.g., Koc) [see above 
comment]?  If so, NJDEP should use the approach used 
in 2008 for selecting physical/chemical values since it 
was significantly more robust and technically defensible 
than what is currently being proposed.   

 



What are the issues and concerns with any preliminary value 
for a specific contaminant, pathway, or exposure scenario? 

8) In general, draft migration to groundwater standards have 
not been set for PAHs.  We assume that this is due to low 
solubility of these compounds in water.  The exception 
appears to be benzo(a)anthracene, which does have a draft 
standard.  Is there a reason why this compound appears to 
be an exception? 

 



What are the issues and concerns with any preliminary value 
for a specific contaminant, pathway, or exposure scenario? 

9) The direct contact draft standards for 1,1,1-trichloroethane 
are substantially higher than the current direct contact 
standards (160,000 mg/kg vs 290 mg/kg), presumably due to 
recent toxicity data.  However, the draft migration to 
groundwater standard is lower than the current IGW (0.2 
mg/kg vs. 0.3 mg/kg).  Is this due to the current groundwater 
quality standard?  
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