
 

 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IX 

75 Hawthorne Street 

San Francisco, CA  94105 

 

 

John Faust 

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 

1515 Clay St., Suite 1600 

Oakland, CA 94612 

 

October 16, 2012 

 

Dear Dr. Faust,  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft California Communities 

Environmental Health Screening Tool (CalEnviroScreen) report. The release of the draft 

CalEnviroScreen report is a significant step forward toward assessing cumulative impacts, as defined 

by the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA). We commend Cal/EPA and the 

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) for their considerable efforts to 

produce this draft report, and the efforts undertaken to solicit feedback on the draft report from 

various stakeholders. 

 

The comments attached to this letter were developed in consultation with EPA staff and 

managers from various programs. Furthermore, EPA comments on the 2010 Cal/EPA and OEHHA 

report, Cumulative Impacts: Building a Scientific Foundation, are also attached to this letter. Some 

of our previous comments are still applicable to the recent draft report.  

 

Please do not hesitate to contact Jacquelyn Hayes at (415) 972-3259 or via email at 

hayes.jacquelyn@epa.gov, or Charles Swanson at (415) 947-4219 or swanson.charles@epa.gov if 

you have any questions. 

 

 

 

      Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Deldi Reyes (signed) 

Environmental Justice Program Manager 

      Communities and Ecosystems Division 

 

Enclosures 

 

 

 

 

 



Comments on the Draft California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 

(CalEnviroScreen), dated July 30, 2012 

 

General Comments 

 

1. We commend Cal/EPA and OEHHA for their efforts to solicit stakeholder comments on the draft 

report as well as the documentation of the comments received during public workshops held 

across the state. Based on review of the comments received thus far, there is great interest in the 

appropriate utilization of the tool. Recognizing the limitations of the tool and the datasets it uses 

could help inform discussions of the utility of the tool. It is suggested that the limitations of the 

tool as well as the limitations of the datasets used in the tool are stated in the report, or provided 

in a supplementary technical guidance document.  

 

In addition, a discussion that describes existing tools to assess overburdened communities, and 

compares CalEnviroScreen to these other tools could help elucidate how the tool could best be 

used. This discussion could also demonstrate how Cal/EPA and OEHHA are contributing to the 

field of assessing cumulative impacts. 

 

2. Page 1 of the draft report states that the preliminary statewide analysis is being conducted to 

provide a baseline assessment and methodology which can be expanded upon and updated 

periodically as information becomes available. At some point, it may be useful to present 

temporal changes, if data are available.   

 

3. It is recommended that more information about the selected quantitative approaches and data 

validation be added to the report. The current method for determining the component score 

involves taking the average of the percentiles of the indicators within each component. The 

averaging of percentiles could mask significant burdens or vulnerabilities in some communities. 

It is recommended that more information on the following topics be added to the report: 

 Why percentiles of indicators are averaged to derive the component score;  

 Why averaging periods for various indicators were selected (some have an averaging 

period of 2007-2009, others have 2004-2008, one has 2005-2009); 

 Why the range of scores for environmental effects and public health components are 

lower than the range of scores for the exposures component; 

 The derivation of the equation used to determine the cumulative impacts score; and 

 What indicators were considered and why particular indicators were selected (or not 

selected). 

 

4. It is recommended that the individual indicator values and percentiles, in addition to the 

cumulative impact scores, for every zip code are made available. This would allow others to 

better understand which indicators are the drivers for the cumulative impact score of a given zip 

code.  

 

 

  



Comments on the Draft California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 

(CalEnviroScreen), dated July 30, 2012 

 

Specific Comments 

 

Air Quality Indicators 

 

1. The methods used for determining the ozone and PM2.5 indicator values are not consistent 

with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).
1
 It is suggested that reasons for 

choosing to use methods that deviate from the NAAQS for ozone and PM2.5 be explained in 

the report. 

 

2. It is suggested that the use of National-Scale Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) data be 

considered.
2
 

 

Pesticide Use Indicator 

 

1. As stated in the draft report, pesticide exposure can occur through drift incidents, worker 

exposure at the time of application, and from consumption of residues on treated commodities. 

Pesticide exposure, however, can also occur from consumption of contaminated drinking water, 

drift that occurs even if all pesticide label instructions are followed, accidents, or pesticide 

misuse. Risks of all of these exposures increases with high levels of pesticide use. 

 

2. The selection of pesticides to include for the pesticide use indicator calculation used a filter of 

hazard and volatility. Appendix A1 of the draft report states that pesticides included in the 

pesticide use indicator calculation include pesticides classified as “high” or “moderate” priority 

under the Birth Defect Prevention Act of 1984 (SB 950), or pesticides included on the 

Proposition 65 list (Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986). Of these 

pesticides, those with volatility less than 10
-6

 mm Hg were excluded from the list.  

 

If the cumulative impacts tool is intended to address both human health and non-human 

environmental impacts, then it would be appropriate to include pesticides that have been 

identified as causes of water quality impairment under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act 

(CWA). Limiting pesticides to only volatile and semi-volatile chemicals results in the 

omission of the pyrethroid class, which have high use in many areas, and which are among 

those causing surface water quality impairments.  

 

3. The draft report states that the drinking water quality indicator is still under development. In 

the course of developing the drinking water quality indicator for the tool, it is suggested that 

any pesticides that are identified as potential drinking water contaminants be added to the 

pesticide list as well. 

 

4. Table 1 below is being provided for informational purposes to help guide discussions and the 

development of the pesticide use indicator. Table 1 shows the pesticides included in the 

CalEnviroScreen pesticide use indicator calculation (page 67 of the draft report), pesticides 

included in Region 9’s draft list of priority pesticides in the San Joaquin Valley, and 

pesticides on the Prop 65, SB 950, and CWA 303(d) lists.  

 

                                                 
1
 http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html 

2
 http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/natamain/ 



Comments on the Draft California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 

(CalEnviroScreen), dated July 30, 2012 

 

 

Please note that the Region 9 draft list of priority pesticides was developed based on 

pesticide use in the San Joaquin Valley only, whereas the pesticide list included in the draft 

report was developed based on statewide pesticide use. Furthermore, the method used by 

Region 9 to develop the draft list of priority pesticides starts with agricultural pesticide use in 

the San Joaquin Valley, separates fumigants from non-fumigants, groups by common 

mechanism of toxicity, and focuses on pesticides of higher relative toxicity. The Region 9 

draft list reflects queries of the Pesticide Use Report (PUR) for 2010 agricultural pesticide 

use in the San Joaquin Valley. This list includes pesticides (or groups) ranked in the top 5-10 

fumigants and non-fumigants for each county. Queries of the PUR database for other years or 

other counties may result in changes to this list. Pesticides with use levels that did not rank in 

the top 5-10 in a San Joaquin Valley county do not appear on the Region 9 draft list. 

 

 

 

Table 1. Pesticide List Comparison 

Pesticide CalEnviro

Screen 

EPA 

Region 9 

Prop 65 SB 950 CWA 

303(d) 

1,3-Dichloropropene X X X X  

2,2-Dibromo-3-nitrilo-

propionamide 

X     

2,4-D, dimethylamine salt    X  

Acephate (OP) X X  X  

Acrolein X     

Aldicarb (NMC) X X  X X 

Allethrin (PYR)  X    

D-Allethrin (PYR)  X    

Azinphos-methyl (OP)* X X   X 

Azoxystrobin    X  

Bensulide (OP)  X  X  

Bifenthrin (PYR)  X   X 

Bioalletrhin (PYR)  X    

S-Bioallethrin (PYR)  X    

Boscalid  X  X  

Bromoxynil heptanoate X     

Bromoxynil octanoate X  X X  

Buprofezin X   X  

Carbaryl (NMC) X X X X  

Carbofuran* X    X 

Carbophenothion (OP)*  X    



Comments on the Draft California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 

(CalEnviroScreen), dated July 30, 2012 

Table 1. Pesticide List Comparison 

Pesticide CalEnviro

Screen 

EPA 

Region 9 

Prop 65 SB 950 CWA 

303(d) 

Chloropicrin X X  X  

Chlorothalonil X X X X  

Chlorpyrifos (OP) X X  X X 

Chlorthal-dimethyl X   X  

Clomazone X     

Cryolite    X  

Cycloate X  X   

Cyfluthrin (PYR)  X  X  

Beta-Cyfluthrin (PYR)  X  X  

gamma-Cyhalothrin (PYR)  X    

lambda-Cyhalothrin (PYR)  X  X X 

Cypermethrin (PYR)  X  X  

S-Cypermethrin (PYR)  X  X  

Cyprodinil X   X  

Dacthal     X 

Dazomet X X  X  

DDVP (OP) X X X  X 

Deltamethrin (PYR)  X    

Diazinon (OP) X X  X X 

Dicloran X   X  

Dimethoate (OP) X X  X X 

Dioxathion (OP)*  X    

Disulfoton (OP)*  X  X X 

Diuron  X X X X 

Endosulfan (OC)* X    X 

EPN (OP)*  X    

EPTC X     

Esfenvalerate (PYR)  X  X X 

Ethalfluralin X     

Ethephon (OP)  X    

Ethion (OP)*  X    

Ethoprop (OP) X X X   

Fenamiphos (OP)* X X  X  

Fenpropathrin (PYR) X X    



Comments on the Draft California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 

(CalEnviroScreen), dated July 30, 2012 

Table 1. Pesticide List Comparison 

Pesticide CalEnviro

Screen 

EPA 

Region 9 

Prop 65 SB 950 CWA 

303(d) 

Fenthion (OP)* X X    

Fludioxonil X   X  

Flumioxazin X   X  

tau-Fluvalinate (PYR)  X X X  

Fonofos (OP)*  X    

Formetanate HCL (NMC)  X    

Glyphosate + salts  X    

Glufosinate ammonium  X  X  

Hydrogen cyanamide X     

Imazalail X   X  

Imidacloprid    X  

Imiprothrin (PYR)  X  X  

Iprodione   X X  

Linuron X  X X  

Malathion (OP) X X   X 

Mancozeb  X X X  

Metalaxyl X     

Metam potassium X X X   

Metam sodium X X X   

Methamidophos (OP)* X X    

Methidathion (OP)* X X    

Methiocarb (NMC)  X  X  

Methomyl (NMC) X X  X  

Methyl bromide X X X   

MITC X     

Methyl parathion (OP)* X X  X  

Mevinphos (OP)*  X    

Molinate* X  X   

Myclobutanil X  X   

Naled (OP) X X    

Oryzalin  X X X  

Oxyfluorfen    X X 

Oxamyl (NMC)  X    

Oxydemeton-methyl (OP) X X X X  



Comments on the Draft California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 

(CalEnviroScreen), dated July 30, 2012 

Table 1. Pesticide List Comparison 

Pesticide CalEnviro

Screen 

EPA 

Region 9 

Prop 65 SB 950 CWA 

303(d) 

Parathion (OP)*  X    

Paraquat dichloride  X  X  

PCNB X  X   

Pendimethalin  X    

Permethrin (PYR)  X  X X 

Phenothrin (PYR)  X    

Phorate (OP)  X  X  

Phosmet (OP)  X    

Phosphine X     

Prallethrin  X    

Profenofos (OP)  X  X  

Propargite   X X  

Propetamphos (OP)* X X    

Propoxur (NMC) X  X   

Propylene oxide X  X X  

Pyrethrins (PYR)  X  X  

Pyrimethanil X   X  

Resmethrin  X X X  

Simazine    X X 

S,S,S-Tributyl phosphoro 

trithioate (DEF) (OP) 

X X X   

Sodium cyanide X     

Sodium tetrathiocarbonate* X X  X  

Sulfur dioxide X  X   

Sulfuryl fluoride X     

Temephos (OP)  X    

Tetrachlorvinphos (OP)  X  X  

Tetramethrin (PYR)  X    

Thiodicarb (NMC)   X   

Thiram X   X  

Tralomethrin (PYR)  X    

Triclopyr, butoxyethyl ester X   X  

Triclopyr, triethylamine salt X   X  

Trifluralin X   X X 



Comments on the Draft California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 

(CalEnviroScreen), dated July 30, 2012 

Table 1. Pesticide List Comparison 

Pesticide CalEnviro

Screen 

EPA 

Region 9 

Prop 65 SB 950 CWA 

303(d) 

Ziram X   X  

Notes: 

X = included in the list; OC = Organochlorine; OP = Organophosphate; PYR = Pyrethroid/Pyrethrin; NMC = N-

methyl carbamate. 

*All uses cancelled. Some in phase-out periods.  

For the EPA list, if use was reported in 2010 for a particular pesticide, then the pesticide is included in the list. 

 

Toxic Releases from Facilities Indicator 
 

1. The toxic releases indicator uses EPA Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) and Risk Screening 

Environmental Indicators (RSEI) data. Page 19 uses the phrase “hazard-weighted pounds.” It is 

recommended that the phrase be modified to “toxicity weighted pounds.” 

 
2. Page 19 of the draft report states that data were downloaded from TRI.NET (available at: 

http://www.epa.gov/tri/tridotnet/index.html); however, RSEI results are not available in 

TRI.NET. Although TRI.NET does include hazard scores, these are not necessarily the same as 

those in RSEI. 

 

3. It is recommended that the following caveats be noted in the report: 

 TRI chemicals released to water may occur substantially downstream of the releasing 

facility.  

 The pounds used in the RSEI model may not exactly equal the total pounds in TRI. 

 TRI does not cover mobile or area sources, so likely does not represent all of the risks 

from TRI chemicals.  

 

Impaired Water Bodies Indicator 

 

1. The impaired water bodies indicator is determined by the count of pollutants in impaired 

water bodies. The proposed indicator does not take into account the degree of impairment 

(i.e., what factor the standards are exceeded by), or the prevalence of water within a zip code. 

As an alternative, it is suggested that the indicator be refined from the count of pollutants to 

either (a) the fraction of water boundaries in the parcel which abut impaired waters, or (b) the 

percentage of all waters in or adjacent to the zip code which are listed as impaired; and then 

take the requisite percentile rankings based on that indicator. 

 

Other Potential Indicators 

 

1. The California Environmental Contaminant Biomonitoring Program is a collaborative effort 

between OEHHA, the California Department of Public Health, and the Department of Toxic 

Substances Control.
 3

 Would it be possible to include biomonitoring data in the CalEnviroScreen 

tool when biomonitoring data are made available? 

                                                 
3
 http://www.cdph.ca.gov/PROGRAMS/BIOMONITORING/Pages/default.aspx 

http://www.cdph.ca.gov/PROGRAMS/BIOMONITORING/Pages/default.aspx
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