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DISCLAIMER

The Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) Basic Comparison Levels (BCLs) 
address common human health exposure pathways. They consider neither ail potential human 
health exposure pathways nor do they address ecological concerns. The comparison of site 
characterization data against these risk-based media concentrations provides for an initial 
screening evaluation to assist users in risk assessment components such as the evaluation of 
data usability, determination of extent of contamination, identification of chemicals of potential 
concern, and identification of preliminary remediation goals. The values are derived using 
equations from U.S, Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) guidance, USEPA toxicity 
criteria, and USEPA exposure factors. NDEP officials may decide to follow the guidance 
provided herein or act at variance with the guidance, based on analysis of site-specific 
circumstances or availability of new or more relevant data or regulatory policies. NDEP also 
reserves the right to change this guidance at any time without public notice. Every effort has 
been made to ensure accuracy in these tables; however, if an error is found, please send an e
mail to James Dotchin at idotchin@ndep.nv.gov.

These BCLs are designed for use at the BMI Complex and Common Areas in Henderson, 
Nevada. The applicability of the BCLs should be verified prior to use at any other site.

The guidance set out in this document is not final NDEP action. It is neither intended to nor can 
it be relied upon, to create any rights enforceable by a party in litigation with the state of Nevada.
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1.0 BACKGROUND ON NDEP BASIC COMPARISON LEVELS (BCLs)

The internet version of the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) Basic 
Comparison Levels (BCLs) can be found at the worldwide web address 
httpy/ndep,nv.gov/bmi/technicai.htin. The printable version is referred to herein as the “BCL 
Table” and the “BCL Calculations Table” and “Leaching BCLs” spreadsheets are also included 
in the Excel® file and provide the input parameters and pathway-specific BCLs.

Users are advised to employ these BCLs only after fully understanding this guidance. The BCL 
Table was not generated to represent action levels or final cleanup levels but rather as a technical 
screening tool to assist users in risk assessment components such as the evaluation of data 
usability, determination of extent of contamination, identifying chemicals of potential concern, 
and identifying preliminary remediation goals. The BCL Table contains current human health 
toxicity values that are combined with standard exposure factors to estimate contaminant 
concentrations in environmental media [air, soil (on a dry-weight basis), and water] that are 
considered by NDEP to be protective of human exposures (including sensitive sub-groups) over 
a lifetime. Human health BCLs have also been computed for eight radionuclides. Finally, 
leaching-based BCLs are provided for both chemicals and the eight radionuclides. Exceedance 
of a BCL does not automatically designate the site as needing a response action. However, 
exceeding a BCL may suggest that further evaluation of the potential risks posed by site 
contaminants is appropriate. Further evaluation might include additional sampling, consideration 
of ambient levels in the environment, and/or a site-specific risk assessment.

For each chemical, BCLs ave back-calculated from a target risk level for carcinogens and a target 
hazard level for non-carcinogens. For the inhalation and direct contact pathways, target risk 
levels for soil exposures are set at a one-in-a-million (l * 10'°) incremental lifetime cancer risk for 
each chemical for the cancel* endpoint and a hazard quotient (HQ) of one (1) for the non-cancer 
endpoint. Leaching-based BCLs (LBCLs) for the migration-to-groundwater pathway are back- 
calculated from the following groundwater concentration limits (in order of preference): non
zero maximum contaminant level goals (MCLGs), maximum contaminant levels (MCLs), or 
health-based limits (based on a cancer risk of l>< iO'6 or an HQ of 1), with the exception of the 
compounds discussed in Section 3.8. For residential tap water, USEPA MCLs (USEPA, 2009a) 
are employed as the BCL. For chemicals lacking an MCL, BCLs are back-calculated using a 
target cancer risk of IMO'6 for the cancer endpoint and a target hazard index of 1 for the non
cancer endpoint.

BCLs are intended to provide health protection without a frill understanding of the specific 
exposure conditions at the site under study. BCLs are applicable when the exposure factors 
based on site-specific considerations are likely to be no more conseivative than the default 
exposure assumptions used in the BCL Table. BCLs are media contaminant concentrations 
below which no further action or study at a site is generally warranted, provided that specified 
application conditions associated with die BCLs are met. In general, if adequate site data 
collection shows that the measured maximum or 95% upper confidence level (UCL) (where 
appropriate1) concentration of a particular contaminant is below the relevant BCL (see Section

1 ll'a 45% UCL is used, ii tifiisl be specific to an exposure fireti.
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3.7 for addressing multiple chemicals), then further action at a site may not be warranted, If the 
maximum or the 95% UCL concentration for relevant media is above the BCL, further study, 
though not necessarily a cleanup action, is warranted. When considering BCLs as initial cleanup 
goals, it is recommended that the residential BCL be used, unless agreement has been reached 
with NDEP officials that a non-residential land use assumption can be justified.

The responsibility for using the BCL Table, and for determining its relevance to site-specific 
circumstances, lies with the entity recommending the values to be used and the user of the BCL 
Table. Before using the BCLs at a particular site, the user should determine whether the 
exposure pathways and exposure scenarios at the site are folly accounted for in the BCL 
calculations. NDEP BCLs address direct contact exposure pathways for human health (i,e., 
ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation) for which generally accepted methods, models, and 
assumptions have been developed for specific land uses, as well as the protection of groundwater 
(leaching) pathway. The BCLs do not consider other human exposure pathways or impact to 
ecological receptors [see Conceptual Site Model (CSM) Section 1.1], The BCL Table contains 
guidance on soil chemical impacts to groundwater by identifying chemical-specific dilution- 
attenuation factors (DAF), that are multiplied by relevant soil concentrations to obtain the LBCL.

The BCLs will be updated over time, as appropriate (once a year at a minimum), to reflect 
evolving USEPA guidance, changes in toxicological data, and derivation of toxicological 
surrogates (as applicable) for BMI Complex and Common Areas compounds of interest. There 
are a number of exotic chemicals associated with the BMI Complex and Common Areas and the 
need for surrogate derivation will be identified on a case-by-case basis and surrogates will be 
derived where warranted. BCL updates and special considerations identified by NDEP and users 
will be posted in Appendix A of the User’s Guide, and will be integrated into the BCL Table as 
needed. Therefore, users are urged to check this appendix- for any changes relevant to their site- 
specific/media-specific chemicals.

U Conceptual Site Model

Developing a CSM is a critical step in properly implementing the soil screening process at a site. 
The CSM is a comprehensive representation of foe site that documents current site conditions. It 
characterizes the distribution of contaminant concentrations across the site in three dimensions 
and identifies all potential exposure pathways, migration routes, and potential receptors. The 
CSM is initially developed from existing site data. Where relevant, these site data should include 
input from stakeholders about their site knowledge, concerns, and interests, and should be 
revised continually as new site investigations produce updated or more accurate information. The 
final CSM represents links among contaminant sources, release mechanisms, exposure pathways, 
and routes and receptors based on historical information and site data. It summarizes the 
understanding of the contamination problem.

As an initial check, the CSM should answer the following questions:

• Are there potential ecological concerns?
• Is there potential for laud use other than those covered by foe BCLs (i.e„ residential and 

commercial/industrial)?
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• Are there other likely human exposure pathways that were not considered in development 
of the BCLs (e.g., impacts on areas used for gardens, farming, fishing, or raising beef, 
dairy, or other livestock)?

• Are there unusual site conditions (e.g., large areas of contamination, high fugitive dust 
levels, or wetland or floodplain issues)?

® Is there a probable source of vapor emissions from volatile soil or groundwater 
contaminants that may affect indoor air?

• Is there potential for a short-term construction scenario to result in higher risks than those 
associated with the long-term scenarios assumed for the BCLs?

If the answer to any of the questions is yes, then the BCLs may not be fully applicable to a site.

1.2 Application of the Basic Comparison Levels Table

The decision to use the BCLs at a site will be driven by the potential benefits of having generic 
risk-based concentrations in the absence of site-specific risk assessments. Additional potential 
uses include:

• Supporting quality assurance programs and data usability evaluations;
• Limiting the number of chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) evaluated in risk 

assessments;
• Screening sites to determine the need for further evaluation;
• Prioritizing multiple “hot spots” within a facility or exposure realm; and 
» Focusing future risk assessment efforts.

In general, BCL concentrations provided in the Table are risk-based. However, for soil there are 
two important exceptions: (1) when the risk-based BCL for a volatile organic compound (VOC) 
exceeds its soil saturation limit, the BCL is based on the soil saturation limit (“sat”), and (2) 
when the risk-based BCL for relatively less toxic non-VOCs exceeds 10”5 mg/kg (max), then the 
max is used as the basis for the BCL. It is important to note that the BCLs for inhalation are for 
outdoor air and are not applicable to indoor air. The pathways addressed by the BCLs and those 
not addressed are summarized below.

• Are there other likely hwnan exposure pathways that were not considered in development 
of tbe BCLs (e.g., impacts on areas t1sed for gardens, farming, fishing, or raising beef, 
dairy, or other livestock)? 

• Are there unusual site conditions (e.g., large areas of contamination. high fugitive dust 
levels, or wetland or floodplain issues)? 

o Is there a probable source of vapor emissions from voJmj!e soU or groundwater 
contaminants that may affect indoor air? 

• Is there potential for a shorHenn construction scenario to result in higher risks than those 
associated with the long-term scenarios assumed for the BCLs? 

If the answer to any of the questions is yes, then the BCLs may not be fully applicable to a site. 

1.2 Application of the Basic Comparison Levels Table 

The decision to use the BCLs at a site will be driven by the potential benefits of having generic 
risk-based concentrations in the absence of site-specific risk assessments. Additional potential 
uses include: 

• Supporting quality assurance programs and data usability evaluations~ 
• Limiting the number of chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) evaluated m risk 

assessments; 
• Screening sites to determine the need for further evaluation; 
• Prioritizing multiple "hot spots" within a facility or exposure realm; and 
• focusing future risk assessment effotts. 

In general, BCL concentrations provided in the Table are risk-based. However, for soil there are 
two important exceptions: (1) when the risk~based BCL for a volatile organic compound (VOC) 
exceeds its soil saturation limit, the BCL is based on the soil saturation limit ("sat"), and (2) 
when the risk-based BCL for relatively less toxic non-VOCs exceeds 10"'"5 mglkg (max), then the 
max is used as the basis tor the BCL. It is important to note that the BCLs for inhalation are for 
outdoor air and are not appricable to indoor air. The pathways addressed by the BCLs and those 
not addressed are summatized below. 
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Envivonmcntnl Puttiwnys Addressed by BCLs Pntlnmys Not Addressed by BCLs
Med in Residential Ind ust via l/Com me rclnl Rwiidciitinl I n d ustriu 1/Cmn in erein l

Soil * Ingestion • Ingestion * Intrusion of VOCs 4 Intrusion of VOCs into
4 Inhalation of * Inhalation of into indoor air indoor air

particulates particulates * Groundwater 4 Groundwater contact
* Inhalation of VOCs • Inhalation of VOCs contact from soil* from soil-leached
• Dermal eontact e Dermal contact leached chemicals chemicals

4 Ingestion of 4 Paniculate emission
livestock or produce during construction''

excavations activities
Groundwater 4 Ingestion from • None • Dermal absorption 4 Ingestion from

drinking while bathing drinking
4 Inhalation of VOCs 4 Intrusion of VOCs 4 Inhalation of VOCs

into indoor an 4 Dermal absorption
• Intrusion of VOCs into

indoor air

1.3 Potential Issues and Misapplication of BCLs

As discussed previously, the BCLs should be used only when the conditions at the site being 
screened are similar to those under which the BCLs were derived for use. Special care should be 
exercised to prevent misuse of the BCLs and to protect human health. Specifically, the 
following should be avoided:

« Applying BCLs to a site without adequately developing a conceptual site mode! that 
identifies relevant exposure pathways and exposure scenarios.

• Not considering background concentrations when choosing BCLs.
• Use of BCLs as cleanup levels without considering other relevant criteria.
• Use of BCLs as cleanup levels without verifying applicability with a qualified risk 

assessor.
• Use of outdated BCLs that have been superseded by more recent publications.
• Not considering the effects of the presence of multiple chemicals.

2.0 NDEP BASIC COMPARISON LEVELS (BCLs)

The BCL Table was generated using equations incorporated into a calculation spreadsheet, 
except for the column “DAF” [the dilution-attenuation factor for use in calculating LBCLs]. 
Table 1 provides the Standard Default Exposure Factors used to calculate BCLs. Toxicity values, 
as well as physical and chemical parameters, are input into the spreadsheet. There are seven 
primary sections of the BCL Table: 1) toxicity values. 2) physical/cliemxcal input parameters, 3) 
BCLs for residential land use scenarios, 4) BCLs for industrial/commereial land use scenarios 
{indoor and outdoor workers), 5) BCLs for ambient air, 6) BCLs for residential tap water, and 7) 
LBCLs for protection of groundwater. The “printable” version of the BCL Table contains only 
the toxicity values, volatile organic compound (VOC) designation, skin absoiptton value, and 
final comparison levels (littny/ndeo.nv,aov/bmi/technical.htm) while the “BCLs Calculation

EnYironml'ntol 
:\fl'!Jill 

Putlnroys ,\dllt•csst'll by .BCl.s 

Residentinl Ind ustrini/Com merclul 

J>ntlmnys :'1\ut Achlresscnl hy BCLs 

Rl•sidcntinl In d ustl'in VCumml'rcinl 

~oil • lng.:stion • lngesti•m 
• !nliulation of • fnlwlution of 

pm1iculot~~ particulate~ 

• luhnlutiot\ of VOCs • ltthalution of VOCs 
• Demtnl C\)1\tucl • IJcnnnl cotuact 

• Intrusion ofVOCs 
into indoor air 

• Grouudwutcr 
.:o>ntact th.>m soil· 
leaclu:d ~hemicnls 

• Ingestion of 
livestock or produce 

• Intrust on of VOCs into 
imloor nir 

• Groundwut.:r .;on tact 
trom soil·ka.:hed 
chemicals 

• Pntticulatc emisston 
during construction/ 
excavntions activities 

Groundwater • Ingestion from • None • Dennal absorption 
while bathing 

• fngestion from 
drinking 

• Inhalation ofVOCs 

1.3 Potential Issues and Misapplication of BCLs 

• lnrrusion of VOCs 
into indoor air 

drinking 
• Inhalation ofVOCs 
• Dennalobsorplion 
• Intrusion of VOCs into 

indoor air 

As discussed previously, the BCLs should be used only when the conditions at the site being 
screened are similar to those under which the BCLs were derived for use. Special care should be 
exercised to prevent misuse of the BCLs and to protect human health. Specifically, the 
following should be avoided: 

• Applying BCLs to a site without adequately developing a conceptual site model that 
identifies relevant exposme pathways and exposure scenarios. 

• Not considering background concentrations when choosing BCLs. 
• Use ofBCLs as cleanup levels without considering other relevant criteria. 
• Use of BCLs as cleanup levels without ve1ifying applicability with a qualified risk 

assessor. 
• Use of outdated BCLs that have been superseded by more recent publications. 
• Not considering the effects ofthe presence of multiple chemicals. 

2.0 NDEP BASIC COMPARISON LEVELS (BCLs) 

The BCL Table was generated using equations incorporated into a calculation spreadsheet, 
except for the column "DAF" [the dilution-attenuation factor for use in calculating LBCLs]. 
Table 1 provides the Standard Default Exposure Factors used to calculate BCLs. Toxicity values, 
as wen as physical and chemical parameters, are input into the spreadsheet. There are seven 
prima.ty sections of the BCL Table: l) toxicity values. 2) physicaVchemical input parameters, 3) 
BCLs for residential land use scenarios, 4) BCLs for industrial/commercial land use scenarios 
(indoor and outdoor workers), 5) BCLs for ambient air, 6) BCLs for residential tap water, and 7) 
LBCLs for protection of groundwater. The ''printable" version of the BCL Table contains only 
the to:<icity values, volatile organic compound (VOC) designation, skin absorption value, and 
final comparison levels (lmpJ/ndep.nv.gov/bmi/technical.htm) while the "BCLs Calculation 



Table” provides the actual spreadsheet used to derive the BCLs. The default values and 
equations used in developing the Table are discussed below.

2.1 Toxicity Values

Cancer and noncancer toxicity values were obtained from USEPA’s Integrated Risk Information 
System (IRIS) on-line database (USEPA, 2010), EPA's Provisional Peer-Reviewed Toxicity 
Values Database (PPRTV) (USEPA, 2008), USEPA’s National Center for Environmental 
Assessment (NCEA), USEPA’s Health Effects Assessment Summary Table (HEAST) (USEPA, 
1997a), and other sources. The OSWER Directive 9285.7-53 (dated December 5, 2003) 
(USEPA, 2003a) designates the following hierarchy for toxicity criteria: IRIS (indicated by “I” 
in the table) and “other sources”. For the BCLs, these other sources included (in order of 
preference) (1) PPRTV (“P”) and (2) NCEA (“N”), (3) HEAST (“H”), (4) surrogate value (S), 
and (5) other documents (“o”) (e.g., California EPA toxicity criteria). California EPA toxicity 
criteria were used on a case-by-case basis and are designated with a “CA” in the BCL Table. 
Finally, it should be noted that the USEPA has withdrawn toxicity values for certain chemicals. 
These are designated with an “x” in the BCL Table and should be discussed in the uncertainty 
section if used in a risk assessment.

HEAST has not been updated since the last version was released in 1997 (USEPA, 1997a). 
HEAST values that have been externally peer reviewed are now in the PPRTV database and are 
noted by the letter “P” in the key column of the BCL Table next to the toxicity value. The 
PPRTV values currently represent the second tier of human health toxicity values for the USEPA 
Superfund and hazardous waste programs.

The USEPA Superfund Program has updated its inhalation risk methodology (Risk Assessment 
Guidance for Superfund (RAGS), Pan F”, USEPA, 2009b) to be consistent with USEPA's 
Inhalation Dosimetry Methodology2, which represents USEPA’s current approach for inhalation 
dosimetry and derivation of inhalation toxicity criteria. RAGS PartF currently recommends that 
when estimating risk via inhalation, risk assessors should use the concentration of the chemical 
in air as the exposure metric (e.g., mg/m3), rather than inhalation intake of a contaminant in air 
based on IR [intake rate] and BW [body weight] (e.g., mg/kg-day) (as described in USEPA 
1989a). The full details of this approach are provided in RAGS, Part F (USEPA, 2009b). 
Consistent with that guidance, cancer-based BCLs for the Inhalation pathway were calculated 
using the inhalation unit risk (IUR3) rather than the inhalation slope factor (SFi4) (USEPA, 
2009b). Based on the same rationale, USEPA also currently recommends that non-cancer hazard

:litLpy/cibub.cpa.ao\fiicea,'ch\i'econlisr)1av.cfin'.1cieid^7lQ9j

! Tito IUR -AHitK'i by USEPA us ttw ujtpor-bouikl ewcss tifbditu: oattoor risk estimated to results {turn eotiiitiuous exposure to 
an ageul at n concentration of I in airfUSPPA, 2009b).

4 Tlie SF, is defined by USEPA us the plausible upper-bound estimate of the probability of an increased cancer risk per unit 
intake of u chemical urer it lifetime via inltuliUton, expressed in units of risk per mg of substance per kg body tvvighr per day: 
(mg'kg-dayV1 (USEPA, 19S9a).

Table" provides the actual spreadsheet used to derive the BCL:s. The default values and 
equations used in developing the Table are discussed below. 

2.1 Toxicity Values 

Cancer and noncancer toxicity values were obtained from USEPA's Integrated Risk lnfotmation 
System (lRIS) on-line database (USEPA, 20 I 0), EPA's Provisional Peer-Reviewed Toxicity 
Values Database (PPRTV) (USEPA, 2008), USEPA's National Center for Environmental 
Assessment (NCEA), USEPA's Health Effects Assessment Summary Table (HEAST) (USEPA, 
1997a), and other sources. The OSWER Directive 9285.7-53 (dated December 5, 2003) 
(USEPA, 2003a) designates the following hierarchy for toxicity criteria: IRIS (indicated by "I" 
in the table) and "other sources". For the BCLs, these other sources included (in order of 
preference) (I) PPRTV ("P") and (2) NCEA ("N"), (3) HEAST ("H"), (4) sutTogate value (S), 
and (5) other documents ("o") (e.g., California EPA toxicity criteria). California EPA toxicity 
criteria were used on a case-by-case basis and are designated with a "CA" in the BCL Table. 
Finally, it should be noted that the USEPA has withdrawn toxicity values for certain chemicals. 
These are designated with an "x" in the BCL Table and should be discussed in the uncertainty 
section if used in a risk assessment. 

HEAST has not been updated since the last version was released in 1997 (USEPA, 1997a). 
HEAST values that have been externally peer reviewed are now in the PPRTV database and are 
noted by the letter "P" in the key column of the BCL Table next to the toxicity value. The 
PPRTV values cWTently represent the second tier of human health toxicity values for the USEPA 
Superfund and hazardous waste programs. 

The USEPA Superfund Program has updated its inhalation risk methodology (Risk Assessment 
Guidance for Supetfund (RAGS), Part F''. USEPA. 2009b) to be consistent with USEPA's 
lnhalat;on Dosimetry i\tfethodolog/, which represents USEPA's curTent approach for inhalation 
dosimetry and detivation of inhalation toxicity criteria. RAGS Patt F cun·ently recommends that 
when estimating risk via inhalation, risk assessors should use the concentration of the chemical 
in air as the exposure metric (e.g., mg(m\ rather than inhalation intake of a contaminant in air 
based on lR [intake rate] and BW [body weight] (e.g., rng/kg-day) (as described in USEPA 
l989a). The full detruls of this approach are provided in RAGS. Patt F (USEPA. 2009b). 
Consistent with that guidance, cancer-based BCLs for the inhalation pathway were calculated 
using the inhalation unit risk (£UR3

) rather than the inhalation slope factor (Sfi4
) (USEPA, 

2009b). Based on the same rationale, USEPA also cun·ently recommends that non-cancer hazard 
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quotients should be calculated using the reference concentration (RfC5) rather than the inhalation 
reference dose {RfDu6) (USEPA, 2009b). Accordingly, the nort-cancer-based BCLs for the 
inhalation pathway were calculated using the chemical-specific RfC.

Several chemicals in the table did not have toxicity criteria from any of the USEPA hierarchy of 
sources used in this guidance (USEPA, 2003a). Therefore, other sources were used as the basis 
for the toxicity criteria for these chemicals. Table B-l provides a listing of these chemicals and 
the source of the toxicity values used to calculate the BCLs.

In addition, due to the vast number of specialized compounds and analytical issues associated 
with the BMI Complex and Common Areas, toxicological surrogates have been derived for 
several compounds. The toxicity criteria for the surrogates are entered into the BCL Table for 
the applicable chemical lacking criteria. The derivations for the toxicological sunogates are 
summarized in Appendix B.

2.2 Soil-to-Air Volatilization Factors (VFs)

The physicai/chemical data section of the BCL calculation spreadsheet provides the information 
used to calculate the volatilization factors (VFs) for VOCs. VOCs are defined as those chemicals 
that have a Henry’s Law constant greater than IQ'5 (atm-m3/mol) and a molecular weight less 
than 200 g/mole (USEPA, 1991a). The soil-to-air VF defines the relationship between the 
concentration of the contaminant in soil and the flux of the volatilized contaminant to air 
(USEPA, 1996a). The emission terms used in the VFs are chemical specific and were calculated 
using chemical-specific physicaJ/chemica! data obtained from the following sources: the 1996 
Soil Screening Guidance (USEPA, 1996a,b), the 1996 Stiperfund Chemical Data Matrix 
(USEPA, 1996c), and the 1988 Superfund Exposure Assessment Manual (USEPA, 1988). The 
VFs used to calculate the soil screening levels are presented in the physical/chemical data section 
of the spreadsheet, based on equation below, which is from the USEPA’s Soil Screening 
Guidance (USEPA, 1996a).

SB)

(3.14 x DA x T)!/z
* (2 pi, x Da) Xir4 cm"

Default values for the soil-to-air VF input parameters, listed below, are taken from USEPA, 
!996a.

Ths RfC (expressed in umts of mg of sul^tunwW air) is an estimate of a duih iiiltafarion expostuv of the human population 
(indutlmg jvilsitive subgroups) that is likely to be without uu appreciable risk of deleterious etlbcts during a lifetime (CfStlPA. 
200911)

b The Rll'i,(ex[>ressed in utiits ot’mg of sulistuita: per kg body weight per day fmg'lcg-dayl) is uu estimate of a daily exposure to 
the human jwpulation (including sensitive -subgroups) tltal is likely to be without an appreciable risk of deleterious effects during 
o lifetime (USEPA. 2009b)

quotients should be calcl.llateclusing the reference concentration (RfC5
) rather than the inhalation 

reference dose (RfDl6) (USEPA, 2009b). Accordingly, the non-cancer-based BCLs for the 
inhalation pathway were cnlculated using the chemicnl-specific RfC. 

Several chemicals in the table did not have toxicity criteria from any of the USEPA hierarchy of 
sources used in this guidance (USEPA, 2003a). Therefore, other sources were used ns the basi~ 
for the toxicity criteria for these chemicals. Table B-1 provides a listing of these chemicals and 
the source ofthe toxicity values used to calculate the BCLs. 

In addition, due to the vast number of specialized compounds and analytical issues associated 
with the BMI Complex and Common Areas, toxicological surrogates have been derived for 
several compounds. The toxicity criteria for the sun·ogates are entered into the BCL Table for 
the applicable chemical lacking criteria. The derivations for the toxicological surrogates are 
summarized in Appendix B. 

2.2 Soil-to-Air Volatj)jzatioo Factors (VFs) 

The physical/chemical data section of the BCL calcuJation spreadsheet provides the information 
used to calculate the volatilization factors (VFs) for VOCs. VOCs are defined as those chemicals 
that have a Henry's Law constant greater than 10·5 (atm-m3/mol) and a molecular weight less 
than 200 g/mole (USEP A, 1991 a). The soil-to-air VF defines the relationship between the 
concentration of the contaminant in soil and the flux of the volatilized contaminant to air 
(USEPA, 1996a). The emission te1ms used in the VFs are chemical specific and were calculated 
using chemica!~specific physical/chemical data obtained fi·om the folJowing sources: the 1996 
Soil Screening Guidance (USEPA, 1996a,b), the 1996 Superfimd Chemical Data :\latrix 
(USEPA, 1996c), and the l988 Super:fimd Exposure .4ssessmenl i\ifanua! (USEPA, 1988). The 
VFs used to calculate the soil screening levels are presented in the physical/chemical data section 
of the spreadsheet, based on equation below, which is from the USEPA 's Soil Screening 
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Default values for the soil-to-air VF input parameters, listed below, are taken fi-om USEPA, 
1996a. 
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Input
Parameter

Definition (units) Value

VF
Da

Volatilization fuelor (in;'/kg) 
Apparent cliffusivin- (cinVs)

Chemicnl spec j tie 
Chemical specific

QIC Inverse of die mean concentrate at the center of a 0.5-acre 
square source (g/nr-s per kg/m3)

9.5 x 10s(30 veins) 
1.5 '

0.28 (n - 0tt) 
0.43 or 1 - (p,/ pt)

68.81(tlefaLilt)

T Exposure intervat (seconds [s])
Pf>
0a
N

P>
Di
H

Dry soil bulk density(g/ein3) 
Air-filled soil porosity (Uir/Lwii) 

Total soil porosity (Lpon/Ljoji)
Water-filled soil porosity (L,,la1;I/Lsoii) 0.15

2.65Soil particle density (g/cm3) 
Diffiisivity in air (cm2/s) 

Henry’s Law constant
Chemical specific 
Chemical specific

H’ Dimensionless Henry’s Law constant Calculated from H by multiplying

Dw
Ka
Kcc
J*

Diffusivity in water (cmVs)
Soil/water partition coefficient (cmVg) = K0cf>c 

Soil organic carbon/water partition coefficient (cmVg)

by 41 (USEPA, 1991a) 
Chemical specific 
Chemical specific 
Chemical specific

2.3 Volatilization Factor for Residential Water

For residential water, a default upper-bound volatilization constant (VFw) of 0.5 L/m3 is used 
that is based on all uses of household water (e.g., showering, laundering, and dish washing) 
(RAGS Part B; USEPA 1991a).

2.4 Soil Saturation Limits

The physical/chemical data section of the BCL calculation spreadsheet provides the information 
used to calculate the soil saturation limits. The soil saturation concentration limit, “sat”, 
corresponds to the contaminant concentration in soil at which the absorptive limits of tire soil 
particles, the solubility limits of the soil pore water, and saturation of soil-pore air have been 
reached. Above this concentration, the soil contaminant may be present in free phase (i.e„ 
nonaqueous-phase liquids [NAPLs]) for contaminants that are liquid at ambient soil temperatures 
and in pure solid phases for compounds that are solid at ambient soil temperatures.

The equation below was used to calculate “sat” for each volatile contaminant. As an update to 
RAGS HFIEM, Part B (USEPA 1991a), the equation takes into account the amount of 
contaminant that is in the vapor phase in soil, in addition to the amount dissolved in the soil’s 
pore water and sorbed to soil particles. The VF is not applicable when fiee-phase contaminants 
are present. How these cases are handled depends on whether the contaminant is liquid or solid 
at ambient temperatures. Liquid contaminants for which screening levels exceed the “sat” 
concentration are set equal to “sat,” whereas for solids (e.g., non-VOCs). BCLs are based on 
other appropriate pathways of concern at tire site (e.g., ingestion and dermal contact).

Input 
Parnmcter 

Q/C 

T 
Pb 
e.
N 
ew 
p, 
Di 
H 

H' 

Ocfinltlon (units) 

V olutil izntil)ll fm:tor (m /kg) 
Apparent diffusivity (can2/s) 

tm·ersc of the m~nn Cllltccntrnlc at the center of~ 0.5-H~Tc 
squnre source (g/m2-s per kgtm1 
Exposure interval (seconds f~D 

Dry soil bulk deusity(g/cm3
) 

Air-filled soil porosity (L.,;/L..,u) 
Total soil porosity ~.ai!.l 

Water-filled soil porosity (L,,.n~ • .ILsoil) 
Soil particle density (g/cm~ 

Diffusivity in air (cm2/s) 
Henry's Law constant 

Dimensionless Henry's Law constant 

Diffusivity in water (cm2/s) 
Soil/water partition coefficient ( cm~/g) = Kocfoo 

Soil organic carbon/water partition coefficient (cm3/g) 
Fraction organic carbon in soil (g/g) 

2.3 Volatilization Factor for Residential Water 

Ynluc 

Chemicnl specific 
Chcmtcnl specific 

68.8l(defoult) 

9.5 ~ 108 (30 year~) 
1.5 

0.28 (n-0") 
0.43 or I - (pt/ p.) 

0.15 
2.65 

Chemical specific 
Chemical specific 

Calculated from H by multiplying 
by 41 (USEPA, 1991a) 

Chemical specific 
Chemical specific 
Chemical specific 

0.006 (0.6%) 

For residential water, a default upper7bound volatilization constant (VFw) of 0.5 Llm3 is used 
that is based on all uses of household water (e.g., showeting, laundering, and dish washing) 
(RAGS Part B; USEPA 1991a). 

2.4 Soil Snturation Limits 

The pbysicaJ/chernical data section of the BCL calculation spreadsheet provides the infotmation 
used to calculate the soil saturation limits. The soil saturation concentration limit, "sat", 
con·esponds to the contaminant concentration in soil at wruch the absorptive limits of the soil 
pa1ticles, the solubility limits of the soil pore water, and saturation of soil-pore air have been 
reached. Above this concentration, the soil contaminant may be present in free phase (i.e., 
nonaqueous-phase liquids [NAPLs]) for contaminants that are liquid at ambient soil temperatures 
and in pure solid phases for compounds that are solid at ambient soil temperatures. 

The equation below was used to calculate "sat" for each volatile contaminant. As an update to 
RAGS I-ffiEM, Part B (USEPA 199la), the equation takes into account the amount of 
contaminant that is in the vapor phase in soil, in addition to the amount dissolved in the soil's 
pore water and sorbed to soil particles. The VF is not applicable when free-phase contaminants 
are present. How these cases are handled depends on whether the contaminant is liquid or solid 
at ambient temperatures. Liquid contaminants for which screening levels· exceed the ''sat" 
concentration are set equal to "sat," whereas for solids (e.g., non-VOCs). BCLs are based on 
other appropriate pathway·s of concern at the site (e.g., ingestion and dermal contact). 
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Default values for the soil “sat” input parameters, listed below, and are taken from USEPA, 
1996a.

Par urn etc r Definition (units) Value
Sat
S
Pt>
Kd
K«
foe

0O
n
Ps
H

H’

Soil saturation concentration (mg/kg)
Solubility itt water (tng/L-water)

Dry soil bulk density (kg/1.)
Soil-water partition coefficient (IVkg)

Soil organic carbon/water partition coefficient (L/kg) 
Fraction organic carbon content of soil (g/g) 

Water-filled soil porosity (LmIteI/LTOji)
Air-filled soil porosity (Lni/L^ii)

Total soil porosity (l.oore/Lwji)
Soil particle density' (g/ctn'1)

Henry’s Law constant (atm-m7mol)

Dimensionless Henry’s Law constant (unitless)

Calculated
Chemical specific

1.5
Ko,- x U (chemical specific) 

Chemical specific
0.006 or site specific

0.15
0.28 or n - ©„

0.43 or I - (p^ pt)
2.65

Chemical specific
Calculated from H by multiplying 

by 41 (USEPA! 1991a)

2.5 Particulate Emission Factor for Soils

To address the soil-to-air pathway for particulate emission, the BCL calculations incorporate a 
particulate emission factor (PEF) for nonvolatile contaminants (designated as “0” in the VOC 
column of the BCL Table). The PEF relates the contaminant concentration in soil to the 
concentration of respirable particles in the air due to fugitive dust emissions from soil. The 
generic PEF was derived using default values that correspond to a receptor-point airborne 
particulate concentration of approximately 0.76 gg/nr (USEPA, 1996a). The relationship is 
derived by Cowherd (1985) for a rapid assessment procedure applicable to a typical hazardous 
waste site where the surface contamination provides a relatively continuous and constant 
potential for emission over an extended period of time (e.g., years). This represents an annual 
average emission rate based on wind erosion. The PEF evaluates windbome emissions only and 
does not consider dust emissions from traffic, or other forms of mechanical disturbance that are 
typical of short-term construction scenarios, which are not addressed in the BCLs.

The USEPA methodology was followed to derive a PEF for Las Vegas (UESPA, 1996a), 
Specifically, all standard default parameters were used (e.g., PEF calculation parameters “A”, 
"B'\ and “C” as obtained from USEPA, 1996a7) with tlie exception of air dispersion modeling 
constants for die climate zone of Las Vegas. The resulting PEF of 1,2><109 nr/kg (USEPA, 
1996a) was used to calculate BCLs.

2.6 Dermal Absorption Factors

Chemical-specific derma! absorption factors for contaminants in soil and dust based on USEPA 
(2004; RAGS Part E, Supplemental Guidance for Dermal Rhk Assessment) are employed in the 
BCL derivations for arsenic, cadmium., chlordaue, 2,4-D, DDT, lindane, PAHs, 
pentachlorophenol, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins 
and dibenzofurans (collectively referred to as “dioxins”). For other chemicals, a default derma!

’ See Exhibits D-l, D-2 mid D-4 of l i.SEi'A, [996a

Default values for the soil ''sHt" input parameters, listed below, and are takeJl from USEPA, 
1996a. 

J>.n.rnmetca· 
Sat 
s 

Definition (u.nits) 
Soil .saturation conccntrntiou (mglkg) 

Solubility in wntt:r (mg/L-watcr) 
Dry soil bulk density (kg/1..) 

Soil-water partition coefficient (lJkg) 
Soil organic carbon/water pru1ition coefficient (Likg) 

Fraction organic carbon content of soil (gig) 
Water-filled soil porosity (Lwntc.IL.ou) 

Air-filled soil porosity (L.;,IL...,il) 
Total soil porosity (L~.au) 
Soil particle density {glcm3

) 

Henry' s Law constant (atm-m3/mol) 

Dimensionless Henry's Law constant (unitless) 

2.5 Particulate Emission Factor for Soils 

Vnlue 
Calculnfed 

Cht!tnical spectfic 
1.5 

Ko.: x fo.: (chemical specific) 
Chemical specific 

0.006 or site specific 
0.15 

0.28 orn-e" 
0.43 or J - (pt/ p.) 

2.65 
Chemical specific 

Calculated from H by multiplying 
by 41 (USEPA, 199la) 

To address the soil-to-air pathway for particulate emission, the BCL calculations incorporate a 
particulate emission factor (PEF) for nonvolatile contaminants (designated as "0" in the VOC 
column of the BCL Table). The PEF relates the contaminant concentration in soil to the 
concentration of respirable particles in the air due to fugitive dust emissions from soil. The 
generic PEF was detived using default values that correspond to a receptor-point airborne 
particulate concentration of approximately 0.76 f1g/m 3 (USEPA, I996a). The relationship is 
derived by Cowherd (1985) for a rapid R5sessment procedure applicable to a typical hazardous 
waste site where the surface contamination provides a relatively continuous and constant 
potential for emission over an extended petiod of time (e.g., years). This represents an annual 
average emission rate based on wind erosion. The PEF evaluates windbome emissions only and 
does not consider dust emissions from traffic, or other forms of mechanical disturbance that are 
typical of short-tenn construction scenatios, which are not addressed in the BCLs. 

The USEPA methodology was followed to derive a PEF for Las Vegas (VESPA, 1996a). 
Specificalfy, all standard default parameters were used (e.g .• PEF calculation parameters "A", 
''B", and "C" as obtained from USEPA, 1 996a 7) with the exception of air dispersion modeling 
constants for the climate zone of Las Vegas. The resulting PEF of 1.2x I 09 m~/kg (US EPA, 
l996a) was used to calculate BCLs. 

2.6 Dermnl Absorption Facto1·s 

Chemical-specific dermal absoqJtion factors for contaminants in soil and dust based ou USEPA 
(2004; RAGS Part E, Supplemental Guidance for Dennal Ri.~k .lssessment) are employed in the 
BCL derivations for arsenic, cadmium, chlordane, 2,4-D, DDT. lindane, PAHs, 
pentachlorophenol, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins 
and dibenzofi.rrallS (collectively refened to as «dioxins''). For other c.hemicats, a default dermal 

) See Exhibit\ D-l , D-1 nnd D-4 of!ISEPA, l 996a. 



absorption factor of 0.10 was applied for semi-'volatile organic chemicals, in accordance with 
USEPA (2004). USEPA does not recommend absoiption factors for volatile organic chemicals 
(VOCs) based on the rationale that VOCs are volatilized from the soil on skin and exposure is 
accounted for via inhalation routes. USEPA does not provide absoiption factors for inorganics 
based on the dependence of absorption on the speciation of the compound and die fact that there 
are inadequate data in tins regard.

2,7 Age-Adjustment Factors

Because contact rates may be different for children and adults, carcinogenic risks during the first 
30 years of life were calculated using age-adjusted factors (“adj”). Use of age-adjusted factors is 
especially important for soil ingestion exposures, which are higher during childhood and 
decrease with age. For purposes of combining exposures across pathways, additional age- 
adjusted factors are used for dermal exposures, These factors approximate the integrated 
exposure from birth until age 30, combining contact rates, body weights, and exposure durations 
for two age groups small children and adults. Age-adjusted factors were obtained from USEPA 
RAGS Part B (USEPA, 1991a) or developed by analogy. Age-adjusted factors are not applicable 
to inhalation exposures based on USEPA RAGS Part F (USEPA, 2009b. The equations depicted 
below are for carcinogens.

(1) ingestion for soil ([mg x yr]/[kg x d]:

IFSadj
EDC x IRSC i (EDr — EDC) x IRSa 

— + —

(2) skin contact ((mg * yr]/[kg * dj:

EDC x AF x SAC ------------------£ +
BWC

(EDr — EDc) X AF x SAa 

' " BWa

(3) ingestion for water ([1 * yr]/[kg x d])

IFWadj
EDC x 1RWC _ (££>r - EDC) x IRWa 

BWC + BWa

The acronyms and their values are provided in Table 1. These values can also be found in the 
exposure default section of the BCL Calculations Table.

absorption factor of 0.10 was applied for semi-volatile organic cbem icals, in accordance with 
USEPA (2004). USEPA does not recommend absorption factors for volatile organic chemicals 
(VOCs) based on the rationale that VOCs are vo.latilized fi·om the soil on skin and exposure is 
accounted for via inhalation routes. USEPA does oat provide absorption factors for i·norgan1cs 
based on the dependence of absorption on the speciation of the compound and t11e .fact that there 
are inadequate data in this regard. 

2.7 Age-Adjustment Factors 

Because contact rates may be different for children and adults, carcinogenic risks during the first 
30 years of life were calculated using age~adjusted factors ("adj"). Use of age-adjusted factors is 
especially important for soi1 ingestion exposw·es, which are higher during childhood and 
decrease with age. For purposes of combining exposures across pathways, additional age
adjusted factors are used for dermal exposures. These factors approximate the integrated 
exposure from birth until age 30, combining contact rates, body weights, and exposure durations 
for two age groups small children and adults. Age-adjusted factors were obtained from USEP A 
RAGS Part B (USEPA, 1991a) or developed by analogy. Age-adjusted factors are not applicable 
to inhalation exposures based on USEP A RAGS Part F (USEP A, 2009b. The equations depicted 
below are for carcinogens. 

( 1) ingestion for soil ([ mg x yr]/[kg x d]: 

EDc X IRSc (EDr- EDc) x IRSa 
IFSadf = BW. + BW. 

c a 

(2) skin contact ([ mg x yr)/[kg x d]: 

EDc x AF X SAc (ED1• - EDc) X AF x SAa 
SFSa.df = + - ---------

BWc BWa 

(3) ingestion for water ([1 x yr)/[kg x d]) 

EDc x TRWc (EDr- EDc) X IRWa 
I FWadj = BWc + BWa 

The acronyms and their values are provided in Table 1. These values can also be found in the 
exposure default section of the BCL Calculations Table. 
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3.0 HUMAN HEALTH-BASED BCLs

A multi-pathway (integrated) soil BCL was calculated for each chemical for the noncancer and, 
where relevant, cancer endpoint. For contaminants that exhibit both carcinogenic and non- 
carcinogenic endpoints, the more stringent (i.e., lower) of the two BCLs is presented in the BCL 
Table. The integrated soil BCLs were generated from the pathway-specific BCLs for each 
exposure pathway (ingestion, inhalation, and dermal) which are listed separately in the BCL 
Calculations Table.

In addition to the multi-pathway soil BCL, tap water BCLs and ambient air BCLs were derived. 
Where available, the USEPA MCL was used as the basis for tap water BCLs. For chemicals not 
assigned an MCL, a risk-based tap water concentration was derived. Ambient air BCLs were 
derived in accordance with USEPA, 2009a.

Default exposure factors used to develop the BCL values were obtained primarily from the 
USEPA Exposure Factors Handbook (USEPA, 1997b) and the USEPA Supplemental Soil 
Screening Guidance (USEPA, 2002a). Table 1 lists all exposure factors used, their abbreviations 
used in the equations in this text, and the source. The equations for calculating the risk or hazard 
by exposure pathway, as well as for the combined soil pathway BCLs, are provided below.

3.1 Equations for Residential Land Use Scenario (Soil)

Ingestion of Carcinogenic Contaminants in Soil

Eg. 1

where:
TR
AT
SF0
EF
IFSadj

BCL mg/kg =
TO X AT x 365 days/year 

SF^~x~TQZli^m^TEF~irjFS^'j

Target risk of 10'6 
Averaging time (70 years)
Oral cancer slope factor (mg/kg-day)'1 
Exposure frequency (350 days)
Adjusted soil ingestion (mg-year)/(kg-day) =114

Ingestion of Non-carcinogenic Contaminants

Eg. 2
THQ x BW x AT x 365 days/year 

BCL mg/kg = —-------------------------------------------------------
x 10‘6 kg/mg x EF x ED x IRS

where:
THQ = Target hazard quotient of J

3.0 HUMAN HEALTH-BASED BCLs 

A multi-pathway (integrated) soil BCL was calculated for each chemical for the noncancer and, 
where relevant, cancer endpoint. For contaminants that exhibit both carcinogenic and non
carcinogenic endpoints, the more stringent (i.e., lower) ofthe two BCLs is presented in the BCL 
Table. The integrated so-il BCLs were generated from the pathway-specific BCLs for each 
exposure ·pathway (ingestion, inhalation, and dermal) which are listed separately i.n the BCL 
Calculations Table. 

In addition to the multi-pathway soil BCL, tap water BCLs and ambient air BCLs were derived. 
Where available, the USEPA MCL was used as the basis for tap water BCLs. For chemicals not 
assigned an MCL, a risk-based tap water concentration was derived. Ambient air BCLs were 
derived in accordance with USEPA, 2009a. 

Default exposure factors used to develop the BCL values were obtained primarily from the 
USEPA Exposure Factors Handbook (USEPA, 1997b) and the USEPA Supplemental Soil 
Screening Guidance (USEPA, 2002a). Table 1 lists all exposure factors used, their abbreviations 
used in the equations in this text, and the source. The equations for calculating the risk or hazard 
by exposure pathway, as well as for the combined soil pathway BCLs, are provided below. 

3.1 Equations fo•· Residential Land Use Scenario (Soil) 

Ingestion ofCarcinogenic Contaminants in Soil 

where: 
TR 
AT 
SFo 
EF 
IFSadi 

= 
= 
= 

= 
= 

TR x AT x 365 days/year 
BCL mg'kg = ----.----~__:_ __ 

SF0 X 10'6 kglmg X EF X /FSadj 

Target tisk of l o·6 

Averaging time (70 years) 
Oral cancer slope factor (mg!kg-dayr1 

Exposure fi·equency (350 days) 
Adjusted soil ingestion (mg-year)/(kg-day) = 114 

lugestion of Non-carcinogenic Contaminants 

where: 

THO x BW x AT x 365 days/year 
BCL mg/kg = --:-1----------=---=---

Riu::' X 10"6 kg/mg X EP X ED X IRS 
0 

THO = Target hazard quotient of J 
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BW = Body weiglit of child (15 kg)
AT = Averaging time for child (6 years)
RfD0 = Oral reference dose (mg/kg-day)
EF - Exposure frequency (350 days/year)
ED = Exposure duration of child (6 years)
IRS = Soil ingestion rate for child (200 tng/day)

Inhalation of Carcinogenic Contaminants

Pq- 3

where:

BCL mg/kg
__________________TR x AT_________________

IUR\ x EF x ED xETxCFx[(~p)or{^~)]

TR = Taigetriskof 10‘6
AT = Averaging time (70 years x 365 days/year x 24 hours/day)
IURi = Inhalation unit risk (chemical-specific) (gg/m3)'1
EF - Exposure frequency (350 days/year)
ED - Exposure duration (30 years)
ET = Exposure time (24 hours/day)
CF = Conversion factor (1,000 ug/mg)
PEF = Particulate emission factor used for dusts (1.2><i09 nrYkg)
VF = Volatilization factor used for volatile organic chemicals (nr/kg)

Inhalation of Non-carcinogenic Contaminants

Efl^4

BCL mg/kg -
_______________THQ x AT __________

EF x ED x ET x x [() or (^)]

where:
THQ = Target hazard quotient of 1
AT = Averaging time for child (6 years x 365 days/year x 24 hours/day)
EF ■=■ Exposuie frequency (350 days/year)
ED = Exposure dmation for child (6 years)
ET = Exposure time (24 hours/day)
RfCs = Inlialation reference concentration in (chemical specific) (mg/m3)
PEF = Paniculate emission factor used for dusts {1.2* 109 m3/kg)
VF - Volatilization factor used for volatile oigauic cliemicals (m3/kg)

BW = Body weight of child (15 kg) 
AT = Averaging time for cl1i.ld ( 6 years) 
RfDo = Oral reference dose (mg/kg-day) 
EF = Exposw-e frequency (350 days/year) 
ED :;: Exposure duration of child ( 6 years) 
IRS ·- Soil ingestionmte tor child (200 mg/day) 

Inhalation of Carcinogenic Contaminants 

where: 

1R 
AT 
I URi 
EF 
ED 
ET 
CF 
PEF 
VF 

TRxAT 
BCL mg/kg = 

1 1 
/URi x EF X ED X ET x CF x [( PEF) or ( VF )] 

= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 

= 
= 
= 

Target risk of 1 o·6 

Averaging time (70 years x 365 days/year x 24 hours/day) 
Inhalation unit risk (chemical-specific) (J.!g/m3

)"
1 

Exposure frequency (350 days/year) 
Exposure duration (30 years) 
Exposure time (24 hours/day) 
Conversion factor (1,000 ~tg/mg) 
Pa1ticulate emission factor used for dusts ( 1.2x 109 m3/kg) 
Volatilization factor used for volatile organic chemicals (m3/kg) 

Inhalation of Non-cal'ci.nogenic Contaminants 

where: 
THQ = 
AT = 
EF ·-
ED = 
ET = 
RfCi = 
PEF = 

VF = 

THQxAT 
BCL mg/kg = . 1 1 l 

EF X ED X ET X RfCi x [( PEF) or ( VF }] 

Target hazard quotient of 1 
Averaging time for child (6 years x 365 days/year x 24 hours/day) 
Exposure fi'equency (350 days/year) 
Exposure duration for cbiJd (6 years) 
Exposure time (24 hours/day) 
lnhalation reference concentration in (chemical specific) (mg/nr1

) 

Patticulate emission factor used fur dust<; { 1.2x J 09 m3 !kg) 
Volatilization factor used for volatile ot:ganic chemicals (m.llkg) 

II 



Eq. 5

n TR x AT x 365 days/year
BCL mg/kg - 5/ro x EF x SFS,&j x ABS x 1 O'" kg/mg

where:
TR = Target risk of 10'6
AT = Averaging time (70 years)
SF0 = Oral cancer slope factor (chemical specific) (mg/kg-day)’1
EF = Exposure frequency (350 days/year)
SFSadj = Skin contact factor for soils (361 mg-year/kg-day)
ABS = Skin absorption (chemical specific)

Skin Contact of Non-carcinogenic Contaminants

Eo.6

THQ x BW x AT x 365 day/year 
BCL mg/kg ---------------------- z--------------------------------------------------

EF x ED x x 10’6 kg/mg x SA x AF X ABS

where:

THQ - Tai'get hazard quotient of 1
B W = Body weight of child (15 kg)
AT = Averaging time of child (6 years)
EF = Exposure fiequency (350 days/year)
ED = Exposure duration of child (6 years)
RfD„ = Oral reference dose (chemical-specific) (mg/kg-day)
SA = Surface area of child (2800 enf/day)
AF = Adherence factor of child (0.2 mg/cm")
ABS = Skin absorption (chemical specific)

Soil BCL for Combined Exposure Pathways for Carcinogenic Contaminants for 
Residential Receptor

Eo. 7

1
BCL mg/kg = —---------- -L----------

EqTI + Eq73 + Eq75

Skin Contact of Curcinogcnic Contaminants 

where: 

TR x AT x 365 days/year 
BCL mg/kg = .6 SF0 X EF x SFS"di X ABS x l 0 kg!mg 

TR = 
AT = 
SFo = 
EF = 
SFSadj = 
ABS = 

Target risk of J o·6 

Averaging time (70 years) 
Oral cancer slope factor (chemical specific) (mg/kg~day}" 1 

Exposure frequency (350 days/year) 
Skin contact factor for soils (361 mg-year/kg-day) 
Skin absorption (chemical specific) 

Skin Contact of Non-carcinogenic Contaminants 

where: 

THQ x BW x AT x 365 day/year 
BCL mglkg= 1 

EF X ED X Rff5: X 1 o·6 kg/mg X SA X AF X ABS 

THQ = 
BW = 
AT = 
EF = 
ED = 
R±Do = 
SA = 
AF = 
ABS = 

0 

Target hazard quotient of 1 
Body weight of child (15 kg) 
Averaging time of child (6 years) 
Exposure fh:quency (350 days/year) 
Exposure duration of child (6 years) 
Oral reference dose (chemical-specific) (mg/kg-day) 
Surface area of child (2800 cm2/day) 
Adherence factor of child (0.2 mg/cm.::) 
Skin absorption (chemical specific) 

Soil BCL for Combined Exposut·e Pathways for Carcinogenic Contaminants for 
Residential Receptor 

BCL mglkg = 1 .l l 
--+--+-Eq.l Eq.3 Eq.S 
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Soil BCL for Combined Exposure Pathways for Non-carcinogenic Contaminants for 
Residential Receptor-

Ec. 8
1

5CZ, mg/kg = ---- ----------j----------—

Eq. 2 + Eq. 4 + Eq. 6

Equation 4 for uses the PEF approach for solids and the VF approach for volatile compounds.

3.2 Equations for the Indoor Commercial/Industrial Worker Scenario (Soil)

Ingestion of Carcinogenic Contaminants

Eq. 9
rt^r n TR x BW x AT x 365 days/year
BCL mg/kg ^ x 1()., kg/mg x EF x ED x IRS

where:
TR = Target risk of KF
AT Averaging time (70 years)
BW = Body weight of adult (70 kg)
SF0 Oral cancer slope factor (chemical specific) (mg/kg-day)'
EF Exposure frequency (250 days/year)
ED = Exposure duration (25 years)
IRS = Soil ingestion rate for adult (50 mg/day)

Ingestion of Non-carcinogenic Contaminants

Eq. 10

THQ x BW x AT x 365 days/year 
BCL mg/kg - 1

x 10'6 kg/mg x EF x ED x IRS

where:
THQ = Target hazard quotient of 1
BW - Body weight of adult (70 kg)
AT = Averaging time (25 years)
RfDe = Oral reference dose (chemical specific) (mg/kg-day)
EF = Exposure frequency (250 days/year)

Soil BCL for Combined Exposure Pathwnys fol' Non-carcinogenic Contaminants for 
Residential Recepto•·-

BCLmglkg= l l l 
--+--+Eq.2 Eq. 4 Eq.6 

Equation 4 for uses the PEF approach for solids and the VF approach for volatile compounds. 

3.2 Equations for the Indoor Commea·cial/lndustrial Worker Scenaa·io (Soil) 

Ingestion of Caa·cinogenic Contaminants 

where: 
TR 
AT 
BW 
SFo 
EF 
ED 
IRS 

= 
;;;;: 

= 
= 
= 
= 
= 

1R x BW x AT x 365 days/year 
B C L mglkg = S_F._0_X_l_O"'T_6-kg/--:--m-g_x_E_F_x___:ED~x-IR~S 

Target risk of l 0-6 
Averaging time (70 years) 
Body weight of adult (70 kg) 
Oral cancer slope factor (chemical spedfic) (mg/kg~dayr1 

Exposure fh:quency (250 days/year) 
Exposure dm·ation (25 years) 
Soil ingestion rate for adult (50 mglday) 

Ingestion of Non-carcinogenic Contaminants 

where: 
THQ 
BW 
AT 
RtD(J 
EF 

= 
:::;; 

= 

= 
= 

THQ X BW X AT x 365 days/year 
BCLmg!kg= ~1----------

RID X 1 0"6 kglmg X EF X ED x IRS 
0 

Target hazard quotient of 1 
Body weight of adult {70 I< g) 
Averaging time (25 years) 
Oral reference dose (chemical specific) (mgikg·day) 
Exposure f1-equency (2:50 days/year) 
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ED - Exposure duration (25 years)
FRS = Ingestion rate for soil (50 mg/day)

Inlialation of Carcinogenic Contaminants

Ec. 11

where:
TR
AT
IUR,
EF
ED
ET
CF
PEF
VF

BCL mg/kg =
_________________ TR x AT__________________

x EF x ED x ET x CF x [(p~) or (^0]

Target risk of 1 O'6
Averaging time (70 years x 365 days/year x 24 hours/day) 
Inhalation unit risk (chemical-specific) (pg/nr)'1 
Exposure frequency (250 days/year)
Exposure duration (25 years)
Exposure time (8 hours/day)
Conversion Factor (1,000 pg/mg)
Particulate emission factor used for dusts (1.2* 109 m3/kg) 
Volatilization factor used for volatile organic chemicals (m3/kg)

Inhalation of Non-carcinogenic Contaminants

Eq. 12

where:
THQ
AT
EF
ED
ET
RfCi
PEF
VF

BCL mg/kg
_______________ THQ x AT_______________

EF x ED xETx (^-)x [(pj?p) or (^)]

Target hazard quotient of 1
Averaging time (25 years x 365 days/year x 24 hours/day) 
Exposure frequency (250 days/year)
Exposure duration (25 years)
Exposure time (8 hours/day)
Inhalation reference concentration in (chemical specific) (mg/m3) 
Particulate emission factor used for dusts (1 .I* 109 nv/kg) 
Volatilization factor used for volatile organic chemicals (m'Vkg)

Dermal contact pathway is not quantitatively evaluated as per USEPA (2002a, 2004),

ED = 
IRS ;;: 

Exposure duration (25 years) 
Ingestion rate for soil (50 mglday) 

lnhalation of Carcinogenic Contnmimmts 

where: 
TR = 
AT = 
IURi = 
EF = 
ED = 
ET ;::; 

CF = 
PEF = 
VF = 

TRX AT 
BCL mglkg = 1 1 

I U R1 x EF x ED x ET X CF X [( p EF) or ( VF)] 

Target risk of 1 o-6 
. 

Averaging time (70 years x 365 days/year x 24 hours/day) 
Inhalation unit risk (chemical-specific) (~-tg/rn3Y 1 

Exposure frequency (250 days/year) 
Exposure duration (25 years) 
Exposure time (8 hours/day) 
Conversion Factor (1,000 ~g/mg) 
Particulate emission factor used for dusts (l.2x 109 in3/kg) 
Volatilization factor used for volatile organic chemicals (m3/kg) 

Inhalation of Non-carcinogenic Contaminants 

where: 
THQ = 

AT = 
EF = 
ED = 
ET = 
RfC = 
PEF = 
VF = 

THQxAT 
BCL mg/kg = 

1 1 1 
EF x ED X ET X ( RfC·) x (( PEF) or ( VF )] 

I 

Target hazard quotient of 1 
Averaging time (25 years x 365 days/year x 24 hours/day) 
Exposure frequency (250 days/year) 
Exposure duration (25 years) 
Exposure time (8 hours/day) 
Inhalation reference concentration in (chemical specific) (mg/m3) 

Patticulate emission factor used for dusts (l .2x I 09 mJ/kg) 
Volatilization factor used for volatile organic chemicals (mJIJ<g) 

Detma! contact pathway is not quantitatively €\'aluated as per USEPA (2002a, 2004). 
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Soil BCL for Combined Exposure Pathways for Carcinogenic Contaminants for Indoor 
Commercial/Industrial Worker

Eq. 13

BCL mg/kg = -j----------^—

Eq. 9 + Eq. 11

Soil BCL for Combined Exposure Pathways for IMon-carcinogenic Contaminants for 
Indoor Commercial/Industrial Worker

Eq, 14

BCL mg/kg = — -----------j—

EqTlO + Eq7[2

3.3 Equations for the Outdoor Commercial/Industrial Worker Scenario (Soil)

Ingestion of Carcinogenic Contaminants

Eq, 15

where:
TR
AT
BW
SFP
EF
ED
IRS

fi TR x BW x AT x 365 days/year 
BCL mg/kg - SF(j x io'6 kg/mg x EF x ED x IRS

Target risk of 10'6 
Averaging time (70 years)
Body weight of adult (70kg)
Oral cancer slope factor (chemical-specific) (mg/kg-day)'1 
Exposure frequency (225 days/year)
Exposure duration (25 years)
Soil ingestion rate for adult (100 mg/day)

Soil BCL for Combined Exposure Pathways for Carcinogenic Contaminants for Indoor 
Commercial/Industtial Worke1· 

BCL mg/kg = l l 
--+--Eq. 9 Eq. ll 

Soil BCL for· Combined Exposure Pathways for Non-carcinogenic Contaminants for . 
Indoor Commercial!lndustl·ial Worker 

1 
BCL mg/kg = l l 

Eq.lO · + Eq. 12 

3.3 Equations for the Outdoor Commercial/Industrial Worker Scena•·io (Soil) 

Ingestion of Carcinogenic Contaminants 

where: 
TR 
AT 
BW 
SFo 
EF 
ED 
IRS 

=· 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 

TR x BW x AT x 365 days/year 
BCL mglkg"' SF

0 
x 10·6 kglmg X EF X ED X IRS 

Target risk of l o·6 

Averaging time (70 years) 
Body weight of adult (70kg) 
Oral cancer slope factor (chemical~specific) (mg!kg-day)' 1 

Exposure frequency (225 days/year) 
Exposure duration (25 years) 
Soil ingestion rate for adult (100 mg!day) 
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Eq. 16

THQ x BW x AT x 365 days/year

where:

DLL JTlg/Kg ■' U
x 10'6 kg/mg x EF x ED x IRS

THQ = Target hazard quotient of 1
BW = Body weight of adult (70 kg)
AT = Averaging time (25 years)
R£D0 - Oral reference dose (chemical-specific) (mg/kg-day)
EF = Exposure frequency (225 days/year)
ED - exposure duration (25 years)
IRS = Soil ingestion rate for adult (100 mg/day)

Inhalation of Carcinogenic Contaminants

Eq. 17

, „ TR x AT
D Li/ JTlg/Kg .j " w 1

fUR{ X £F X ED x ET X CF X [(p^p)or(^)]

where:
TR Target risk of 1 O'6
AT = Averaging time (70 yeais x 365 days/year x 24 hours/day)
IUR, = Inhalation unit risk (chemical specific) (pg/m'V
EF = Exposure frequency (225 days/year)
ED Exposure duration (25 year’s)
ET = Exposure time (8 hours/day)
CF = Conversion Factor (1,000 pg/mg)
PEF = Particulate emission factor used for dusts (1.2* 109 nr/kg)
VF = Volatilization factor' used for volatile organic chemicals (m’Vkg)

lngestiou of Non-en rcinogen ic C ontnmina n ts 

where: 
THQ = 
BW 
AT ;;:: 

RfDo = 
EF = 
ED = 
IRS = 

TI-IQ X B W X AT X 365 days/year 
BCL mglkg= --,------------

R~ x 10·6 kg/mg x EF xED X IRS 
0 

Target hazard quotient of 1 
Body weight of adult (70 kg) 
A veniging time (25 years) 
Oral reference dose (chemical~specific) (rnglkg~day) 
Exposure frequency (225 days/year) 
exposure duration (25 years) 
Soil ingestion rate for adult (100 mg/day) 

Inhalation of Cat•cinogenic Contaminants 

where: 
TR = 
AT = 
fUR; 
EF 
ED = 
ET 
CF =: 

PEF 
VF = 

TRxAT 
BCL mglkg = l 1 

I URi X EF X ED x ET X CF X [( PEF ) or ( VF)] 

Target risk of 1 0"6 

Averaging time (70 years x 365 days/year x 24 hours/day) 
lnhalation unit risk (chemical specific) (Jlg{m\1 

Exposure frequency (225 days/year) 
Exposure duration (25 years) 
Exposure time (8 hours/day) 
Conversion factor (I ,000 ~glmg) 
Particulate emission factor used for dusts (1.2x 109 m~/kg) 
Volatilization factor used for volatile organic chemicals (m~/kg) 
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Eq.18

where:
THQ
AT
EF
ED
ET
RfC,
PEF
VF

BCL mg/kg =
______________ THQ x AT_______________

EF X ED X ET x(^) x [(pjp)or(^)]

Tai’get hazard quotient of 1
Averaging time (25 years x 365 days/year x 24 hours/day) 
Exposure frequency (225 days/year)
Exposure duration (25 years)
Exposure time (8 hours/day)
Inhalation reference concentration in (chemical specific) (mg/m’) 
Particulate emission factor used for dusts (I.2xl09m3/kg) 
Volatilization factor used for volatile organic chemicals (m'Vkg)

Skin Contact with Carcinogenic Contaminants

Eq. 19

BCL mg/kg
TR x BW x AT x 365 days/year 

EF X ED X SF0 x 10^ kg/mg X SA x AF x ABS

where:
TR = Taigetriskof l O'6
BW = Body weight of adult (70 kg)
AT = Averaging time of worker (25 years)
EF = Exposure frequency (225 days/year)
ED = Exposure duration of worker (25 years)
SFP = Oral cancer slope factor (chemical specific) (mg/kg-day)’1
SA = Surface area exposed for adult (3300 cnr/day)
AF - Adherence factor (0.2 mg/cm2)
ABS = Skin absorption (chemical specific)

Skin Contact with Non-carcinogenic Contaminants

Eq. 20

THQ x BW x AT x 365 days/year 
BCL mg/kg = ------------------- r--------------------------------------------------

EF x ED x x 103i kg/mg x SA x AF x ABS

where:

InhRiation of Non-cnt·duogenic Contnruinnnts 

where: 
THQ = 
AT = 
EF = 
ED = 
ET :::: 

RfCi :::: 

PEF = 
VF = 

THQ X AT 
BCL mg/kg = . • 1 1 1 

EF x ED X ET X ( RfC·) X (( PEF) or ( VF )] 
I 

Target hazard quotient of I 
Averaging time (25 years x 365 days/year x 24 hours/day) 
Exposure frequency (225 days/year) 
Exposure duration (25 years) 
Exposure time (8 hotrrs/day) 
Inhalation reference concentration in (chemical specific) (mg/m~) 
Particulate emission factor used for dusts (1.2x 109ro.:~/kg) 
Volatilization factor used for volatile organic chemicals (m~/kg) 

Skin Contact with Carcinogenic Contaminants 

where: 
TR 
BW 
AT 
EF 
ED 
SF<> 
SA 
AF 
ABS 

= 
= 

= 

TR X BW X AT X 365 days/year 
BCLmglkg = 

EF X ED x SF0 x 10-6 kg/mg X SA x AF x ABS 

Target risk of 10-6 

Body weight of adult (70 kg) 
Averaging time ofworker (25 years) 

= . Exposure frequency (225 days/year) 
Exposure duration of worker (25 years) = 

;;:;:; 

= 
= 

Oral cancer slope factor (chemical specific) (mg/kg-dayr1 

Swface area exposed for adult (3300 cm2/day) 
Adherence factor (0.2 mglcm2

) 

Skin absorption (chemical specific) 

Skin Contact with Non-carcinogenic Contaminants 

THQ x BW x AT x 365 days/year 
BCL mg/kg = 1 . 

EF xED x RfD x lO~l kglmg x SAx AF x ABS 
0 

whert;:: 
THQ = Target hazard quotient of I 
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BW = 
AT - 
EF = 
ED - 
RfD0 " 
SA = 
AF = 
ABS =

Body weight of adult (70 kg)
Averaging time of outdoor worker (25 years) 
Exposure frequency (225 days/year)
Exposure duration of worker (25 years)
Oral reference dose (chemical specific) (mg/kg-day) 
Surface area exposed for adult (3300 cnr/day) 
Adherence factor (0.2 mg/cm")
Skin absorption (chemical-specific)

Soil BCL for Combined Exposure Pathways for Carcinogenic Contaminants for 
Outdoor Commercial/Industrial Worker

Eq. 21

BCL mg/kg = —j----------- j------------ j—

EqU + EcpJ + WqA9

Soil BCL for Combined Exposure Pathways for Non-carcinogenic Contaminants for 
Outdoor Commercial/Industrial Worker

Eq.22

BCL mg/kg = —|i^—

EqA6 + EqAS + THfW

3,4 Equations for Ambient Air

Inhalation of Carcinogenic Contaminants

Eq. 23

BCL (pg/m3)
TRx AT

ET x EF x ED x IUR{

where:
TR = Target risk of 10~°'
AT = Averaging time (25 years x 365 days/year x 24 hours/day) 
ET = Exposure time (24 hours/day)
EF = Exposure frequency (350 days/year)
ED = Exposure duration of adult resident (30 years)
IUR, = Inhalation unit risk (chemical specific) (go/nv) '

BW = Body weight of adult (70 kg) 
AT = Averaging time of outdoor worker {25 years) 
EF = Exposure fi·equency (225 days/year) 
ED ::: Exposnre duration of worker (25 years) 
RfDo = Oral reference dose (chemica 1 specific) (mg/kg~day) 
SA = Su1face area exposed for adult (3300 cm2/day) 
AF = Adherence factor (0.2 mg/cm~) 
ABS ::: Skin absorption ( chemical~specific) 

Soil BCL for Combined Exposure Pathways for Carcinogenic Contaminants for 
Outdoor Commercial/Industrial Worker 

1 
BCL mg/kg = 1 l 1 

Eq.15 + Eq.17 + Eq.19 

Soil BCL for Combined Exposure Pathways for· Non-carcinogenic Contaminants for 
Outdoor Commercial/Industrial Worker 

BCLmglkg= 
1 1 1 --+--+--Eq. 16 Eq.18 Eq. 20 

3.4 Equations for Ambient Air 

lnhalation of Carcinogenic Contaminants 

where: 
TR = 

AT -
ET = 
EF = 

ED = 
I URi = 

, TR x AT 
BCL ().lg!m·) = ET x EF xED x /UR

1 

Target risk of I 0-6 
Averaging time (25 years x 365 days/year x 24 hours/day) 
Exposure time (24 hours/day) 
Exposure frequency (350 days/year) 
Exposure duration of adult resident (30 years) 
.fnhalation unit risk {dH~mical specific) (~g-/m\ 1 
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Eq.24

BCL (j.ig/nr') =
THQ x AT x 1,000 i^ig/mg 

ET x EF x ED x ^7

whei'e:
THQ = Target hazard quotient of 1
AT = Averaging time (6 years x 365 days/year x 24 hours/day)
ET = Exposure time (24 hours/day)
EF = Exposure frequency (350 days/year)
ED = Exposure duration (6 year's)
RfC; = Inhalation reference concentration (chemical-specific) (mg/m3).

3.5 Equations for Residential Tap Water

Ingestion and Inhalation of Carcinogenic Contaminants

Eq. 25

n^r ^ TR x AT x 365 days/year

BCL ^Lg/r} " EF x [(iFWsi] x SF0 xO^OOl mg/pg) + (ED x VF x~ IUR,)*]

where:
TR - Target risk of 1 O'6
AT - Averaging time (70 yeai’s)
EF = Exposure frequency (350 days/year)
ED - Exposure duration (30 years)
IF Wad, = 1 ngest io n facto r for water (1.1 L-y ear/kg-day)
SF0 = Oral cancer slope factor (chemical specific) (mg/kg-day)'1
VF = Volatilization factor for water (0.5 L/m3)
IUR, = Inhalation unit risk (chemical specific) (pg/nv1)'1 

* Inhalation component of the equation is calculated only for volatile organic chemicals.

Ingestion and Inhalation of Non-carcinogenic Contaminants 

Eq. 26

BCL pg/L
THQ x BW x AT x 365 days/year x 1,000 pg/mg

EFxEDt<™;>+<Wx RfcTJ

lnlutlation of Non-cnr·cinogenic Contamjuants 

where: 
THQ = 
AT ;;: 

ET = 
EF = 
ED 
RfCi = 

, THQ X AT X I ,000 t-tg/mg 
BCL (~Lg/nr) = 

1 
ET X EF X ED x RfC· 

I 

Target hazard quotient of 1 
Averaging time (6 years x 365 days/year x 24 hours/day) 
Exposure time (24 how·s/day) 
Exposure fi·equency (350 days/year) 
Exposure duration ( 6 years) 
Inhalation reference concentration (chemical-specific) (mglm\ 

3.5 Equations for Reside~tial Tap Water 

Ingestion and Inhalation of Carcinogenic Contaminants 

where: 

TR x AT X 365 days/year 
BCL (~Lg/l) : =-----------:-------~~--:":'-------~ 

Ef X [(/FWadi X SF0 X 0.001 mghlg) +(ED X VF X !URi)*] 

TR = Target risk of 1 o-6 

AT = Averaging time (70 years) 
EF == Exposure frequency (3 50 days/year) 
ED = Exposure duration (30 years) 
IFWadJ = Ingestion factor for water ( 1.1 L-year/kg-day) 
SFo = Oral cancer slope factor (chemical specific) (mg/kg-day)"1 

VF = Volatilization factor for water (0.5 Llm3
) 

JURi lnhalation unit risk (cbemical specific) (~g/m3r 1 

* Inhalation component of tbe equation is calculated only for voJatile organic chemicals. 

Ingestion and Inhalation of Non-carcinogenic Contaminants 

THQ X BW X AT X 365 days/year X 1,000 f.lg/tng 
BCL ~tg/L = ------.,~~......;..._---.---____;.. 

EF x ED [( !RW) + (VF X -1-)~'J 
RfD0 RfCi 
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where:
THQ = Target hazard quotient of l
BW = Body weight of adult (70 kg)
AT = Averaging time of resident (30 years)
EF ~ Exposure fiequency (350 days/year)
ED = Exposure duration (30 years)
IRW = Drinking water ingestion (2 L/day)
RfD0 = Oral reference dose (chemical specific) (mg/kg-day)
VF = Volatilization factor for water (0.5 L/m3}
RfC; = Inhalation reference concentration (chemical specific) (mg/m3)

^Inhalation part of equation only calculated for volatile organic chemicals

Table 1 provides the Standard Default Exposure Factors used in the preceding equations.

3.6 Development of Final Human Health Soil BCLs

Several values are compared in order to develop the final soil BCL. These include the 
comparison of the health-based BCL to a maximum soil concentration of 100,000 mg/kg for the 
less toxic chemicals, and to the soil saturation limit, the lower of which is used as the final BCL. 
These equations are listed below.

Residential Soil BCL

If the contaminant is a solid, the following applies:

Eq. 27a BCL (mg/kg) = Minimum value from Eq. 7, Eq. 8“, or 100,000 mg/kg

^'Equation 8 uses the Eq, 4 option.

If the contaminant is not a solid, then the following applies:

Eq, 27b BCL (mg/kg) = Minimum value from saturation, Eq. 7, Eq. 8*, or 
100,000 mg/kg

^Equation 8 uses the Eq. 4 option.

whet-e: 
THQ = Target hazard quotient of l 
BW = Body weight of adult (70 kg) 
AT = Averaging time of resident (30 years) 
EF = Exposure freqllency (350 days/year) 
ED = Exposure dmation (30 years) 
IR W = Drinking water ingestion (2 Llday) 
RIDo = Oral reference dose (chemical specific) (mg/kg-day) 
VF = Volatilization factor for water (0.5 Llm3

) 

RfCi = Inhalation reference concentration (chemical specific) (mg/m~) 
*Inhalation part of equation only calculated for volatile organic chemicals 

Table t provides the Standard Default Exposure Factors used in the preceding equations. 

3.6 Development of Final Human Health Soil BCLs 

Several values are compared in order to develop the final soil BCL. These include the 
comparison of the health-based BCL to a maximum soil concentration of 100,000 mglkg for the 
less toxic chemicals, and to the soil saturation limit, the lower of which is used as the final BCL. 
These equations are listed below. 

Residential Soil BCL 

If the contaminant is a solid, the following apphes: 

Eq. 27a BCL (mglkg) =Minimum value from Eq. 7, Eq. 8(' , or 100,000 mg/kg 

<'Equation 8 uses the Eq. 4 option. 

If the contaminant is not a solid. then the following applles: 

Eg. 27b BCL (mg/kg) =Minimum value from saturation, Eq. 7, Eq. 8*, or 
100,000 mg/kg 

*Equation 8 uses the Eq. 4 option. 
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Conimercial/IndustrinJ Soil BCL

If the contaminant is a solid, the following applies:

Ecu 28a BCL (mg/kg) = Minimum value from Eq. 13, Eq. 14, or 100,000 mg/kg 

If the contaminant is not a solid, the following applies:

Eq. 28b BCL (mg/kg) = Minimum value from saturation, Eq. 13, Eq. 14, or 100,000 
mg/kg

Commercial/Industrial BCL

If the contaminant is a solid, the following applies:

Eq. 29a BCL (mg/kg) = Minimum value from Eq. 21, Eq. 22, or 100,000 mg/kg 

If the contaminant is not a solid, the following applies:

Eg. 29b BCL (mg/kg) = Minimum value from saturation, Eq, 21, Eq. 22, or 100,000 
mg/kg

Ambient Air BCL

Eq. 30 BCL (pg/m3) = Minimum value from Eq. 23 or Eq. 24

Residential Water BCL

Eq. 31 BCL (ug/L) = MCL. If an MCL is not assigned, then the minimum value from Eq. 25 or 
Eq. 26 is used.

3.7 Screening with Multiple Contaminants

A suggested stepwise approach for BCL-screening of sites with multiple pollutants (for each 
environmental medium of interest) is as follows: *

* Compile existing site data.
• Use the CSM to identify all known and potential site contaminants in the BCL Table. 

Record the BCL concentrations for various media and note whether the chemical has 
been assigned cancer (indicated by Hca”) and/or non-cancer (indicated by “nc") 
toxicological criteria. Segregate cancer BCLs from non-cancer BCLs and exclude (but do 
not eliminate) non-risk based BCLs ("sat" or “max”).

Commel'ciai/Industl'inJ Soil BCL 

If the contaminant is a solid, the following applies: 

Eq . 28a BCL (mg/kg) =Minimum value from Eq. 13, Eq. 14, or 100.000 mg/kg 

If the contaminant is not a solid, the following applies: 

Eq. 28b BCL (mg/kg) =Minimum value from saturation, Eq. 13, Eq. 14, or 100,000 
mg/kg 

CommerciaVIndustrial BCL 

If the contaminant is a solid, the following applies: 

Eg. 29a BCL (mg/kg) =Minimum value from Eq. 21, Eq. 22, or 100,000 mg/kg 

If the contaminant is not a solid, the following applies: 

Eq. 29b BCL (mglkg) =Minimum value from saturation, Eq. 21, Eq. 22, or 100,000 
mglkg 

Ambient Air· BCL 

Eg. 30 BCL (~g/m3 ) =Minimum value from Eq. 23 or Eq. 24 

Residential Water BCL 

~ BCL (!lg!L) = MCL If an MCL is not assjgned, then the minimwn value fi·om Eq. 25 or 
Eq. 26 is used. 

3. 7 Screening with Multiple Contaminants 

A suggested stepwise approach for BCL-screening of sites with multiple pollutants (for each 
environmental medimn of interest} is as follows : 

o Compile existing site data. 
• Use the CSM to identify all known and poten6al site contaminants in the BCL Table. 

Record the BCL concerrtrations for various media and note whether the chemical has 
been assigned cancer (indicated by ''<:a") and/or nonwcancer (indicated by "nc") 
toxicological criteria. Segregate cancer BCLs fi·om uon...cancer BCL.s and exclude (but do 
not eliminate) nonw1isk based BCLs ("sat'' or "max"). 
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• For cancer risk estimates, divide the site exposure point concentration (maximum or 95% 
t/CL) by the BCL concentration designated for cancer evaluation (“ca”). Multiply this 
ratio by 10'fl to estimate chemical-specific risk for a reasonable maximum exposure 
(RME). For multiple pollutants, add this risk estimate for each chemical as follows:

• For non-cancer hazard estimates, divide the site exposure point concentration terra by the 
respective non-cancer BCL (designated as ltnc”) and sum the ratios for multiple 
contaminants. The cumulative ratio represents a screening non-cancer hazard index (HI). 
A screening hazard index of 1 or less is considered "safe”. A ratio greater than 1 suggests 
the need for further evaluation (see USEPA, 1989a, page 8-14 for segregation of hazard 
indices by effect and mechanism of action). [Note that carcinogens may also have an 
associated non-cancer BCL that is not listed in the BCL Table. To obtain these values, 
the user should view or download the BCL Calculations Tables at the BCL website and 
display the appropriate sections.]

For initial screening of data when multiple chemicals have been released, a simplified 
conservative approach of employing one-tenth of the BCL can be applied.

3.8 BCLs for Chemicals with Special Considerations

Most of the BCLs are derived using the equations provided in Sections 3,1 through 3.5. 
However, there are some chemicals for which the additional information is required. These 
special cases are discussed below

Technical Guidance for the Calculation of Asbestos-Related Risk in Soils for the Basic 
Management Incotporated (BMI) Complex and Common Areas (NDEP, 2009a) 
fimp://ndep.nv.gov/bmi/docs/09Q424 asbestos guidance ggrOgjrdf) provides a guidance 
framework for characterizing asbestos-related risks (ARR) in soils. This NDEP guidance 
document provides methodological direction to evaluate soil disturbing activities in areas with 
known or suspected presence of asbestos contaminated soils and is based on the 2003 draft 
protocol for assessing ARR prepared for USEPA’s Office of Solid Waste and Emergency 
Response (OSWER) (Berman and Crump, 2003, Berman 2003a; 2003b; 2005). This guidance 
document is also accompanied by a spreadsheet that can be used as a template for estimating 
ARR. At present, the inhalation cancer potency factor for asbestos fibers provided by USEPA in 
the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) electronic database* is based on dose-response

fiA dfnabasc arnon-caiiciir rttut cancer hcnitll effccn infonnalion inaiiiiamcd b\ USKt'A's Maiionai Center for linvironmental 
Assessment (NCEA), used to supjjusl risk assessment activities under Siijierfuacf and rtiher USfcf’A programs

Asbestos

• .For cancer risk estimates, djvide the site exposure point concentration (maximum or 95% 
UCL) by the BCL concentration designated for cancer evaluation ("ca"). Multiply this 
ratio by 1 o·6 to estimate chemical-specific risk for a reasonable maximum exposure 
(RME). for multiple pollutants, add this risk estimate tbr each chemical as tbllows: 

Rtsk = -- + -- + ... + -- X 10 . [(Concx) (Coney) (Concz)] _6 

BCLx BCLy BCLz 

• For non-cancer hazard estimates, divide the site exposure point concentration tenn by the 
respective non-cancer BCL (designated as "nc") and sum the ratios for multiple 
contaminants. The cumulative ratio represents a screening non-cancer hazard index (HI). 

A screening hazard index of 1 or less is considered "safe". A ratio greater than 1 suggests 
the need for further evaluation (see USEPA, 1989a, page 8-14 for segregation of hazard 
indices by effect and mechanism of action). [Note that carcinogens may also have an 
associated non-cancer BCL that is not listed in the BCL Table. To obtain these values, 
the user should view or download the BCL Calculations Tables at the BCL website and 
display the appropriate sections.] 

Hazard Index= [(~o;::) + (~o;:;) + ... + (~o;::)] 

For initial screening of data when multiple chemicals have been released, a simplified 
conservative approach of employing one-tenth of the BCL can be applied. 

3.8 BCLs fot· Chemicals with Special Considerations 

Most of the BCLs are derived using the equations provided in Sections 3.1 through 3.5. 
However, there are some chemicals for which the additional infotmation is required. These 
special cases are discussed below 

Asbestos 
Technical Guidance for the Calculation of Asbestos-Related Risk in Soils for the Basic 
Management Incorporated (BMI) Complex and Common Areas (NDEP, 2009a) 
(http://ndep.nv.gov/bmi/docs/090424 asbestos guidance apr09.pdt) provides a guidance 
fi·amework for characterizing asbestos-related risks (ARR) in soils. This NDE.P guidance 
document provides methodological direction to evaluate soil distw·bing activities in areas with 
known or suspected presence of asbestos contaminated soils and is based on the 2003 draft 
protocol for assessing ARR prepared for USEPA's Office of Solid Waste and Emergency 
Response (OSWER) {Bermau and Crump, 2003, Berman 2003a; 2003b~ 2005). This guidance 
document is also accompanied by a spreadsheet that can be used as a template for estimating 
ARR. At present, the inhalation cancer potency factor for asbestos fibers provided by USEPA in 
the Integrated Risl< Information System (fR[S) electmnic databasl is based on dose-response 

~ 1\ dsuabas.:- ofnon-C'Iln~r <m•i can'""-.,. h.;onhh cffcccs infonnaltun m;tilllamcd b~ liSE!'/\·~ National C.:ntcr for Ennronm~.:nt~J 
Ass.:ssmcnt (NCEA), US~:J Ill suppot1nsk tlS"-<."">Smcnr aclinli<.-:. under Sup•:rfund und other USEPA pw~mm~ 
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information summarized in USEPA (1986). The NDEP has chosen to utilize the more recent 
methodology for assessing ARR proposed in Berman and Gump (2003) and frilly described in 
the guidance document

Bromide
The World Health Organization (WHO) has established an acceptable daily intake (ADI) of 0.4 
mg/kg body weight in drinking water (WHO, 2009). This ADI is used as the RfD for bromide in 
for the calculation of BCLs.

Cadmium .
Because IRIS provides different oral RiDs for cadmium in water and in foods, the BCL for 
cadmium in water is based on the oral RfD for water of 0,0005 mg/kg-d, and the BCL for soil 
ingestion is based on the RfD for food of 0.001 mg/kg-d. It should be noted that the BCL for tap 
water is based on the MCL for cadmium of 5 ug/1.

Chlorate
In 2002, the California Environmental Protection Agency’s (Cal-EPA) Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) conducted a review of the published toxicology literature 
for chlorate during their review of a proposed water action level derived by the Cal-EPA’s 
Department of Pesticide Regulation, During this review, OEHHA recommended using a rodent 
study by McCauley et al. (1995) to derive the water action level for chlorate. McCauley et al. 
(1995) exposed male and female Sprague-Dawley rats to 3, 12, or 48 mM sodium chlorate in 
drinking water for 90 days. Body weight changes and effects to the blood, pituitary, and thyroid 
were noted in the two higher dose groups. The NOAEL for pituitaiy and thyroid effects were 30 
and 42 mg/kg-day for males and females, respectively. Cal-EPA recommended a composite 
uncertainty factor of 1,000 (100 to account for inter- and intra-species differences and 10 to 
account for subchronic to chronic). An oral RfD of 0.03 mg/kg-day is based on a NOAEL of 30 
mg/kg-day and a composite uncertainty factor of 1,000.

4.4-Dichiorobenzil
In the absence of 4,4-dichtorobenzil toxicity criteria from standard hierarchy of sources, NDEP 
has provided interim guidance on this chemical (NDEP, 2009b). This guidance may be found at 
http://ndep.nv.aov/bmi/docs/090115 dichlorobenzil.pdf and provides an interim RfD for 
dichlorobenzil of 3.0 x 10‘4 mg/kg-d.

Hexachlorocvclohexane fHCHl
The NDEP has adopted a threshold dose value for alpha-, beta-, and gamma-HCH for use in 
quantifying potential human health risks at the BMI Complex (Integral 2011a, b, and c). These 
values are 0.003, 0.00006, and 0.00001 mg/kg-d, respectively, The criteria documents 
supporting this decision arc provided on the NDEP BMI Complex website 
(http://ndep.ny.gov/bmi/technicahhtm)- These toxicity values have been incotporated into the 
BCLs for these compounds,

There are insufficient toxicity data to derive a reference dose or slope factor for delta-HCH. In 
the absence of such data, the Department has adopted the reference dose for alpha-HCH as a 
surrogate for delta-HCH, This selection was based on similar physical and chemical properties

information summarized in USEPA (1986). The NDEP has chosen to utilize the more recent 
methodology for assessing ARR proposed in Betman and Cnunp (2003) and fully described in 
the guidance document 

Bromide 
The World Health Organization (WHO) has established an acceptable daily intake (ADI) of 0.4 
mg/kg body weight in drinking water (WHO, 2009). This ADI is used as the RID for bromide in 
for the calculation of BCLs. 

Cadmium 
Because IRIS provides different oral RIDs for cadmium in water and in foods, the BCL for 
cadmium in water is based on the oral RID for water of 0.0005 mg/kg-d, and the BCL for soil 
ingestion is based on the RID for food ofO.OOl mgllcg-d. It should be noted that the BCL for tap 
water is based on the MCL for cadmium of 5 j.lg/1. 

Chlorate 
In 2002, the California Environmental Protection Agency's (Cal-EPA) Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) conducted a review of the published toxicology literature 
for chlorate during their review of a proposed water action level derived by the Cal-EPA's 
Department of Pesticide Regulation. During this review, OElllfA recommended using a rodent 
study by McCauley et al. (1995) to derive the water action level for chlorate. McCauley et al. 
(1995) exposed male and female Sprague-Dawley rats to 3, 12, or 48 mM sodium chlorate in 
drinking water for 90 days. Body weight changes and effects to the blood, pituitary, and thyroid 
were noted in the two higher dose groups. The NOAEL for pituitaty and thyroid effects were 30 
and 42 mg/kg-day for males and females, respectively. Cal-EPA recommended a composite 
W1Certainty factor of 1 ,000 (I 00 to account for inter- and intra-species differences and 10 to 
account for subchronic to chronic). An oral RID of 0.03 mgllcg-day is based on a NOAEL of 30 
mgllcg-day and a composite uncettainty factor of 1 ,000. 

4,4-Dichlorobenzil 
In the absence of 4,4-dichlorobenzil toxicity criteria fi·om standard hiel'archy of sow·ces, NDEP 
has provided interim guidance on this chemical (NDEP, 2009b). This gu.idance may be found at 
http://ndep.nv.gov/bmi/docs/090 115 dichlorobenzil.pdf and provides an interim RID for 
dichlorobenzil of3.0 x 10"4 mg/kg-d. 

Hexachlorocyclohexane CHCH) 
The NDEP has adopted a threshold dose value for alpha-, beta-, and gamma-HCH for use in 
quantifying potential human health risks at the BMJ Complex (Integral 20 11 a, b, and c). These 
values are 0.003, 0.00006, and 0.00001 mg/kg-d, respectively. T11e criteria docmnents 
supporting this decision are provided on the NDEP BMI Complex website 
(http://ndep.nv.gov/bmi/technical.htm). These toxicity values have been incotvorated into the 
BCL$ for these compounds. 

There are i.nsuflicient toxicity data to detive a reference dose or slope factor for delta-HCH. In 
the absence of such data, the Department has adopted the reference dose for alpha-HCH as a 
suJTogate for delta-HCH. This selection was based on similar physical nnd chemical properties 
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of delta-HCH and alpha-HCH as shown in Table 4-2 of the Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry (ATSDR) Toxicological Profile for HCH isomers (ATSDR, 2005).

Niobium
An oral reference dose for niobium has not been derived by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA). In addition, a search to locate an oral reference dose for niobium was 
conducted using various database sites for other U.S., state and local regulatory agencies as well 
as international regulatory agencies. This search was unsuccessful. Therefore, we conducted a 
literature search on PubMed to identify any published toxicity data on the ingestion of niobium. 
From this literature search, two chronic toxicity studies in rodents were discovered (Schroeder et 
al. 1970; Schroeder et al. 1968). A review of these studies is briefly discussed below.

Chronic Toxicity Studies of Niobium in Rodents
In both studies, male and female mice and rats were exposed to 5 parts per million (ppm) of 
sodium niobate in drinking water. This equates to 2.8 mg of Niobium per liter (mg/L) in 
drinking water (sodium niobate molecular weight is 163.89 g/mol and Niobium is 92.91 g/mol or 
approximately 56% of sodium niobate; 5 ppm x 56% = 2.8 ppm Niobium). The authors note 
trace amounts of niobium in the rodent chow fed to both the mice and rats (1.62 micrograms per 
gram). In mice, chronic exposure to 2.8 mg/L of niobium was associated with statistically 
significant decrease in overall survival in female mice only compared to the control group. In 
addition, hepatic fatty liver degeneration occurred in approximately 41% of the niobium exposed 
animals (Schroeder et al. 1968). In rats, chronic exposure to 2.8 mg/L of niobium was associated 
with statistically significant decrease in overall survival in male rats only compared to the control 
group. In addition, glucose in the urine was also reported as well as increased body weight gain 
in the male mice compared to the control group. No other microscopic changes were reported 
(Schroeder et al. 1970). The common statistically significant endpoint repotted in both studies 
was decreased survival; although this was not consistent in both genders in mice and rats. Both 
studies administered a single dose of 5 ppm of sodium niobate in the drinking water. Because 
effects were reported at this level, die administered amount is considered the lowest observed 
adverse effect level (LOAEL) in both mice and rats.

The rat study was used to derive a dose of niobium in drinking water. The average weight of the 
male rat at the end of the study (540 days) was 497 grams or 0.497 kilograms (kg). A daily 
water ingestion rate was not reported in the study; however, the USEPA has developed an 
equation to estimate drinking water intake rates based on weight (DW 1/day = 0.099 x BW090)9 
The estimated daily water ingestion rate for the male rat is 0.053 1/day (DW i/day = 0.099 x
0.497090). The daily dose of niobium in the male rat was 2.8 mg/1 multiplied by 0.053 1/day 
divided by 0.497 kg = 0.3 mg niobium/kg body weight per day.

In both studies, the drinking water also had chromium approximately 1 ppm as well as lead in the 
rat study at 25 ppm and fluoride in the mice study at 10 ppm. The effect of these additional 
metals in the drinking water and the decrease in survival in both mice and rats is unknown.

9 hup:.-7\vwv\.ciia.ctn/opocfedl/modelv/w«ncri'kabain.'knhiun user guide nrwendis gjiimlgG2
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Derivation of Screening Level Oral Reference Dose for Niobium
Per USEPA recommendations (2002c), several safety or uncertainty factors (UFs) are applied to 
the daily dose of niobium of 0.3 mg/kg-day in drinking water to derive a consejvative screening 
level oral reference dose. The composite UP of 3,000 was applied. The composite UF includes 
standard UFs; these UFs include: a factor of 10 for extrapolating from animals to humans; a 
factor of 10 to account for sensitive subpopulation of humans (e.g., infants, elderly); a factor of 
10 to account for LOAEL to no-observed adverse effect level (NOAEL); and a factor of 3 to 
account for the lack of a multigenerational developmental toxicity study. The USEPA 
recommends that the maximum composite UF not exceed 3,000. The toxicity endpoint selected 
is increased mortality, which is considered a frank effect level (FEL). An EEL is defined as the 
level of exposure that produces irreversible effects (e.g., mortality) at a statistically significant 
increased frequency.

The resultant screening level oral reference dose for niobium is 0.0001 mg/kg-day (0.3 mg/kg- 
day divided by 3,000).

Platinum
Insufficient toxicity information for the oral route of exposure was found for platinum upon 
which to base the derivation of a reference dose. The European Medicines Agency (EMEA) lias 
derived an oral permitted daily exposure (PDE) level of 100 pg/day for a 50 kg person. This 
PDE was derived from a sub-chronic drinking water study in rats with a no-observed effect level 
of 13 mg Pt/kg/day by incorporating a 5,000 safety factor. The USEPA recommends a 
maximum safety factor (or uncertainty factor) of 3,000 (10 to account for differences between 
animals and humans; 10 to account for sensitive subpopulations; 10 to account for a sub-chronic 
to chronic study; and 3 to account for lack of multi-generational reproductive study). Consistent 
with this USEPA protocol, an oral reference dose of 0.004 mg/kg-day is calculated using the 
NOEL of 13 mg/kg-day divided by a composite uncertainty factor of 3,000.

Essentia] Nutrients: Specifically Calcium. Potassium, and Sodium
Calcium, potassium, and sodium are essentially nutrients and are on the Generally Recognized 
As Safe (GRAS) list of the Food and Drug Administration (FDA, 2011).

“GRAS exemptions are granted for substances that are generally recognized, among 
experts qualified by scientific training and experience to evaluate their safety, as having 
been adequately shown through scientific procedures .. .to be safe under the conditions of 
their intended use." FDA, 2011

“There is no evidence in the available information on [substance] that demonstrates, or 
suggests reasonable grounds to suspect, a hazard to the public when they are used at 
levels that are now current or might reasonably be expected in the future.” FDA, 2011

Therefore, these three elements do not need to be included in a risk assessment for potential 
human health impacts unless they are present in a compound that is a regulated chemical agent 
and/or in compounds present at concentrations that may create a health hazard through 
physical/chemical properties (e.g., extremely low or high pH having caustic potential).

Derivation of Screening Level Oral Reference Dose for Niob1um 
Per USEPA recommendations (2002c), several safety or WJcertainty factors (Ufs) are applied to 
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Lead
The residential soil value for lead is based on the integrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic 
(IEUBK) Model for lead in children developed using default parameters (USEPA, 1994). More 
information on this model and other lead risk assessment guidance can be found at 
httn,.//w\vw.epa.Eov/suDeifundyhealth/contaminants/lead/tndex.htm. The industrial BCL is based 
on equations developed by the technical review group (adult lead model), as described below.

The Adult Lead Model (ALM) is a tool for assessing risks associated with non-residential adult 
exposures to lead in soil. The ALM focuses on estimating fetal blood lead concentrations in 
pregnant women exposed to lead-containing soils in a commercial/industrial setting. It is the 
product of extensive evaluations by the Technical Review Workgroup for Lead (TRW). In 
December 1996, the TRW released the document Recommendations of the Technical Review 
Workgroup for Lead for an Interim Approach to Assessing Risks Associated with Adult 
Exposures to Lead in Soil (TRWR; USEPA, 1996d), which describes the equations and default 
parameters that can be used with the ALM.

Magnesium
Magnesium does not have a toxicity criterion, thus an oral RfD was derived using the National 
Institute of Health (NIH) Recommended Daily Allowance data. An age-adjusted oral RfD was 
derived using the age-specific RDAs provided by NIH 
(http://ods.od.nih.gov/factsheets/magnesium.asDl. The soil BCLs were derived as described in 
Section 3.0 using the derived oral RfD of 5.7 mg/kg-d. The tap water BCL was calculated using 
the oral RfD and the methods described in Section 3.5 and was subsequently used in the 
derivation of a LBCL for magnesium.

MethvI Iodide
The USEPA has determined a human equivalent concentration (HEC)-based on a NOAEL for 
methyl iodide of 0.89 ppm (5.2 mg/m3). The toxic endpoint is based on an increased incidence of 
salivary gland squamous cell metaplasia (USEPA, 2006), USEPA applied a total uncertainty 
factor of 30 to account for interspecies extrapolation (UF = 3) and intraspecies extrapolation (UF 
= 10), resulting in an RfC of 0.17 mg/tn3.

Perchlorate
The residential drinking water BCL for perchlorate is based upon the provisional Nevada Action 
Level of 18 ppb.

Polychlorinated Dibenzo-u-dioxinS' Dibenzofurans, and Some Polychlorinated Biphenyls 
The USEPA OSWER Directive 9200.4-26 (USEPA, 1989b) identified a preliminary soil 
remediation goal of 1 part per billion (ppb) for total dioxin toxicity equivalents (TEQ) at 
Supeifund sites for assumed residential land use, and 5 to 20 ppb TEQ for industrial or 
commercial land uses. Since this OSWER Directive was issued in 1998, the USEPA issued two 
sets of documents (USEPA 2000, 2003b) describing their reassessment of the underlying 
scientific issues pertaining to die risk assessment of dioxins. These documents support some 
modification to the 1998 preliminary remediation goals. The reassessment proposed that the 
toxicity criteria for assessing both carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic effects of dioxins should
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be adjusted to reflect, a more conservative judgment based on recent toxicological studies and 
concents that background doses and body burdens in humans do not provide an adequate margin 
of safety. To date, however, no new USEPA guidance regarding soil screening levels for dioxins 
has been issued, despite the extensive analyses presented in the dioxin reassessment documents.

One of the key premises of the dioxin reassessment documents was the recent publication of 
dioxin cancer potency estimates that were based on epidemiological studies. The current dioxin 
cancer potency estimate of 1.56 x Kf per (mg/kg-day)"1 based on a rat bioassay (Kociba et al., 
1978) was suggested to be considerably lower than potency estimates suggested by the 
epidemiology studies of Becher et al. [1998; 2.2 x 106 (mg/kg-day) Steenland et al. [2001; 
1.5 x 106 per (mg/kg-day)"1] and a meta-analysis by USEPA [2003b; 1.1 x 106 (per mg/kg- 
day)'1]. USEPA (2000, 2003b) also suggested that alternative dose-response modeling of the rat 
cancer bioassays could support dioxin potency factors in the same range, e.g., 1,1 to 1.4 x 106 per 
(mg/kg-day)On the other hand, a recent National Toxicology Program rat study (NTP, 2004) 
reported much lower tumor rates in the same rat strain tested by Kociba et al. (1978). Crouch et 
al. (2005) estimated this new study would yield a dioxin cancer potency of approximately 1.6 x 
104 per (mg/kg-day) *1. The technical issues surrounding this range of cancer potency estimates 
have been reviewed by Paustenbach et al. (2006).

In view of the current uncertainties about the most appropriate regulatory risk assessment 
approach for dioxins, NDEP utilized the 1998 OSWER Directive with a modification to address 
recently identified uncertainties regarding cancer potency in humans. There is approximately 
one order of magnitude (10-fold) difference between the current USEPA cancer potency factor 
(which was used to derive the OSWER Directive soil goal of 5 to 20 ppb for 
industrial/commercial sites) and the midpoint of the epidemiology-based cancer potency 
estimates discussed above. Applying a 10-fold uncertainty factor to the 5 to 20 ppb soil 
screening range results in a range of 0.5 to 2 ppb for consideration for a NDEP soil screening 
level for industrial/commercial land use. Based on this range, a single value of 1 ppb TEQ was 
selected as an appropriate BCL for industrial/commercial sites. For residential sites, NDEP has 
adopted the ATSDR soil “screening lever of 50 ppt (0.00005 mg/kg) for residential sites 
(ATSDR, 2008).

Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHsI
USEPA has developed a potency factors approach for calculating the potential health risks from 
PAHs with the characteristic “Bay-K region,'’ a structural distinction that defers carcinogenic, 
properties to benzo-a-pyrene (BaP) and tire other carcinogenic PAHs (USEPA, 1993). BaP is the 
best characterized and most potent of the carcinogenic PAH compounds, and hence, the slope 
factors for BaP are used in conjunction with the potency factor approach to calculate a BaP 
equivalent (BaPEq) concentration. Accordingly, each of the carcinogenic PAHs must be 
multiplied by its associated potency factor to calculate the BaPEq. For each site sample, the 
summed BaPEq concentration is compared to the BCL for BaP. The TEFs are as follows: 
benzo(a)pyiene (1-0), beuzo(a)anthiacene (0.1), benzo(b)f!uoranthene (0.1), 
beuzo(k)fluoranthene (0.01), chrysene {0.001), dibenz(a,h)anthracene (1.0), and indeno( 1,2,3,- 
cd)pyrene (0.1) (USEPA, 1993). If one of these seven PAHs is detected at a site, then all seven 
should be addressed for BaPEqs. One half the detection limit in BaPEqs should be used for ail 
non-detect results.
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Thallium
IRIS has many values for the different salts of thallium. However, analytical data packages 
typically report only total thallium, Therefore, a BCL based on total thallium was derived for 
practical purposes by adjusting the thallium sulfate RfD by the molecular weight of thallium to 
derive a thallium-only RfD of 6,6 x IQ'5 mg/kg-day.

Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons
Petroleum hydrocarbon mixtures in soils, such as gasoline, kerosene, diesel, or waste oils, are 
relatively common, and some groups have attempted to develop non-cancer toxicity criteria 
based on selected petroleum fractions such as gasoline- or diesel-range hydrocarbons. At 
present, NDEP does not recommend using these petroleum fraction toxicity criteria. Instead, the 
indicator chemicals for common petroleum hydrocarbon mixtures should be evaluated, including 
benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and total xylenes (BTEX); MTBE (and other oxygenates and/or 
additives, where relevant); and PAHs. Demon stating compliance with respect to these indicator 
compounds will be assumed to also minimize any risks attributable to other petroleum-fraction 
components in soils.

Vinyl Chloride
IRIS (USEPA, 2009b) presents two cancer slope factors for vinyl chloride—one for adult 
exposures and a second, more protective, slope factor to account for the unique susceptibility 
identified in young animals that suggests a greater susceptibility to vinyl chloride carcinogenicity 
in young children. The more conservative cancer slope factor for children of 1.5 (mg/kg-d)'1 and 
inhalation unit risk of O x It)'6 (pg/nr)'1 is applied for the BCL coiresponding to residential 
vinyl chloride exposure scenarios, and includes an assumption of lifetime (70 years) exposure for 
residential receptors as an added conservative measure based on USEPA Region 9 
recommendations. The adult exposure cancel- slope factor of 0,72 (mg/kg-day)'1 and inhalation 
unit risk of 4,4 x 10'6 (pg/m3)'1 is used as the basis for the commercial/industrial BCL.

Chemicals for Which the BCL is Based on a Toxicological Surrogate
Soil BCLs for the following chemicals that are based on a toxicological surrogate approach 
include:

- Acenaphthalene
- Benzo[g,h,i]pery!ene
- Phenanthnene
- Diethyl phosphorodithioate(DEPT)
- Dimethyl phosphorodithioate (DMPT)
- m-Phthalic acid
- o-Phthalic acid ■
- p-Ch!orobenzene sulfonic acid (pCBSA)
- Benzene sulfonic acid (BSA)

Documentation of the basis of the surrogate selection for each of these chemicals is provided in 
Appendix B.

Thallium 
IRIS has many values for the different salts of thallium. However. analytical data packages 
typically report only t,otal thalliwn. Thet·efore. a BCL based on total tha11ium was derived for 
practical purposes by adjusting the thallium sulfate RID by the molecular weight of thallium to 
derive a thallium-only RID of6.6 x l0'5 mg/kg-day. 

Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons 
Petroleum hydrocarbon mixtures in soils, such as gasoline, kerosene, diesel, or waste oils. are 
relatively common, and some groups have attempted to develop non-cancer toxicity criteria 
based on selected petroleum fractions such as gasoline- or diesel-range hydrocarbons. At 
present, NDEP does not recommend using these petroleum fraction toxicity criteria. Instead, the 
indicator chemicals for common petroleum hydrocarbon mixtures should be evaluated, including 
benzene, toluene. ethylbenzene, and total xylenes (BTEX); MTBE (and other oxygenates and/or 
additives, where relevant); and P AHs. Demonstrating compliance with respect to these indicator 
compounds will be assumed to also minimize any risks attributable to other petroleum-fraction 
components in soils. 

Vinyl Chloride 
IRIS (USEPA, 2009b) presents two cancer slope factors for vinyl chloride-one for adult 
exposures and a second, more protective, slope factor to account for the unique susceptibility 
identified in young animals that suggests a greater susceptibility to vinyl chloride carcinogenicity 
in young children. The more conservative cancer slope factor for children of 1.5 (mg/kg-df1 and 
inhalation unit risk of 8.8 x 1 o·6 (J..Lg/m3

)'
1 is applied for the BCL co!Tesponding to residential. 

vinyl chloride exposure scenarios, and includes an assumption oflifetime (70 years) exposure for 
residential receptors as an added conservative measure based on USEPA Region 9 
recommendations. TI1e adult exposure cancer slope factor of 0.72 (mg/kg-day)'1 and inhalation 
tmit risk of 4.4 x 1 o·6 (J.Lg/m3r1 is used as the basis for the commerciaVindustrial BCL. 

Chemicals for Which the BCL is Based on a Toxicological StU'I'ogate 
Soil BCLs for the following chemicals that are based on a toxicological smTOgate approach 
include: 

- Acenaphthalene 
- Benzo[g,h,i]perylene 
- Phenanthrene 
- Diethyl phosphorodithioate(DEPT) 
- Dimethyl phosphorodithioate (DMPT) 
- m-Phthalic acid 
- a-Phthalic acid 
- p-Chlorobenzene sulfonic acid (pCBSA) 
- Benzene sulfonic acid (BSA) 

Documentation of the basis of the surrogate selection tor each of these chemicals is provided in 
Appendix B. 



In addition to the surrogate toxicity values discussed above, several VOCs in the BCL tables had 
oral toxicity values but were lacking inhalation (RfC) values. In the absence of toxicity values 
from the usual hierarchy of sources, surrogate values were derived based upon stnicture activity 
relationships and similar target organs (when possible). These chemicals along with their 
smrogate RfCs and the source chemical for the surrogate values are provided in Table B-2.

4.0 LEACHING-BASED BCLS (LBCJLS)

Leaching-based soil screening levels (LBCLs) (on a dry-weight basis) are provided to evaluate 
the migration to groundwater pathway. Migration of contaminants from soil to groundwater is 
evaluated as a two-stage process: (1) release of contaminant in soil leachate into groundwater, 
and (2) dilution of the contaminant upon mixing in groundwater. The LBCL methodology 
considers both of these transport mechanisms. The USEPA has previously derived soil to 
groundwater screening levels for several constituents in their Soil Screening Guidance (USEPA, 
1996a). These values are presented in the BCL Table and the reader is advised to refer to the 
original USEPA guidance document for their derivation.

Additional LBCLs were derived in accordance with USEPA methodology (1996a) for 
15inorganic constituents that have not been derived by the USEPA (1996a) but are included as 
Site-Related Chemicals (SRCs) at the BMI Complex and Common Areas site, which are:

• Aluminum
• Boron
• Cobalt
• Copper
• Iron
• Lithium
• Magnesium
• Manganese
• Mercury
• Molybdenum
• Nitrate
• Perchlorate 
o Titanium
® Tungsten
• Uranium

Also, LBCLs were derived in accordance with USEPA methodology (1996a) for a - 
hexacblorocyclohexane and {3 - hexachtomcyclohexane for which the noncancer RfD were 
updated. Other than the RfD used to estimate the risk-based groundwater concentration for these 
two chemicals, the same parameters used in USEPA (1996a) were used to develop their LBCLs.

LBCLs were calculated For the 15 inorganic constituents based upon the assumption that the 
constituent is in equilibrium with the concentration in the adsorbed (soil matrix) phase, the soils 
are near neutral pH ('-6.8), and application of a simple water-balance equation that calculates a

ln addition to the surrogate toxicity values discussed above. several VOCs in the BCL tables had 
oral toxicity values but were lacking inhalation (RfL) values. ln the absence of toxicity values 
from the usual h.ierarchy of sources. surrogate values were derived based upon stmcture activity 
relationships and stmL1ar target organs (when possible). These chemicals along with their 
sunogate RfCs and the source chemical for the surrogate values are provided in Table B-2. 
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• Molybdenum 
• Nitrate 
• Perchlorate 
o Titanium 
• Tungsten 
• Uranium 

Also, LBCLs were derived in accordance with USEPA metbodology (1996a) for a -
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two chemicals, the same parameters used in USEPA (J996a) were used to deve.lop their LBCLs. 
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constituent is in equilibrium with the concentration in the adsorbed (soil matrix) phase, the soils 
are m~ar neutral pH ( -·6.8), and application of a simple water-balance equation that calculates a 
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dilution factor to account for dilution of soil leachate in an aquifer (USEPA, 1996a). The 
dilution factor is expressed as the ratio of leachate concentration to the concentration in 
groundwater at the receptor point. Accordingly, USEPA refers to this factor as a dilution 
attenuation factor (DAF), It should be noted that if the soils of interest are not near the specified 
pH used to develop the LBCLs of 6.8, then the LBCLs may not be used for screening purposes.

The chemical-specific LBCL is back-calculated from a risk-based groundwater concentration 
(RBCG) (e.g., non-zero MCLGs, MCLs, or other risk-based screening level). As a first step, the 
RBCG is derived based on the assumptions of a 70-ki!ogram body weight and ingestion of two 
liters of water per day. For carcinogens, a target risk of 10'“ was employed; for non-carcinogens, 
a hazard quotient of 1 was employed. As a second step, the RBGC is multiplied by a dilution 
factor to obtain a target leachate concentration.

Dilution-attenuation processes are physical, chemical, and biological processes that tend to 
reduce the eventual contaminant concentration at the receptor point and are expressed by a DAF 
(USEPA, 1996a). When calculating a LBCL value, a DAF is used to back-calculate the target 
soil leachate concentration from a risk-based groundwater concentration (e.g., maximum 
contaminant level [MCL] or tap water BCL as presented in the BCL Table). For example, if the 
RBGC is 0.05 milligrams per liter (mg/L) and the DAF is 10, the target leachate concentration 
would be 0.5 mg/L. Expressed mathematically;

Eq. A
CL = DAF x RBGC

Where

CL = tar get leachate concentration (mg/Lw)
DAF = dilution-attenuation factor (unitless)
RBGC = risk-based groundwater concentration (e.g., maximum contaminant level 

[MCL] or tap water BCL) (mg/L*)

The tar get leachate concentration Cl. is related to the concentration sorbed on the soil matrix Cs 
by the soil-water partition coefficient Kd, Assuming equilibrium between the aqueous phase10 
and adsorbed (soil matrix) phase in the unsaturated zone and that adsorption is linear with 
respect to concentration:

Eq. B

where;

Kj = soil-water partition coefficient (mg/kgs per- mg/L-.v or Lw/kg)
Cs - concentration sorbed on soil matrix (mg/kg)
Cl = target leachate concentration (mg/Lw).

1(1 I tie calculation of LBCLs assumes ihni nori-aqueous phase liquids (NAPLs) arc nor preseni

dilution factor to account for dilution of soil leachate in nn aquiter (USEPA, 1996a). The 
dj]ution factor 1s expressed ns the ratio of leachate concentration to the concentration in 
groundwater at the receptor point. Accordingly. USEPA refers to this factor ns a dilution 
attenuation factor (OAF). Tt should be noted that if the soi Is of interest are not near the specified 
pH used to develop the LBCLs of 6.8. then the LBCls may not be used for screening purposes. 

The chemical-specific LBCL is back-calculated from a risk-based groundwater concentration 
(RBCG) (e.g., non-zero MCLGs, MCLs, or other risk-based screening level). As a first step, the 
RBCG is derived based on the assumptions of a 70·kilogram body weight and ingestion of two 
liters of water per day. For carcinogens, a target risk of 10'6 was employed; for non-carcinogens, 
a hazard quotient of 1 was employed. As a second step, the RBGC is multiplied by a dilution 
factor to obtain a target leachate concentration. 

Dilution-attenuation processes are physical, chemical, and biological processes that tend to 
reduce the eventual contaminant concentration at the receptor point and are expressed by a DAF 
(USEPA, 1996a). When calculating a LBCL value, a DAF is used to back-calculate the target 
soil leachate concentration from a risk-based groundwater concentration (e.g., maximum 
contaminant level [MCL] or tap water BCL as presented in the BCL Table). For example, if the 
RBGC is 0.05 milligrams per 1iter (mg/L) and the DAF is 10, the target leachate concentration 
would be 0.5 mg/L. Expressed mathematically: 

Eq. A 

Where 

CL = 
DAF = 
RBGC = 

CL = DAF X RBGC 

target leachate concentration (rng/Lw) 
dilution-attenuation factor (unitless) 
risk-based groundwater concentration (e.g., maximum contaminant level 
[MCL] or tap water BCL) (mg!L") 

The target leachate concentration Cc is related to the concentration sorbed on the soil matrix Cs 
by the soil-water partition coefficient I<.!. Asswning equilibrium between the aqueous phase10 

and adsorbed (soil matlix) phase in the unsaturated zone and that adsorption is linear with 
respect to concentration: 

Eq.B 

where: 

:::: 

= 
soil-water pat.tition coefficient (mg/kg:; per mgfL.,.,. or Lwlkg) 
concentration sorbed on soil matrix (mg/kg) 
target leachate concentration (mg/Lw ). 

10 The calculation of LI3Cl .. s <~ssumcs thnl non-uquo:llll!- phn~c llqui<L" (NAPI.!>) an: not pn:senl 
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To develop the LBCLs ihe sorbed concentration Cs needs to be related to the total concentration 
measured in a soil sample. Equation 22 of USEPA 1996a relates Cs, using the above 
relationship between Cs and Q,, to the total concentrat ion measured in soil (Or) on a dry weight 
basis as follows:

Eq. C

where:
V Pb Pb i

Ct = total concentration (on a dry weight basis) based on mass of analyte in soil
air, soil moisture, and soil matrix (mg/kgy)

Cl = target leachate concentration (mg/Lw).
K j = soil-water partition coefficient (mg/kgs per mg/Lw or Lw/kgs)
0w = moisture content (cm3w/cm3T)
pb = dry bulk density (gs/cm3T)
0a = air-filled porosity (cmVcm t)
H’ = dimensionless Henry’s law constant (unitless)

Substituting Eqn. A into Eqn. C gives:

Eq. D
, , ( 9w OaH'\

Cr = (DAF X RBGC) x + — + —
\ Pb Pb J

when expressed in this manner, Cy is equal to LBCL:

Eq. £
, % f 6W dAH'\

LBCL = (DAF x RBGC) x 1^+ — +
\ Pb Pb j

Consistent with USEPA 1996a (page 37) mercury is the only volatile inorganic constituent for 
which an LBCL was derived; the remaining inorganic constituents are assumed to be non
volatile (i.e., H’ is assumed to be zero).

Also consistent with USEPA 1996a, LBCL values are presented in this guidance for DAF values 
of l and 20. Tire LBCLs were developed using a DAF of 20 to account for natural processes that 
reduce chemical concentrations in the subsurface soil and groundwater. Also included are 
LBCLs that assume no dilution or attenuation between the source and the receptor (i.e., a DAF of 
1). These values can be used at sites where little or no dilution or attenuation of soil leachate 
concentrations is expected at a site (e.g., sites with shallow water tables, fractured media, karst 
topography, or source size greater than 30 acres).

To develop the LBCLs the sorbed conce11tration Cs needs to be related to the total concentration 
measured in a soil sample. Equation 22 of USEPA 1996a relates Cs. using the above 
relationship between Cs and Cr., to the total concentration measured in soil (Cr) on a dry weight 
basis as follows: 

Eq. C 

where: 

Cr 

CL 
Kd 
8w 
Pb 
eA 
H' 

;;; 

;;; 

;;; 

;;; 

;;; 

;;; 

= 

total concentration (on a dry weight basis) based on mass of analyte in soil 
air, soil moisture, and soil matrix (mg/kgr) 
target leachate concentration (mg/Lw ). 
soil-water partition coefficient (mg/kgs per mg/Lw or Lwlkgs) 
moisture content (cm3w/cm3r) 
dry bulk density (gs/cm3r) 
air-filled porosity (cm3 A/cm3r) 
dimensionless Henry's law constant (unit1ess) 

Substituting Eqn. A into Eqn. C gives: 

Eq.D 

( 
8w (JAH') 

Cr = (DAF X RBGC) X Kd +-+-
Pb Pb 

when expressed in this manner, C r is equal to LBCL: 

Eq.E 

LBCL = (DAF x RBGC) x Kd + ~ + _A_ ( 
(J 8 H

1
) 

Pb Pb 

Consistent with USEPA 1996a (page 37) mercmy is the only volatile inorganic constituent for 
which an LBCL was derived; the remaining inorganic constituents are assumed to be non
volatile (i.e., H' is assumed to be zero). 

Also consistent with USEPA 1996a, LBCL values are presented in this guidance for DAF values 
of 1 and 20. The LBCLs were developed using a DAF of20 to account for natural processes that 
reduce chemical concentrations in the subsurface soil and groundwater. Also included are 
LBCLs that assume no dilution or attenuation between the source and the receptor (i.e., a OAF of 
1 ). These values can be used at sites where little or no dilution or attenuation of soil leachate 
concentrations is expected at a site (e.g., sites with shallow water tables, fractured media, karst 
topography, or source size greater than 30 acres). 
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The LBCL values (for DAF = 1 and 20) calculated using Equation E, along with the sources of 
the various parameter values, are listed in Appendix D Table D-l.

Further NDEP guidance on leaching from soil to groundwater is provided in the following 
documents:

http://ndep.nv.gov/Lmi/docs/cover let-%201each nuidance.ndf 
http://ndeD.nv.aov/bmi/docs/100116%201eaching nuidance.pdf

In the absence of LBCLs in the provided tables, they may be derived following the methodology 
outlined above using chemical-specific physical parameters obtained from the following 
hierarchy of sources:

1. U.S. EPA Soil Screening Guidance (1996), Appendix C. Available at:
http://www.epa.pov/suDerfund/health/corrmedia/5oil/Ddfs/attachc.pdf

2. The Risk Assessment Information System (RAIS). Available at: http://rais.oml.gov/
3. For inorganics: Baes, C. F., Ill, and Sharp, R. D. (1983). A proposal for estimation 

of soil leaching and leaching constants for use in assessment models. J. Environ. 
Qual. 12: 17-28

4. For radionuclides; Baes, C. F., Ill, Sharp, R. D., Sjoreen, A. L., and Shor, R. W. 
(1984). A Review and Analysis of Parameters for Assessing Transport of 
Environmentally Released Radionuclides through Agriculture. ORNL-5786. Oak 
Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge, Tennessee. Available at: 
http://bomer.oml.gov/baes/documents/oml5786.html

5. Hazardous Substances Data Bank (HSDB). Available at:
http://toxnetnlm.nih.gov/cgi-bin/sis/htmlgen7HSDB

6. Open literature and other sources as requested by the Responsible Party and upon 
prior approval from NDEP for use in the subject report.

LBCLs calculated via the above provided methodology and sources may be used at BMI 
Complex sites only following prior approval by the NDEP.

5,0 BCLS FOR RADION UCLIDES

Radionuclide health effects are based on the deposition of energy in body tissues resulting fiom 
radioactive decay. Soil BCLs were calculated for direct exposure pathways related to an 
individual exposed to site soils, and also for protection of groundwater from leaching of soil 
radionuclides over time. For each radionuclide, soil BCLs related to direct exposure (ingestion, 
inhalation, and external irradiation) are back-calculated from a target risk level of one-in-a- 
million (IxlO'6) incremental lifetime cancer risk. BCLs for the migration-to-groundwater 
pathway are back-calculated from the following groundwater activity limits (in order of 
preference): non-zero maximum contaminant level goats (MCLGs), maximum contaminant 
levels (MCLs), or risk-based limits based on a cancer risk of 1 * l O'6.

Radionuclide BCLs are calculated for a limited number of radionuclides for which soil samples 
are routinely analyzed at the BMI Complex and Common Areas. These radionuclides include 
isotopic uranium (uranium-234, uram’um-235, uranium-238), isotopic radium (radium-226 and

The L.BCL values (for DAF = l and 20) calculated using Equation E, along with tl1e sources of 
the various parameter values, are listed in Appendix D Table D-1. 
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3. For inorganics: Baes, C. F., Ill, and Sharp, R. D. (1983). A proposal for estimation 

of soil leaching and leaching constants for use in assessment models. J. Environ. 
Qual. 12: 17-28 

4. For radionuclides: Baes, C. F., ill, Sharp, R. D., Sjoreen, A. L., and Shor, R. W. 
(1984). A Review and Analysis of Parameters for Assessing Tramport of 
Environmentally Released Radionuclides through Agriculture. ORNL-5786. Oak 
Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge, Tennessee. Available at: 
htto://homer.oml.govlbaes/docwnents/oml5786.htmJ 

5. Hazardous Substances Data Bank (HSDB). Available at: 
http://toxnet.nlm.nih.gov/cgi-binlsis/htmlgen?HSDB 

6. Open literature and other sources as requested by the Responsible Party and upon 
prior approval from NDEP for use in the subject repmt. 

LBCLs calculated via the above provided methodology and sow·ces may be used at BMI 
Complex sites only following prior approval by the NDEP. 

5.0 BCLS FOR RADIONUCLIDES 

Radionuclide health effects are based on the deposition of energy in body tissues resulting fl'Om 
radioactive decay. Soil BCLs were calculated for direct exposure pathways related to an 
individual exposed to site soils, and also for protection of groundwater from leaching of soil 
radionuclides over time. for each radionuclide, soil BCLs related to direct exposure (ingestion, 
inhalation, and external in·adiation) are back-calculated from a target risk level of one-in-a
million (1 x 1 0'6) incremental lifetime cancer risk. BCLs for the migration-to-groundwater 
pathway are back-calculated from the following groundwater activity limits (in order of 
preference): non-zero maximum contaminant level goals (MCLGs), maximum contaminant 
levels (MCLs), or lisk-based limits based on a cancer risk of I :o: 10-<>. 

Radionuclide BCLs are calculated tor a limited number of tadionllclides for which soil samples 
are routinely analyzed at the BMI Complex and Common Areas. These radionudides i11clude 
isotopic uranium (uranium-234, uraniurn-235. uranium-238), isotopic radium (radium-226 and 
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radiLim-228), and isotopic thorium (thorium-228, thorium-230, and thorium-232). The BCLs for 
these eight radionuclides and the basis of their derivation are presented in Appendix E.
radium-228), and isotopic thorium (thorium-228. thorium-230, and ·thorium-232). The BCLs for 
these eight radionuclides and the basis of their derivation are presented in Appendix E. 
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Annotation of Updates to the BCL Table 



February 2009

1. Corrections to Equations 1 and 4 under Section 2.7.
2. Addition of an Indoor Commercial/Industrial Worker screening values to the BCL Table.
3. Addition of BCLs for lithium, titanium, tungsten, and uranium.
4. Correlation of the "a” footnote in the BCL table to lead.
5. Update to the PEF to reflect the Las Vegas meteorological zone per USEPA (1996a) 

guidance.
6. Update to the iron oral reference dose from 0.003 to 0,7 mg/kg-day.
7. Removal of the cancer classification for \ ,2-dibromoethane from the BCL table.
8. Oral SF for dicofol added to BCL table.
9. Inhalation RfD updated for ethylene glycol.
10. Inhalation RfD for tetrachloroethylene removed from BCL table.
11. Appendix C and Table C-l added to present source of “other” toxicity criteria.

June 2009

1. Citations corrected in Table 1.
2. Text edits and reformatting of Guidance Document.
3. BCL for magnesium added to table.
4. Radionuclide BCLs added as Appendix D.
5. Leaching based BCLs (LBCLs) added for Aluminum, Boron, Cobalt, Copper, Iron, 

Magnesium, Manganese, Mercury, Molybdenum, Titanium, Tungsten, and Uranium.
6. Asbestos BCL added.
7. Inhalation pathways revised consistent with USEPA RAGS Part F guidance.
8. Toxicity criteria updated with latest values from IRIS.
9. MCLs used as residential tap water BCLs when available.
10. Dioxin/Furan TEQ BCLs updated.

November 2009

1. Technical HCH removed from table.
2. Soil pH for LBCLs stated.
3. Links in the calculation spreadsheet were corrected for the lURs and their associated 

citations. It is believed that this error occuned during the June 2009 update. This error is not 
believed to have materially impacted the resulting BCLs and is noted here for completeness.

4. Uranium LBCL removed from Appendix E; the main BCL table provides an LBCL for this 
constituent.

February 2009 

1. CotTections to Equations 1 and 4 under Section 2.7. 
2. Addition of an Indoor Commercial/Industrial Worker screening values to the BCL Table. 
3. Addition of BCLs for lithium, titan·iurn, tungsten, and uranium. 
4. Con·elation of the ''a" foot11ote in the BCL table to lead. 
5. Update to the PEF to reflect the Las Vegas meteorological zon.e per USEPA (1996a) 

guidance. 
6. Update to the iron oral reference dose from 0.003 to 0.7 mglkg-day. 
7. Removal of the cancer classification for 1,2-dibromoethane from the BCL table. 
8. OraJ SF for dicofol added to BCL table. 
9. Inhalation RfD updated for ethylene glycol. 
10. Inhalation RID for tetrachloroethylene removed from BCL table. 
11. Appendix C and Table C-1 added to present source of"other" toxicity criteria. 

June 2009 

1. Citations corrected in Table 1. 
2. Text edits and refonnatting of Guidance Document. 
3. BCL for magnesium added to table. 
4. Radionuclide BCLs added as Appendix D. 

5. Leaching based BCLs (LBCLs) added for Aluminum, Boron, CobaJt, Copper, Iron, 
Magnesium, Manganese, Mercury, Molybdenum, Titanium, Tungsten, and Uranium. 

6. Asbestos BCL added. 
7. Inhalation pathways revised consistent with USEPA RAGS Patt F guidance. 
8. Toxicity criteria updated with latest values from IRJS. 
9. MCLs used as residential tap water BCLs when available. 
10. Dioxin!Furan TEQ BCLs updated. 

November 2009 

1. Technical HCH removed from table .. 
2. Soil pH for LBCLs stated. 
3. Links in the calculation spreadsheet were corrected for the fURs and their associated 

citations. lt is believed that this en·or occurred during the June 2009 update. This error is not 
believed to have materially impacted the resulting BCLs and is noted here tor completeness. 

4. Uranium .LBCL removed from Appendix E: the main BCL table provides as1 LBCL tor this 
constituent. 



August, 20 tO

1. Email contact for questions or eirors updated.
2. Typographical errors collected.
3. BCL Spreadsheet updated to reflect correct BCLs for dioxin TEQs.
4. Removed route-to-route extrapolations for inhalation toxicity criteria including Table B-

1.
5. Clar ification that air BCLs are for outdoor air only. Indoor air is not addressed by BCLs.
6. PAH BaPEqs methodology clarified to direct user to include all seven carcinogenic PAHs 

if one or more are detected in site media.
7. 2-Hexanone added to BCL spreadsheets.
8. Updated BCLs with additions of surrogate-based inhalation toxicity values as provided in 

Table B-2.
9. Corrected the tapwater BCLs to reflect MCLs when available.
10. Updated Industrial/Commercial worker BCLs for 8 of 24 hours (as appropriate).

January, 2011

1. Minor typographical errors corrected for various entries.
2. Toxicity criteria values updated.
3. For 2,3,7,S-TCDD (1746-01-6), there were two entries in the BCL table and BCL 

calculation sheet for this chemical, one labeled “Dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD)” and another 
labeled “2,3,7,8-TCDD (Dioxin).” The entry labeled “Dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD)” was 
deleted from the BCL table and the BCL calculations.

4. For octahydro-1357-tetranitro-1357-tetrazocine (HMX) (2691-41-0), there were two 
entries in the BCL table and BCL calculation sheet for this chemical, one labeled “HMX” 
and another labeled “octahydro-1357-teti'anitro-1357-tetrazocine (HMX),” The entry 
labeled lHMX” was deleted from the BCL table and the BCL calculations.

5. Four chemicals were added to the BCL tables and BCL calculation tables: 1,2- 
dichlorotetrafluorethane (1717-00-6), ethanol (64-17-5), n-heptane (142-82-5), and n- 
octane (111-65-9). All four are VOCs and smrogate RfC values were used.

January, 2012

1. NDEP approved HCH reference doses included in tire BCL tables.
2. Equations C, D, and E were edited for minor corrections in Section 4.0.
3. Toxicity criteria values updated.
4. Tap water BCLs for VOCs were collected for a calculation error.

August, 2010 

1. Email .contact for questions or en·ors updated. 
2. Typographical errors conected. 
3. BCL Spreadsheet updated to reflect COll'ect BCLs for dioxin TEQs. 
4. Removed route-to-route extrapolations for inhalation toxicity criteria including Table B-

1. 

5. Clarification that air BCLs are for outdoor air only. Indoor air is not addressed by BCLs. 
6. P AH BaPEqs methodology clarified to direct user to include all seven carcinogenic P AHs 

if one or more are detected in site media. 
7. 2-Hexanone added to BCL spreadsheets. 
8. Updated BCLs with additions .of surrogate-based inhalation toxicity values as provided in 

Table B-2. 
9. Co1Tected the tapwater BCLs to reflect MCLs when available. 
10. Updated Industrial/Commercial worker BCLs for 8 of24 hours (as appropriate). 

January, 2011 

1. Minor typographical errors corrected for various entries. 
2. Toxicity criteria values updated. 
3. For 2_3,7,8-TCDD (L 746-01-6), there were two entries in the BCL table and BCL 

calcuJation sheet for this chemical, one labeled "Dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD)" and another 
labeled "2,3) ,8-TCDD (Dioxin)." The entry labeled "Dioxin (2,3,7 ,8-TCDD)" was 
deleted from the BCL table and the BC.L calculations. 

4. Foroctahydro-1357-tetranitro-1357-tetrazocine (HMX) (2691-41 -0), there were two 
entries in the BCL table and BCL calculation sheet for this chemical, one labeled "HMX" 
and another labeled .. octahydro-1357-tetranitro-1357-tetrazocine (HMX)." The entry 

labeled "HMX" was deleted from the BCL table and the BCL calculations. 
5. Four chemicals were added to the BCL tables and BCL calculation tables: 1,2-

dichlorotetrafluorethane (1717-00-6), ethanol (64-17-5), n-heptane (142-82-5), and n
octane ( 111-65-9). All four are VOCs and smTogate Rft values were used. 

January, 2012 

1. NDEP approved HCH reference doses included in the BCL tables. 
2. Equations C, D, and E were edited for minor con·ections in Section 4.0. 
3. Toxicjty criteria values updated. 
4. Tap water BCLs for VOCs were con·ected for a calculation en·or. 



May. 2012

1. Leaching LBCL added for lithium, nitrate, and perchlorates.

November, 2012

1. 2,3,7,8-TCDD (dioxin) residential and worker BCLs were set to 50 ppt and 1 ppb, 
respectively. Pathway-specific numbers were deleted.

2. For cadmium, the overall RfD of 0.001 mg/kg-d for food was used to calculate the BCL 
for ingestion. The BCL for residential water is the MCL of 5 pg/L.

3. For vinyl chloride, the oral slope factor and inhalation unit risk value for the residential 
BCL was adjusted to account for the 2-fold difference between these values for adults 
and children. This was accomplished by multiplying by the age-adjusted value of 36/30 = 
[(1*24/30)+ (2*6/30)].

January, 2013

1. The toxicity criteria for 11 chemicals were updated: cyanide, di-n-octyl phthalate, 
methacrylonitiile, methyl acrylate, p-toluidine, thallium acetate, thallium carbonate, 
thallium chloride, thallium nitrate, thallium sulfate, and thiocyanate.

2. The solubilities for crotonaidehyde and vinyl bromide were updated.
3. The Henry’s Law constant for methyl styrene (mixed isomers) was updated.
4. The MCLs for aldicarb (3.0 pg/L) and aldicarb sulfone (2,0 pg/L) were updated. 

Twenty-one chemicals were added to the BCL and BCL calculation tables: acetone 
cyanohydrin, 2-acetylaminofluorene, aldicarb sulfoxide, ammonium sulfate, boron 
trichloride, 2-chloroethanol, 4-chloro-2-methylaniline HC1, cyclohexene, 
Decabromodiphenyl ether, 2,2',3,3',4,4,,5,5’,6,6'- (BDE-209), diethanolamine, ethylene 
cyanohydrin, hexamethylphosphoramide, lead acetate, lead subacetate, mercuric chloride, 
2-methylani!ine hydrochloride, N,N'-diphenyl-1,4-benzenediamine, safrole, triacetin, 
tris(l-chloro-2-propyl)phosphate,. and zirconium. Two of these chemicals were VOCs: 
acetone cyanohydrins and cyclohexene.

April, 2013
1. Oral SF withdrawn for formaldehyde.
2. Bromide, chlorate, delta-HCH, niobium and platinum added.

August, 2013

1. Hierarchy of sources for physical chemical data used in the derivation of LBCLs.

May,2012 

1. Leaching LBCL added for lithium, nitrate, and perchlorates. 

November, 2012 

l. 2,3,7,8-TCD.D (dioxin) residential and worker BCLs were set to 50 ppt and 1 ppb, 
respectively. Pathway-specific numbers were deleted. 

2. For cadmium, the overall RID ofO.OOl mg/kg-d for food was used to calculate the BCL 
for ingestion. The BCL for residential water is the MCL of 5 ~Lg/L. 

3. For vinyl chloride, the oral slope factor and inhalation unit risk value for the residential 
BCL was adjusted to account for the 2-fold difference between these values for adults 
and children. This was accomplished by multiplying by the age-adjusted value of36/30 = 
((1 *24/30) + (2*6/30)]. 

January, 2013 

1. The toxicity criteria for 11 chemicals were updated: cyanide, di-n-octyl phthalate, 
methacrylonitrile. methyl acrylate, p-toluidine, thallium acetate, thallium carbonate, 
thallium chloride, thallium nitrate, thallium sulfate, and thiocyanate. 

2. The solubilities for crotonaldehyde and vinyl bromide were updated. 
3. The Henry's Law constant for methyl styrene (mixed isomers) was updated. 
4. The MCLs for aldicarb (3.0 \.lg/L) and al.dicarb sulfone (2.0 j.lg/L) were updated. 

Twenty-one chemicals were added to the BCL and BCL calculation tables: acetone 
cyanohydrin. 2-acetylaminofluorene, aldicarb sulfoxide, ammonium sulfate. boron 
trichloride, 2-chloroethanol, 4-chloro-2-methylaniline HCl, cyclohexene, 
Decabromodiphenyl ether, 2,2',3,3',4,4',5,5',6,6'- (BDE-209), diethanolamine, ethylene 
cyanohydrin, hexarnethylphosphoramide, [ead acetate, lead subacetate, mercuric chloride, 
2-methylaniline hydi'Ochloride, N,N'-diphenyl-1,4-benzenediamine, safrole, triacetin. 
ttis(l-chloro-2-propyl)phosphate, and zirconium. Two ofthese chemicals were VOCs: 
acetone cyanohydrins and cyclohexene. 

April, 2013 

1. Oral SF withdrawn for fo1maldehyde. 
2. Bromide, chlorate, delta-HCH, niobium and platinum added. 

August, 2013 

J. Hierarchy ofsoun:es for physical chemical data used in the derivation ofLBCLs. 
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TABLE B-l TOXICOLOGICAL SURROGATES APPLIEO FOR BCLS

Chemical CAS# Surrogate Surrogate CAS 
Number

Oral RfD 
(mg/kg-day)

Acenaphthalene 208-96-8 pyrene 129-00-0 3.0 x 101 
(IRIS)

Benzolg,h,i] perylen e 191-24-2 pyrene 129-00-0 3.0 x 102 
(IRIS)

Phenanthrene 85-01-8 pyrene 129-00-0 3.0 x 10‘J 
(IRIS)

Diethyl
phosphorodithloate

(DEPT)
298-06-6

dtisopropyl
methylphosphonate

(DIMP)
1445-75-6 8.0 x 10"2

(Integral, 2006; NDEP, 2007)

Dimethyl
phosphorodithloate

(DMPT)
756-80-9

isopropyl
methylphosphonate

(IMPA)
1832-54-8 1.0 xlO'5

(Integral, 2006; NDEP, 2007)

m-Phthallc acid 121-91-5 phthalic anhydride 85-44-9 2.0 x 10°
(IRIS)

o-Phthalic acid 88-99-3 phthalic anhydride 85-44-9 2.0 x 10°
(IRIS)

p-Chlorobenzene sulfonic
acid (pCBSA) 98-66-8 NA (RfD based on 

pCBSA study) NA 1.0 x 10°
(derived by Integral, 2007)

Benzene sulfonic acid 
(BSA) 98-11-3 p-to!uenesulfonlc acid 

(PTSA) 104-15-4 5.0 x 10'1
(derived by Integral, 2007)

Integral Consulting, Inc., 2006. Development of Human Health Toxicological Criteria for DMPT and DEPT, October 31. 
i'ittp://nctep.ny.gov/bmi/docs/061031%20surTQKate toxicity report 20061031 final intearal.pdf

Integral Consulting, Inc., 2007. Toxicological Profiles for Three Organic Acids, November 16,2007 (p. 3-3). 
http://ndep-nv.gov/bmi/doc5/071 llS-orEanicacidprofiles.pdf

TABLE B-1 TOKICOLOGICAL SURROGATES APPLIED FOR BCLS 

Chemical 
CAS# Surrogate 

Surrogate CAS Oral RfD 

Number (mg/kg-day) 

Acenaphthalene 208-96-8 129-0Q-0 
3.0x 10'2 

pyrene 
(IRIS) 

Benzo[g,h,l)perylene 191-24-2 129-0D-0 
3.0x 1o·l 

pyrene 
{IRIS) 

Phenanthrene 8S-Ol-8 pyrene 129-00-0 
3.0 X 10·• 

(IRIS} 

Dlethyl dilsopropyl 
8.0x 10-2 

phosphorodlthloate 298-06-6 methylphosphonate 1445-75-6 
(Integral, 2006; NDEP, 2007) 

(DEPn {DIMP) 

Dimethyl isopropyl 
1.0 X 10'1 

phosphorodlthioate 756-80-9 methylphosphonate 1832-54-8 
(Integral, 2006; NDEP, 2007) 

{DMPn (IMP A) 

m-Phthallc acid 121-91-5 phthalic anhydride 85·44-9 
2.0 X 10° 

(IRIS) 

a-Phthalic acid 88-99-3 phthalic anhydride 85-44-9 
2.0 X 1011 

(IRIS) 

p-Chlorobenzene sulfonic 
98-66-8 

NA (RfD based on NA l.Ox 10° 
acid (pCBSA) pCBSA study) (derived by Integral, 2007) 

Benzene sulfonic acid 
98-11-3 

p-toluenesulfonlc add 
104-15-4 

5.0 x 10·1 

(BSA) (pTSA) (derived by Integral, 2007) 

Integral Consulting, Inc., 2006. Development of Human Health Toxicological Criteria for OMPT and DEPT, October 31. 

http:ljndep.nv.gov/bmi/docs/061031%20surrogate toxicity report 20061031 final integral.pdf 

Integral Consulting. Inc., 2007. Toxicological Profiles for Three Organic Acids, November 16, 2007 (p. 3-3). 

http:l/ndep.nv.gov/bmi/docs/071116-organic.acidprofiles.pdf 



TABLE B-l TOXICOLOGICAL SURROGATES APPLIED FOR BCLS

NDEP, 2007. NDEP concurrence regarding the derivation of toxicological surrogates for DEPT and DMPT, February 12. 
http://ndep.nv.eov/bmi/docs/070212 dmot dept.odf

Note: ail surrogate derivations can be found at http://ndep.nv.eov/bmi/technical.htm under 'Toxicology".

TABLE B-1 TOXICOLOGICAL SURROGATES APPLIED FOR BCLS 

NOEP. 2007. NDEP concurrence regarding the derivation of toxicological surrogates for DEPT and OMPT, February 12. 
http:Undep.nv.gov/bmi/docs/070212 dmpt dept.pdf 

Note: ali surrogate derivations can be found at http://ndep.nv.gov/bml/technlcal.htm under "Toxicology". 



Table B-2.
Surrogate Inhalation Toxicity Criteria for Volatile Organic Compound! 
NO£P Bask Comparison Levels

jchemltal Commuents CAS Why On Hit? Chemical Surrogate Surrogate CAS
Surrogate RtC 

(mg/rn*)
Surrogate Criterion 

Source
Acetophenone 98-S6-2 eos Isopropylbenzene (Cumene) 98-82-8 4.D0E01 OSEPA. 2010s
flenzaldebyde 100-S2-7 BCLs isopropylbenzene (Cumene) 98-32*8 4.00E'01 USEPA 2010a
BromodlchJorome thane 75-27-4 BCU Qlchlorom ethane 75-09-2 1.00E+00 ATSDR, 2010
n^SLrtyfbemene 1CW-51-S BCLS Isopropylbenzene (Cumene) 93-92-8 4.00E-01 USEPA, 2010s
sec-8 utyl benzene tB5-3S-a sets isopropylbenzene (Cumene] 98-82-8 4.00E-03 U5EPA, 2010a
tert-Butylbenzene 98-06-6 BCLs Isopropylbenzene (Cumerre) 98-B2-8 4.00E-01 USEPA,2010s i
i-Ch(oro butane 109-69-3 BCLs Ethyl chloride 75-00-3 1.00E+01 USEPA, 2010a
beta-Chloronaphthaiene 91-58-7 BCLs beta-Chloronaphthalene 91-58-7 1.00E-03 RIVM (TERA 2010)
2-Ch loro phenol 95-57-8 BCU Chlorobenzene 108-90-7 5.00E-02 PPRTV (USEPA, 2010b)
o-Chlorotoluene 95-49-8 BCU Chlorobenzene 108-90-7 S.006-02 PPRTV {USEPA, 2010b)
1^2‘OlchloroethYlene (clsj 156-59-2 BCLs trans-l(2-Olchloroethylene 156-60-5 6.00E-02 PPRTV {USEPA, 2010b)
1,3-Dlchloroprop a ne 142-28-9 BCLs 1,2-Dlehfofapropane 78-B7-5 4.00E-03 USEPA, 2010a
W-M-DImethylaninne 121-69-7 BCU Anftne 62-53-3 1.00E-03 USEPA, 2030a
Ethyl acetate 141-78-6 BCU Methyl methacrylate 80-62-6 7.00E-0) USEPA,2010a
Ethyl ether 60-29-7 BCLs Methyl tert-Butyl Ether (MTBE) 1634-04-4 3.00E+00 USEPA, 2010a
Ethyl methacrylate 97-63-2 BCLs Methyl methacrylate 80-62-6 7.00E-01 USEPA, 2010a
Furan 110-00-9 BCU Tetra hydro furan 109-99-9 3.50E-02 RIVM (TERA 2010)
Iso butanol 7B-83-1 BCLs sec-Butyl Alcohol 78-92-2 3.00E+01 PPRTV (USEPA, 2010b)
Methyl acetate 79-20-9 ecu Methyl methacrylate 80-62-6 7.ODE-Ol USEPA, 2010a
Methylacrylate 96-33-3 BCLs Methyl methacrylate 80-62-6 7.00E-01 USEPA, 2010a
Methylene bromide 74-95-3 BCU Methylene bromide 74-95-3 4.00E-O3 USEPA, 2010a
Methyl styrene (alpha) 98-83-9 BCU Styrene 100-42-5 1.00E+00 USEPA, 2010a
Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons - - - - -
Acenaphthene 83-32-9 BCU Naphthalene 91-20-3 3.oat-03 USEPA, 2010a
Acenaphthylene 208-96-8 ecu Naphthalene 91-20-3 3.006-03 USEPA, 20103
Anthracene 120-12-7 acts Naphthalene 91-20-3 3.00E-03 USEPA, 20103
Fluorene 86-73-7 ECU Naphthalene 91-20-3 3.ODE-03 USEPA, 2010a
Phenanthrene 85-01-8 BCLs Naphthalene 91-20-3 3.D0E-03 USEPA, 2010a
Pyrene 129-00-0 BCLs Naphthalene 91-20-3 3.00E-03 USEPA, 2010a

n-Propylbenzene 103-65-1 BCU Isopropylbenzene (Cumene) 9B-82-8 4.00 £-01 USEPA, 2010a
Pyridine 110-86-1 BCLs Trichloracetic acid 76-03-9 120E-01 TERA 2030
1,1,2-Trkhtoropropane 598-77-6 BCU 1,2,3-Trlchloropropane 96-1B-4 3.00E-04 USEPA, 2010a
1,3-DlchJorobenzene 541-73-1 TO-15 1,2-Dich loro b e n zen e 95-50-1 2.00E-01 HEAST
<H5apropyftoJuent? 99-87-6 TO-15 Isopropylbenzene (Cumene) 98-82-8 4.aa£-oi USEPA, 2010a 1
Methyl Iodide 74-68*4 T0-15 US6PAHEC 74-88-4 1,706-01 USEPA, 2006
t.S.S-Triftiethyl Benzene 108-67-8 TO-15 1,2,4-Tnmethylbenzene 95-63-6 7.00E-03 PPRTV (USEPA, 2010b)
para-Fthyltoluene 622'96-8 TO-15 isopropylbenzene (Cumene) 98-82*8 4.00E-01 USEPA, 2010a
Isobutyl benzene 538-93-2 TO-15 isopropylbenzene (Cumene) 98-82-8 4.00E-01 USEPA, 2010a
Isopropyl Alcohol 67-63-0 TO-15 seC'Butyi Alcohol 78-92-2 3.00E+G1 PPRTV {USEPA, 2010b)
tert-flutyl Alcohol 75-65-0 TO-15 sec-Butyl Alcohol 78-92-2 3.006+01 PPRTV (USEPA, 2010b)
I’Cirtano! 71-36-3 TO-1S sec-Butyl Alcohol 78-92-2 STME-tOl PPRTV (USEPA, 2010b)
Propyl Alcohol 71-23-8 TO-15 sec-Sutyl Alcohol 78-92*2 3.00E+01 PPRTV {USEPA, 2010b)

US£PA 201Ga. Integrated RJiSc tnrormjiion SyiLeoi. fuetu.anw/ncta/irb/Vid«xJuml
USCPA 2011)6 Refforu/Sere &n Ing Tatfe. m rp.-/Avwvr. d/nik/6u m J n/rt>c on tv nira? lo«_ U b tUm
PJVM, N.idonal titsilarte at PubJtc HeatUi jmf t(w? envtnvmi»m. the Nednfrtjmti aJ oxtifllVd bv T£M 1010. http//wrtw.trfa.org/ITEJVmdex.h(m»

Table B-2. 
Surrosate Inhalation Toxicity Criteria for Volallle Orsanlc Compoundl 
NOEP Bask Comparison Leveb 

Cilamltal Corutltuents CAS WhyOnU•t? 

!Acetophenone 98·86·2 6Cl.s 
~tn"Zi!ldelv(de 100-52·7 BCLs 
8Jomodlchloromethane 75·27-4 BCls 
n·SutvlbMtene 104-51-3 8CI.s 
~.flutylbenzene 135-'38-3 BCls 
tert.Sutylbenxene 98·06·6 BCLs 
1-ChlorobutaM 109·69·3 BCLs 
,beta·Chloronaphthalene 91·58·7 BCLs 
~·Chlorophenol 95·57-ll 8Cls 
O.Chlorotoluene 95-49·8 8Cls 
J.2·01chloroethylene (cis) 156·59·2 BCLs 
1,3-0ichloropropane 142·28·9 BCls 
N-N·Dlmethylanlllne 121·69·7 BCls 
Ethyl acetate 141·78-6 BCls 
Ethyl ether 60.29·7 8Cls 
Ethyl methacrylate 97-63·2 BCls 
Furan 110-00·9 8Cls 
lsobutanol 78·83-1 BCLs 
Methyl acetate 79·20·9 8Cls 
~ethvt acrylate 96-33·3 BCls 

Methylene bromide 74·95·3 BCls 
Methyl styrene (alpha) 98-83·9 BCls 
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Chemical CAS# Toxicity Value Source

p-Chlorobenzene sulfonic acid 98-66-8 Oral RfD Integral, 2007
Methyl terbutyl ether (MTBE) 1634-04-4 Oral and Inhalation SF CalEPA, 2009

Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) 127-18-4 Oral and inhalation SF CalEPA, 2009

Titanium N/A Oral and Inhalation RfD USEPA (Region 9), 2008
Kerger, 2008

Tungsten N/A RfD Kerger, 2008

CalEPA, 2009, Toxicity Criteria Database, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. 
http://oehha.ca.eov/riskychemicalDB/index.asp

Integral Consulting, Inc., 2007. Toxicological Profiles for Three Organic Acids, November 16, 2007 (p.3-3). 
http://ndep.nv.eov/tnni/docs/071116-orRanic3ddprofiles.pdf

Kerger, B.D., 2008. Toxicity Criteria for Titanium and Compounds, and for Tungsten and Compounds. December 19. 
(http://ndep.nv.aov/bmi/docs/ndeptechmemotitaniumtunRSten.pdf}

USEPA Region 9, 2008. Risk Assessment Issue Paperfor: derivation of interim oral and inhalation toxicity values for titanium {CAS 
No, 7440-32-6) and compounds, especially titanium dioxide {CAS No, 13463-67-7), but excluding titanium tetrachloride (CAS No. 
7550-45-0_, titanium dichloride and organic complexes of titanium such as titanocenes. DRAFT document; 95-019/0S-26-95).
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Kerger, B.D., 2008. Toxicity Criteria for Titanium and Compounds, and for Tungsten and Compounds. December 19. 
(http://ndep.nv.gov/bmi/docr./ndeptechmemotitaniumtungsten.pdf) 
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1.0 BACKGROUND

This guidance, which describes radionuclide basic comparison levels (BCLs) for soils at the BMI 
Complex and Common Areas, is a supplement to an existing User’s Guide and Background 
Technical Document for chemical BCLs (NDEP, 2009). The objective of both the chemical and 
radionuclide BCLs is to assist users in conducting aspects of human health risk assessment such 
as the evaluation of data usability, determination of extent of contamination, identifying 
chemicals of potential concern, and identifying preliminary remediation goals. The radionuclide 
BCLs tabulated in this guidance are considered by NDEP to be protective of most reasonably- 
anticipated human exposures. It is important to note that unlike non-radio logical chemical 
agents for which quantities are based upon concentrations in an environmental medium, 
quantities of radionuclide BCLs are expressed as a given “activity” [i.e. picoCuries (pCi)] in an 
environmental medium.

A radionuclide activity measured above the relevant BCL does not automatically designate the 
site as needing a response action. However, exceeding a BCL may suggest that further 
evaluation of the potential risks posed by site contaminants is appropriate. Such evaluation 
might include additional sampling, consideration of ambient levels in the environment, or a 
reassessment of the screening-level assumptions used in the calculation of the BCLs.

The adverse health effects of radionuclides are based on the deposition of energy in body tissues 
resulting from radioactive decay. Radionuclides decay by a number of different processes. All 
types of radiation may cause cellular damage by internal exposure (such as after ingestion or 
inhalation), and some types of radiation may also contribute to external exposure (from outside 
of the body). At exposure levels related to environmental contamination, the major kinds of 
adverse health effects caused by radionuclide exposure are cancer, cell mutation, and birth 
defects. However, cancer risk is considered the limiting effect of radionuclides, meaning that 
USEPA considers risk-based decisions using the cancer risk endpoint to be protective of 
noncancer effects (USEPA, 1989). Therefore, cancer risk is used as the basis for assessing 
human health risks at sites with radionuclide contamination.

Soil BCLs are calculated for direct exposure pathways related to an individual exposed to site 
soils, and also for protection of groundwater from leaching of soil radionuclides over time. For 
each radionuclide, soil BCLs related to direct exposure (ingestion, inhalation, and external 
irradiation) are back-calculated from target risk levels of one-in-a-million (1 * 10"rt) incremental 
lifetime cancer risk. BCLs for the migration-to-groundwater pathway are back-calculated from 
the following groundwater limits (in order of preference): non-zero maximum contaminant level 
goals (MCLGs), maximum contaminant levels (MCLs), or health-based limits based on a cancer 
risk of 1 x 1 O'6,

BCLs are intended to provide protection of human health without detailed knowledge of site- 
specific exposure conditions. Direct-contact BCLs are applicable when the anticipated exposure 
at a site is consistent with, or less intensive than the default exposure assumptions used in 
calculating the BCLs. When considering BCLs as initial cleanup goals, tt is recommended that 
the residential BCL be used, unless agreement has been reached with NDEP officials that a non-
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residential land use assumption can be justified. The responsibility for applying BCLs for site- 
specific remedial decisions lies with the entity recommending the values and with the risk 
manager. Before using the BCLs at a particular site, users should consider whether the land use 
scenarios and associated potential exposure pathways for the site are fully accounted for in die 
BCL calculations. For example, NDEP BCLs do not consider impact to ecological receptors or 
agricultural uses of a site.

Radionuclide BCLs are calculated for a limited number of radionuclides for which soil and 
groundwater samples are routinely analyzed at the BMI Complex and Common Areas. These 
radionuclides include isotopic uranium (uranium-234, uranium-235, uranium-238), isotopic 
radium (radium-226 and radium-228), and isotopic thorium (thorium-228, thorium-230, and 
thorium-232).

1.1 Conceptual Site Model

The utility of a conceptual site model (CSM) for appropriately implementing soil screening is 
reviewed in NDEP (2009) and described in detail in various USEPA guidance documents, such 
as Soil Screening Guidance: User's Guide (USEPA, 1996a), Soil Screening Guidance for 
Radionuclides: User's Guide (USEPA, 2000a), and Supplemental Guidance for Developing Soil 
Screening Levels for Superfund Sites (USEPA, 2002a).

Questions suggested in NDEP (2009) as an initial check for determining the suitability of BCLs 
relative to the site-specific CSM include;

* Are there potential ecological concerns?
* Is there potential for land use other than those covered by the BCLs (i.e., residential and 

commercial/industrial)?
* Are there other likely human exposure pathways that were not considered in development 

of the BCLs (e.g., impacts on areas used for gardens, farming, fishing, or raising beef, 
dairy, or other livestock)?

* Are there unusual site conditions (e.g., large areas of contamination, high fugitive dust 
levels, or wetland or floodplain issues)?

* Is there a probable source of vapor emissions from volatile soil or groundwater 
contaminants that may affect indoor air?

* Is there potential for a short-term construction scenario to result in higher risks than those 
associated with the long-term scenarios assumed for the BCLs?

If the answer to any of these questions is yes, then the BCLs may not be applicable to a site.

The exposure pathways encompassed in the calculation of the radionuclide BCLs are 
summarized below. Consistent with USEPA guidance (USEPA, 1989; Section 10.5.5), radiation 
risk via dermal absorption is not quantified as it is likely to be negligible compared with other 
pathways of radia tion exposure.
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radionuclides include isotopic uranium (uranium-234, uranium-235, uranium-238), isotopic 
radium (radium-226 and radium-228), and isotopic thorium (thorium-228, thorium-230, and 
thorium-232). 

1.1 Conceptual Site Model 

The utility of a conceptual site model (CSM) for appropriately implementing soil screening is 
reviewed in NDEP (2009) and described in detail in various USEPA guidance docwnents, such 
as Soil Screening Guidance: User's Guide (USEPA, 1996a), Soil 'Screening Guidance for 
Radionuclides: User's Guide (USEPA, 2000a), and Supplemental Guidance for Developing Soil 
Screening Levels for Superfund Sites (USEPA, 2002a). 

Questions suggested in NDEP (2009) as an initial check for detennining the suitability of BCLs 
relative to the site-specific CSM include: 

• Are there potential ecological concems? 
• Is there potential for land use other than those covered by the BCLs (i.e., residential and 

commerciaVindustrial)? 
• Are there other likely human exposure pathways that were not considered in development 

of the BCLs (e.g., impacts on areas used for gardens, farming, fishing. or raising beef, 
dairy, or other livestock)? 

• Are there unusual site conditions (e.g., large areas of contamination. high fugitive dust 
levels, or wetland or floodplain issues)? 

• Is there a probable source of vapor emissions .from volatile ·soil or groundwater 
contaminants t1Jat may affect indoor air? 

• Is there potential for a short-tenn construction scenario to result in higher risks than those 
associated with the long-term scenarios assumed for the BCLs? 

lfthe answer to any of these questions is yes, then the BCLs may not be applicable to a site. 

The exposure pathways encompassed in the calculation of the radionudide BC.Ls are 
summarized below. Consistent with USEPA guidance{USEPA, 1989; Section 10.5.5), radiation 
risk via detmal absorption is not quantified as it is JikeJy to be negligibJe compared with other 
pati1ways of radiation exposure. 
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Envii'omnenin)
Media

Pntliwnj.s Addressed by Itndinnuclide BCLs Pnthivnys IVot Addressed by Radionuclide BCLs

Reskleiifinl Ifidustrinl/Cntu ni iTcIn 1 Residential Imlustriul/Cummereinl

Soil

• incidental ingestion 
» |mrtictilnte 

inhalation
» external irradiation

* incidental ingestion
* particulate 

inhalation
* external irradiation

» inhalation of radon
gas

* ingestion of ftxxls 
raised on-site

« inhalation of radon
gus

• particulate emissions 
during construction 
activities

Soil
(Groundwater
Protection)

• drinking water 
ingestion • not applicable • inhalation of radon

gas • not applicable

2.0 INPUTS FOR CALCULATING RADIONUCLIDE BCLS

The inputs to the calculation of radionuclide BCLs may be organized in three categories; 1) 
toxicity criteria, 2) behavioral and receptor variables, 3) inputs to transport models used to relate 
radionuclide activities in soil to other exposure media, and 4) a target risk threshold. The 
toxicity criteria pertain to individual radionuclides, whereas the behavioral and receptor variables 
are related to particular land use scenarios and receptors. Transport models are used in the 
derivation of radionuclide BCLs to estimate airborne particulate activities in ambient air and to 
screen for possible impacts due to leaching of soil radionuclides to groundwater.

2.1 Toxicity Criteria

The toxicity criterion used to evaluate chemical and radionuclide carcinogenic health effects is 
the cancer slope factor (SF). A SF is a quantitative relationship between the dose of an agent and 
a carcinogenic response. For chemical carcinogens, the SF is usually representative of a 
plausible upper-bound estimate of the lifetime probability of developing cancer (USEPA, 1989). 
The radionuclide SF, however, reflects an average estimate of the lifetime risk of cancer 
(USEPA, 1999). The units of a radionuclide SF are expressed as cancer risk per annual intake of 
radionuclide activity, with units of risk per activity (pCi)'1. For external irradiation, radionuclide 
SFs define the relationship between annual cancer risk and the radionuclide activity in the source 
medium (risk/year per pCi/g).

Radionuclide SFs published by USEPA (1999) are used in the calculation of the BCLs. These 
SFs were derived using age- and gender-specific values for intake and radionuclide dosimetiy. 
The SFs peitain to the general U.S. population and are, therefore, applicable for use in estimating 
cancer risks for a general population comprised of adults and children. Radionuclide SFs used in 
the radionuclide BCL calculations are described in Section 3.0.

Em·ironml'ntnl 
1\'l~din 

Soil 

Soil 
(Groundwater 
Protection) 

Pnthwn)·., Adclrc~erl by Rndiouuclicle BC.Ls 

Resltleutlnl 

• incidental ingestion 
• p1111iculnle 

inhAlation 
el\temnl irmdiulion 

• drinking water 
ingestion 

Imlttsfl'ini/Coru n1 ~rein I 

• iucidentnl ingestion 
• pm1iculare 

inhnlntion 
• exh:mnl irrudiution 

• not applicable 

· Pntlmnys Not Addns.~ed by Rndiouucllde BCLs 

Rt>!!idontlnl 

• inhnlntion of mdon 
gas 

• ingestion of food.s 
raised on-site 

• inhalntion of radon 
gas 

I ud u~tt·Jul/Comru ercinl 

• inhalntion of rudon 
gus 

• pruticulate cmis~tons 
during con.~tnlction 
activities 

• not applicable 

2.0 INPUTS FOR CALCULATING RADIONUCLIDE BCLS 

The inputs to the calculation of radionuclide BCLs may be organized in three categories; 1) 
toxicity criteria. 2) behavioral and receptor variables. 3) inputs to transport models used to relate 
radionuclide activities in soil to other exposure media. and 4) a target risk threshold. The 
toxicity criteria pertain to individual radionuclides, whereas the behavioral and receptor variables 
are related to particular land use scenarios and receptors. Transport models are used in the 
derivation of radionuclide BCLs to estimate airborne particulate activities in ambient air and to 
screen for possible impacts due to leaching of soil radionuclides to grmmdwater. 

2.1 Toxicity Criteda 

The toxicity criterion used to evaluate chemical and radionuclide carcinogenic health effects is 
the cancer slope factor (SF). A SF is a quantitative relationship between the dose of an agent and 
a carcinogenic response. For chemical carcinogens. the SF is usually representative of a 
plausible upper-bound estimate of the lifetime probability of developing cancer (USEPA. 1989). 
The radionuclide SF, however, reflects an average estimate of the lifetime risk of cancer 
(USEPA, 1999). The units of a radionuclide SF are expressed as cancer risk per annual intake of 
radionuclide activity. with units of risk per activity (pCi)-1

• For external irradiation, radionuclide 
SFs define the relationship between annual cancer risk and the radionuclide activity in the source 
medium (risk/year per pCi/g). 

Radionuclide SFs published by USEPA (1999) are used in the calculation of the BCLs. These 
SFs were derived using age- and gender-specific values for intake and radionuclide dosimetry. 
The SFs pe1tain to the general U.S. population and are, therefore. applicable for use in estimating 
cancer tisks for a general population comprised of adults and children. Radionuclide SFs used in 
the radionuclide BCL calculations are described in Section 3.0. 
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2.2 Behavioral and Receptor Variables

Behavioral and receptor parameter values used in the calculation of radionuclide BCLs are 
largely identical to those used to derive chemical BCLs in NDEP (2009). NDEP (2009) notes, 
"...exposure factors used to develop the BCL values ■were obtained primarily from the USEPA 
Exposure Factors Handbook and the USEPA Supplemental Soil Screening Guidance." These 
parameters include contact rates with environmental media (daily soil ingestion, -water ingestion, 
and inhalation rates), temporal parameters (exposure frequency and duration), body weights, etc. 
Behavioral and receptor parameter values used in the radionuclide BCL calculations are 
described in Section 3.0.

2.3 Transport Model Equations and Parameters

The particulate emission factor (PEF) model described in Section 2.6 of NDEP (2009) is an 
USEPA screening model for estimating the concentration of respirable particles in air. The PEF 
model combines an atmospheric dispersion term with a particulate emission model related to 
wind erosion. As described in NDEP (2009), the PEF model was used with default parameter 
values for all inputs with the exception of the air dispersion term, which was calculated using 
model constants pertaining to the Las Vegas climatic zone (USEPA, 1996b). The results of the 
PEF model calculation are expressed as the volume of air associated with a unit mass of 
suspended particles. A PEF value of 1.2 x 109 irr/kg is given in NDEP (2009), corresponding to 
a l-acre site. The PEF equation and associated parameter values are provided in NDEP (2009).

Radionuclide BCLs were also calculated that are protective of impacts to groundwater that may 
be used as a drinking water source. The methodology for these leaching-based BCLs (LBCLs) is 
described in Section 3.6,2 of NDEP (2009)., Unlike the PEF model, which is independent of 
individual analytes, the soil leaching model is dependent on the physical characteristics of each 
chemical element or compound. For radionuclides, the equation used to calculate soil activity 
levels protective of groundwater is provided in USEPA (1996b; equations 22 and 24) and 
USEPA (2002; equations 19 and 20). The equation with units for radionuclides is:

BCL = Aw X DAF x Ud + [—]) x CF

Where,
BCL = Basic comparison level for groundwater protection (pCi/g)

Aw Target groundwater activity1 (pCi/L)
DAF = Dilution attenuation factor (unitless)

Ka = Soil-water partition coefficient (chemical-specific) (L/kg)

©w = Water-filled soil porosity (Lwate/Lwn)

Pb = Dry bulk soil density (kg/L)
CF = Conversion factor (0.00.1 kg/g)

1 The large! grotmchvaler activity in the MCL for uranium and radium isolopes and the risk based activity for 
thorium isotopes (see Table E-1).

2.2 Behavioral and Receptor Valiables 
' 

Behavioral and receptor parameter values used in the calculation of radionuclide BCLs are 
largely identical to those used to derive cl1emical BCLs in NDEP (2009). NDEP (2009) notes, 
" . .. exposure factors used to develop the BCL values were obtained primarily fi·om the USEPA 
Exposure Factors Handbook and the USEPA Supplemental Soil Screening Guidance." These 
parameters include contact rates with environmental media (daily soil ingestion, water ingestion, 
and rnhalation rates), temporal parameters (exposure frequency and duration). body weights, etc. 
Behavioral and receptor parameter values used in the radionuclide BCL calculations are 
described in Section 3.0. · 

2.3 Transport Model Equations and Parametel's 

The particulate emission factor (PEF) model described in Section 2.6 of NDEP (2009) is an 
USEPA screening model for estimating the concentration of respirable particles in air. The PEF 
model combines an atmospheric dispersion term with a particulate emission model related to 
wind erosion. As descdbed in NDEP (2009), the PEF model was used with default parameter 
values for all inputs with the exception of the air dispersion term, which was calculated using 
model constants pertaining to the Las Vegas climatic zone (USEP A, 1996b ). The results of the 
PEF model calculation are expressed as the volume of air associated with a unit mass of 
suspended particles. A PEF value of 1.2 x 109 m3 /kg is given in NDEP (2009}, corresponding to 
a 1-acre site. The PEF equation and associated parameter values are provided in NDEP (2009). 

Radionuclide BCLs were also calculated that are protective of impacts to groundwater that may 
be used as a drinking water source. The methodology for these leaching-based BCLs (LBCLs) is 
described in Section 3.6.2 of NDEP (2009) . . Unlike the PEF model, which is independent of 
individual analytes, the soil leaching. model is dependent on the physical characteristics of each 
chemical element or compound. For radionuclides, the equation used to calculate soil activity 
levels protective of groundwater is provided in USEPA (1 996b; equations 22 and 24) and 
USEPA (2002; equations 19 and 20). The equation with units for radionuclides is: 

BCL = Aw XDAF X (Kd + [::n X CF 

Where, 
BCL = Basic comparison level for groundwater protection (pCi/g) 

Aw = Target groundwater activity1 (pCi/L) 

DAF = Dilution attenuation factor (unitless) 

Kd = Soil-water partition coefficient (chemical-specific) (L/kg) 

0 w Water-filled soil porosity CL-rel~n) 

Pb = Dry bulk soil dens.ity {1~) 

CF = Conversion factor (0 .00.1 kg/g) 

1 The target gmundwaler activity is th~ MCL for unmium nnd radium isotopes and the risk bns~-d activity for 
thorium isotopes (see Tnblc E-1). 

'· 
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The dilution attenuation factor (DAF) relates the vadose zone soil pore water activity to die 
groundwater target activity (Aw), The remaining terms in the model relate the bulk soil activity 
of a radionuclide to its activity in pore water. Input parameter values for calculating 
groundwater-protective activities of radionuclides in soil, and the resulting radionuclide specific 
BCLs, are shown in Table E-l.

As described in NDEP (2009; Section 1,0), BCLs for the migration-to-groundwater pathway will 
prioritize groundwater limits as follows: 1) non-zero maximum contaminant level goals 
(MCLGs), 2) maximum contaminant levels (MCLs), and 3) health-based limits (based on a 
cancer risk of 1 x 10‘6). The radium MCL is based upon the sum of radium-226 and radium-228. 
In this instance, a user simply sums the measured soil activity (in pCi/g) and compares that value 
to the LBCL for radium shown in Table E-l.

Thorium has not been assigned an MCL. Accordingly, the health-based groundwater BCL is 
used. All three thorium isotopes decay by alpha emission. If BCLs are exceeded for thorium 
isotopes, it is recommended that groundwater sampling for gross alpha levels in groundwater 
(minus uranium and radon) be conducted according to USEPA methods in order to compare 
alpha levels to the gross alpha MCL value of 15 pCi/L. Only if the gross alpha MCL is exceeded 
would additional investigation to identify specific alpha-emitters be considered.

Table E-l. Parameter Values and Basic Comparison Levels for Groundwater Protection,
Radionuclide-Specific Parameters and Groupchyater Protection BCLs

Groundwater Protection Groundwater
Element/ Isotope Target Wnter Activity K* BCL Protection BCL

DAF = 1 DAF = 20
Urauium1 — — — —
Radium MCL ( 5 pCi/L) ; 3 (L/ks)1 0.016 pCi/g 0.32 pCi/g

Thorium-228 Risk-based (0.11 pCi/L) 20(L/kft)J 0.0023 pCi/g 0.045 pCi/g
Thorium-230 Risk-based (0.042 pCi/L] 20 (L/kfiU 0.00084 pCi/R 0.017 pCi/R
Thorium-232 Risk-based <0.14 pCi/L) 20 (LAa) * 0.0029 pCi/g 0.058 pCi/g

Common Parameters
Abbreviation Definition Vnlne Reference

DAF Dilution attenuation. Factor lor 20 USEPA 1996b USEPA 2000b
0„ Water-filled soil porositv 0.3 USEPA 1996b USEPA 2000b
P»______ Dry bulk soil density (kg/L) 1.5 USEPA 1996b USEPA 2000b

Additional Parameters
Isotope Rndioncrive Half Life (T,„) Reference

Uranium-234 2.45 - lO" (year) ORNL RAIS 2009
Uranium-235 7.04 10E (year) ORNL RAIS 2009
Uraruum-238 4.47 * IQ9 (year) ORNL RAIS 2009

.cpa gov/ssfevo tar p?nlarain nntwo deX-honJ
J USEPA 1996b; Oat RtdgcNtinoonI Lobormiyry (ORXL) RiMv Iniormniion System (RAIS).
http ms oml.uov/cfn-htn lav TOX yd'XTAclca-'-ntd 
1 OftlNT, RATS mfy.oml Qot cfn-bm roX'TOX ^dccL'Selcct^rnd')

The dilution attenuation factor (OAF) relates tl1e vadose zone soil pore water activity to the 
groundwater target activity (Aw). The remaining tenus in the model relate the bulk soil activity 
of a radionuclide to its activity in pore water. Input parameter values for calculating 
groundwater-protective activities of radionuclides in soil, and the resulting radionuclide specific 
BCLs, are shown in Table E-1. 

As described in NDEP (2009; Section 1.0), BCLs for the migration-to-grolmdwater pathway will 
prioritize groundwater limits as follows: 1) non-zero maximum contaminant level goals 
(MCLGs), 2) maximum contaminant levels (MCLs), and 3) health-based limits (based on a 
cancer risk of 1 x 10"6) . The radium MCL is based upon the sum of radium-226 and radium-228. 
In this instance, a user simply sums the measured soil activity (in pCi/g) and compares that value 
to the LBCL for radium shown in Table E-1. 

Thoriwn has not been assigned an MCL. Accordingly, the health-based groundwater BCL is 
used. All three thorium isotopes decay by alpha emission. If BCLs are exceeded for thorium 
isotopes, it is recommended that groundwater sampling for gross alpha levels in groundwater 
(minus uranium and radon) be conducted according to USEPA methods in order to compare 
alpha levels to the gross alpha MCL value of 15 pCi/L. Only if the gross alpha MCL is exceeded 
would additional investigation to identify specific alpha-emitters be considered. 

Table E-1. Parameter Values and Basic Comparison Levels for Groundwater Protection. 

Rnd ionuc lid S I P arameters an e- ipec fie dG round water p rotection BCLs 
Groundwater Protection 

Element I Isotope Tnrget Wn~r Acthity K.t 

Uranium 1 ··- ---
Radium MCL ( 5 pCi!L)! 3 (llkg) } 

Thorium-228 Risk-based ( 0.11 pCi/L) 20 (LikJ:!) ~ 

Thorium-230 Risk-based ( 0.042 pCi!L) 20 {Likg) ~ 

Thoriwn-232 Risk·bnsed ( 0.14 pCi!L) 20 (Ilk g)~ 

Common Purumeters 

Abbrevintioo Definition Vnlue 

OAF Dilution \\Uemlation fucwr lor 20 

e" Water-filled soil porosity 0.3 

Pb Dry bulk soil density (kAfl.) 1.5 
Additional Pnrnm~ters 

Isotope Rndioactive Bolf Life (f112) 

Uranium-234 2.45 " 10-; (year) 

Unmium-235 7.04 '·lOs (year) 

Uraniwn-238 4.4 7 ~ lOY (year) 

Plensc referto Ote mrun BCL tnhlc for the lBCl for 1hU constrruent. 
~ttp:/1 \1 ""'' .<po go•·fwcwet.:oi ton1aminnnt11"10dt.X.html 

BCL 
DAF=l 

-.-... 
0.016 oCi/2 
0.0023 oCi/2 
0.00084 pCilg 
0.0029 oCiflt 

USEPA t996b 

USEPA \996b 

USEPA !996b 

ORNL RAlS 
ORNL RAIS 
ORNLRAIS 

' l'~E.I'.\ 19960; O:lk Ridge :-inlioonllllborM~>~y(ORNL) RuJ,,\=!JI1<11T lnfonmtion ~y,.tem(R.·\IS). 
hntt gU, om!.g~,·/ffii-lnn t<>X l!?~,j£"'-''"'lo:l'·ncd 

'DRNI. IWS <l!Jm." t»i> o>ntl g~'· >m-buno,;,TQ,~ <dc:-cl'>~k<1"ron) 

Re.feren~:c 

Reference 

Groundwater 
Protection BCL 

DAF=20 

·-· 
0.32 oCilg 

0.045 oCi/g 
0.017 pCiig 

0.058 oCilll. 

USEPA2000b 
USE.PA 2000b 
USF.P A 2000b 

2009 

2009 
2009 
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2,4 Cancer Risk Threshold

Cancer risk is evaluated as the incremental probability that an individual will develop cancer 
during their lifetime. This cancer risk is the product of the average daily dose (i.e., radionuclide 
intake or external irradiation) and a cancer SF. The acceptability of anv calculated incremental 
cancer risk is generally evaluated relative to the target r isk range of lO'* to 10'4 described in the 
National Contingency Plan (USEPA 1993).

As the BCLs are to be used as conservative screening values, the de minimis cancer risk 
threshold of 10'6 is used to calculate BCLs for individual radionuclides in soil and tap water 
(USEPA 1993), .

3.0 RADIONUCLIDE BCL CALCULATIONS

Intake for radiation cancer risk is calculated in a somewhat different manner than for chemical 
agents. As described in Chapter 10 of USEPA (1989), the general intake equation for radiation 
dose is analogous to that for chemical exposures, except that averaging time and body weight are 
omitted. These terms are effectively incorporated within the radionuclide cancer slope factors. 
Instead of chemical mass, radionuclide activity (e.g., pCi) is used to quantify the amount of a 
radionuclide in an environmental medium.

With the exception of the radionuclide SFs, the exposure parameter values used for calculating 
radionuclide BCLs are mostly identical to those defined for chemical BCLs in NDEP (2009). 
Behavioral and receptor exposure parameter values for the radionuclide BCLs are listed in Table 
E-2. Parameter names are defined in the pathway-specific equations provided below. Cancer 
SFs are provided in Table E-3. Radionuclide BCLs for soil are shown in Table E-4. 
Radionuclide BCLs that relate to protection of groundwater are discussed in Section 2.3.

The general equation for radiation cancer risk that serves as the basis for pathway-specific 
equations is:

Radionuclide Risk = A xCR xEF x ED x SF
Where:

A = Activity at exposure point (e.g., pCi/g soil, pCi/L water)
CR = Contact rate with the environmental medium (e.g,, mg soil per day;

L water ingestion per day)
EF = Exposure frequency (days/year)

ED = Exposure duration (year)
SF — Cancer slope factor (risk/pCi).
CF = Conversion factor (0-001 gtaig)

To calculate radionuclide BCI.s, the cancer risk equation is rearranged to solve for A, based on a 
predetermined cancer risk thieshold (e.g., IC6).

2.4 Cancer Risk Threshold 

Cancer risk is evaluated as the incremental probability that an individual will develop cancer 
during thejr lifetime. This cancer risk is the product of the average daily dose (i.e., radionuclide 
intake or external inadiation) and a cancer SF. The acceptability of arz calculated incremental 
cancer risk is generally evaluated relative to the target Iisk range of 10 to 1 o·4 described in the 
National Contingency Plan (USEPA 1993). 

As the BCLs are to be used as conservative screening values, the de minimis cancer risk 
threshold of 1 o·6 is used to calculate BCLs for individual radionuclides in soil and tap water 
(USEPA 1993). 

3.0 RADIONUCLIDE BCL CALCULATIONS 

Intake for radiation cancer risk is calculated in a somewhat different manner than for chemical 
agents. As described in Chapter 10 ofUSEPA (1989), the general intake equation for radiation 
dose is analogous to that for chemical exposures, except that averaging time and body weight are 
omitted. These terms are effectively incorporated within the radionuclide cancer slope factors. 
Instead of chemical mass, radionuclide activity (e.g., pCi) is used to quantify the amount of a 
radionuclide in an environmental medium. 

With the exception of the radionuclide SFs, the exposure parameter values used for calculating 
radionuclide BCLs are most1y identical to those defined for chemical BCLs in NDEP (2009). ,. 
Behavioral and receptor exposure parameter values for the radionuclide BCLs are listed in Table 
E-2. Parameter names are defined in the pathway-specific equations provided below. Cancer 
SFs are provided in Table E-3. Radionuclide BCLs for soil are shown in Table E-4. 
Radionuclide BCLs that relate to PFOtection of groundwater are discussed in Section 2.3. 

The general equation for radiation cancer risk that serves as the basis for pathway-specific 
equations is: 

Radionuclide Risk = A X CR X EF X ED X SF 
Where: 

A = Activity at exposure point (e.g., pCi/g soil. pCi/L water) 
CR = Contact rate with the environmental medium (e.g., mg soil per day; 

L water ingestion per day) 
EF =Exposure frequency (days/year) 

ED = Exposure duration (year) 
SF = Cancer slope factor (risk/pCi). 
Cf = Conversion factor (0.001 w'mg) 

To calculate radiomrclide BCLs, the cancer dsk equation is rean·anged to solve for A, based on a 
predetermined cancer risl< threshold (e.g., 10~. 
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3.1 Residential Scenario BCL Equations

For residential scenario BCLs. the contribution to lifetime exposure of both children and adults 
addressed.

Soil Ingestion. The pathway-specific residential scenario equation for A for soil ingestion is:

CF
A 3= TR x _________________________________________________

{[(/flSc xEFc x EDC) + (lRSa X EFa x EDa)] x B x SF0)

Where:
A = Activity in exposure area soil (pCi/g)
TR = Target cancer risk

CF ~ Conversion factor (1,000 mg/g)

IRSc, Child daily soil ingestion rate (mg of soil/day)

EFC = Child exposure frequency (days/year)

EDC = Child exposure duration (year)

ERSa = Adult daily soil ingestion rate (mg of soil/day) -

EFa = Adult exposure frequency (days/year)
EDa = Adult exposure duration (year)
B - Bioavailability

SF o = Oral cancer slope factor of (risk/pCi).

Inhalation of Particulates. The Dathwav-snecific residential scenario eauation for A for the 
inhalation of particulates is:

TRxPEFxCF
A

[[(IRA c xEFc x EDC) + (IRAa x ETa x EFa x FDJ] x SF;}

Where:
A Activity in exposure area soil (pCi/g)
TR = target cancer risk
PEF Particulate em ission factor (m’/kg)
CF - Units conversion factor (0.001 kg/g)
LRAC Child inhalation rate (mVday)
EFtt Child exposure frequency (days/year)
EDC = Child exposure duration (year)

IRAa = Adult inhalation rate (mVhr)
ETa = Adult exposure time on-site (hr/day)
EF0 = Adult exposure frequency (days/yeav)
EDa Adult exposure duration (year)
SF, = Inhalation cancer slope factor (risk/pCi).

3.1 Residentinl Scenario BCL Equations 

For residential scenario BC.Ls, the contribution to lifetime exposme of both children and adults is 
addressed. 

Soil Ingestion. Tbe pathway-specific residential scenario equation for A for soil ingestion is: 

CF 
A = TR X =-:-----~~~,------------::-::-::-:------~ 

{[(IRSc x EFc x EDc) + (JRSa X EFa x EDa)J x B x SF0 } 

Where: 
A = Activity in exposure area soil (pCi/g) 
TR = Target cancer risk 

CF = Conversion factor (1,000 mg/g) 

IRS c. = Child daily soil ingestion rate (mg of soil/day) 

EFc Child exposure frequency (days/year) 

EDc = Child exposure duration (year) 

IRS a Adult daily soil ingestion rate (mg of soil/day) 

EFa = Adult exposure frequency (days/year) 

ED" Adult exposure duration (year) 
B = Bioavailability 

SF o = Oral cancer slope factor of(risk/pCi). 

Inhalation ofPruticulates. The pathway-specific residential scenario equation for A for the 
inhalation of particulates is: 

TRxPEFxCF 
A=-:-:-:::-::::--:--=~---~--:-=-:---~-..,.,..-............ --:-:----,~ 

{[(IRA c X EFc X EDc) + (IRA0 X ETa X EFa X EDa)] x SFiJ 

Where: 
A = Activity in exposure area soil (pCi/g) 
TR = target cancer risk 
PEF = Particulate emission factor (m3/kg) 

CF = Units conversion factor (0.001 kg/g) 

IRA~ = Child inhalation rate (m3/day) 
Efc = Child exposure frequency (days/year) 
EDc = Child exposure duration (year) 

IRA a = Adult inhalation rate (m3/hr) 
ETa Adult exposure time on-site (hrlday) 
E.Fa = Adult exposure .fi·equency (days/year) 
EDu = Adult exposure duration (year) 
SFi = Inhalation cancer slope factor (risk/pCi). 
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External In'acliation. For external irradiation from soil, contact is a function of daily exposure 
time, and the pathway-specific residential scenario equation for A is;

_______________________________ TH___________________________
[KO'ir.. X GSF) + bT<MX ) X Kl’e x liDc] + ]((ErilJn x CSF) 1- KT^,) x KF„ x ED,,] x CF x SF„,]

Where;
A
TR

ETo.m

ET0,0ut
EFC
EDC

ET^in
ET^out

EFa

EDa
GSF
CF

SF^

Activity in exposure area soil (pCi/g)
Target cancer risk

Child indoor exposure time on-site (hr/day) 
Child outdoor exposure time on-site (hr/day) 

Child exposure frequency (days/year)
Child exposure duration (year)

Adult indoor exposure time on-site (hr/day) 

Adult outdoor exposure time on-site (hr/day) 
Adult exposure frequency (days/year)

Adult exposure duration (year)
Gamma shielding factor for indoor exposure 
Conversion factor (0.000114 yr/hr)

Cancer slope factor for external exposure 

(risk /yr per pCi/g).

Tap Water Ingestion. The drinking water equation pertains to the calculation of risk-based 
drinking water radionuclide activities, which may be used as an input for calculating soil BCLs 
that are protective of groundwater uses (see Section 2.3). The pathway-specific equation for A 
for drinking water ingestion is:

A TR
/i

~ {[(fRWc x EFC x EDC) + QRWa x EF x EOn)] x SF0]

Where:
A Activity in drinking water (pCi/L)
IRWC = Child daily water ingestion rate (L of water/day)

EFC Child exposure frequency (days/year)

ED0 = Child exposure duration (year-)

irw3 = Adult daily water ingestion rate (L of water/day)
EFa si Adult exposure frequency (days/year)

EDa ” Adult exposure duration (year)

SF0 rr Oral cancer slope factor for ingestion exposure (risk/pCi).

External Inacliation. For external irradiation from soil, contact is a function of daily exposlU'.e 
time, and the pathway·specific residential scenario equation for A is: 

TR 
A = ~----~----~------~~~--------~-----.------~ 

{l((t"f~Jh X GSF} + l:Tc.out ) X Hl1c X liDc) + I((E1'.,Jn X GSF) + 1-:TCLOut) X 1-:Pn X £0.,] X CF X SP.,.,} 

Where: 
A = Activity in exposure area soil (pCi/g) 
TR = Target cancer risk 

ETo.in = Child indoor exposure time on~~ite (hr/day) 

ETo.out Child outdoor exposure time on-site (hr/day) 

EFc = Child exposure frequency (days/year) 

EDc = Child exposure duration (year) 

ETa, in = Adult indoor exposure time on·site (hr/day) 

ETa,out = Adult outdoor exposure time on~site (hr/day) 

EFa = Adult exposure frequency (days/year) 

ED a = Adult exposure duration (year) 
GSF = Gamma shielding factor for indoor exposure 
CF = Conversion factor (0.000114 yrlhr) 

SF ext = Cancer slope factor for external exposure 

(risk /yr per pC.i/g). 

Tap Water .Ingestion. The drinking water equation pertains to the calculation of risk-based 
drinking water radionuclide activities, which may be used as an input for calculating soil BCLs 
that are protective of groundwater uses (see Section 2.3). The pathway·specific equation for A 
for drinking water ingestion is: 

Where: 
A 

IRWc 
.Efc 
EDo 
TRWa 
EFn 

EDn 

SFo 

TR 
A = =-=---------:~-::-------"""":"":-~ 

{[(JRWc X £Fe X EDc) + (IRWa X EF X C'Da)] X SF0 } 

= 
== 

= 
= 

= 
;:; 

== 

= 

Activity in drinking water (pCi/L) 
Child daily water ingestion rate (L of water/day) 

Child exposure fh:quency (days/year) 

Child exposure duration (year) 

Adult daily water ingestion rate (L of water/day) 
Adult exposllre tl·equency (days/year) 
A.dult exposure dw·ation (year) 

Oral cancer slope factor for ingestio11 exposure (risk/pCi). 
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3.2 Industrial / Commercial Scenario BCL Equations

Adults are the only receptors exposed in the rndustiiai/commercial scenario.

Soil Inaestion. Tire pathway-specific mclustruil/commercial scenario equation for A for soil
ingestion is:

TR xCF
A =

(IRSa x EF x EDa x B x SF0)

Where:
A “ Activity in exposure area soil (pCi/g)
TR - Target cancer risk

CF Conversion factor (1,000 mg/g)

irse Adult daily soil ingestion rate (mg of soil/day)
EFa = Adult exposure frequency (days/year)

EDa - Adult exposure duration (year)
B = Bioavailability
SF o = Oral cancer slope factor for ingestion exposure (risk/pCi).

Inhalation of Particulates. The pathway-specific industrial/commercial scenario equation for Cj 
for the inhalation of particulates is:

TR x PEF x CF
A ~

(JRA a x ETa x EFa x EDa x SF£)

Where:
A = Activity in exposure area soil (pCi/g)
TR = Target cancer risk

PEF = particulate emission factor (m^/kg)
CF = Conversion factor (0.001 kg/g)
IRAa Adult inhalation rate (m’/hr)
ETn Adult exposure time on-site (hr/day)
EFa = Adult exposure frequency (days/year)
EDa = Adult exposure duration (year)
SF; Cancer slope factor for inhalation exposure (risk/pCi).

External Irradiation, For externa! irradiation from soil, contact is a function of daily exposure 
rime, and the pathway-specific industrial/commerciai scenario equation for A is:

_ _________________________ TR__________________________

{[(ET^ x CSF) + £T0 our] x EFa x EDa x CF x SFext)

3.2 Industrial/ Commercial Scenario BCL Equations 

Adults are the only receptors exposed in the industrial/commercial scenmio. 

SoiJ Ingestion. The pathway-specific industrial/commercial scenario equation for A for soil 
ingestion is: 

Where: 
A :=: 

TR ;:: 

CF ;:: 

IRSn = 
EFa ;:: 

ED a ;:: 

B = 
SF o = 

TR X CF 
A = ~----------------~ 

(IRSa X EF X EDa X 8 X SF0 ) 

Activity in exposure area soil (pCi/g) 
Target cancer risk 
Conversion factor (1,000 mg/g) 

Adult daily soil ingestion rate (mg of soil/day) 
Adult exposure frequency (days/year) 

Adult exposure duration (year) 

B ioavai labiJ ity 
Oral cancer slope factor for ingestion exposure (risk/pCi). 

Inhalation ofParticulates. The pathway·specific industrial/commercial scenario equation for Ci 
for the inhalation of particulates is: 

Where: 
A 

TR 
PEF 
CF 

IRAa 
ETa 

EFn 
ED a 
SF; 

TR x PEF x CF 
A = ~------------------~ (IRAa X ETa. X EFa X EDa x SFi) 

= Activity in exposure area soil (pCi/g) 
::: Target cancer Iisk 

::: particulate emission factor (m3/kg) 
::: Conversion factor (0.001 kg/g) 

= Adult inhalation rate (m3/hr) 

= Adult exposure time on-site (hr/day) 

= Adult exposw-e fi·equency (days/year) 
Adult exposure duration (year) 

= Cancer slope factor for inhalation exposure (risk/pCi). 

External Irradiation. For external i1radiation from soil, contact is a function of datly exposure 
time, and the pathway-specific industrial/commercial scenario equation for A is: 

TR 
A = ~--------~---------~----------------------~ 

{[(ETa.tn X GSF) + ETa.our) X EFa X EDa X CF x SFext} 
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Where:
A - Activity in exposure area soil (pCi/g)
TR = Target cancel- risk

ETa,;,, = Adult indoor exposure time on-site (hr/day) 
ETa.out -- Adult outdoor exposure time on-site (hr/day) 
EFa - Adult exposure frequency (days/year)

EDa - Adult exposure duration (year)
GSF = Gamma shielding factor for indoor exposure 
CF = C on vers i on factor (0,000114 yr/hr)

SF exi = Cancer slope factor for external exposure 
(risk /yr per pCi/g).

3.3 Summation of Pathway-Specific BCLs

The soil BCLs are calculated for each of three exposure pathways; soil ingestion, inhalation of 
particulates, and external irradiation. These exposure pathways must be integrated to compute a 
final BCL. Normally, cancer risks are summed for multiple pathways of exposure. In the case 
of soil BCLs, cancer risk is inversely proportional to the activity of the radionuclide in soil.. A 
lower BCL indicates a more potent carcinogen. Similarly, a BCL based on one exposure 
pathway must necessarily decrease as additional pathways of exposure are added. Soil BCLs 
across all exposure pathways are computed as follows:

Wl1ere: 
A = Activity in exposure area soil (pCi/g) 
TR -= Target cancer risk 
.ET o.in Adult indoor exposme time on-site (hr/day) 
ETo.,out .::: 

EFa = 
EDa = 
GSF = 
CF = 
SFext = 

Adult outdoor exposut'e time on-site (hr/day) 
Adult exposure frequency (days/year) 

Adult exposure duration (year) 
Gamma shielding factor for indoor exposure 
Conversion factor (0.000114 yt'lhr) 
Cancer slope factor for external exposure 
(risk /yr per pCilg). 

3.3 Summation of Pathway-Specific BCLs 

The soil BCLs are calculated for each of three exposure pathways; soil ingestion, inhalation of 
particulates, and extemal irradiation. These exposure pathways must ·be integrated to compute a 
final BCL. Normally, cancer risks are summed for multiple pathways of exposure. In the case 
of soil BCLs, cancer risk is inversely proportional to the activity of the radionuclide in soil.. A 
lower BCL indicates a more potent carcinogen. Similarly. a BCL based on one exposure 
pathway must necessarily decrease as additional pathways of exposure are added. Soil BCLs 
across all exposure pathways are computed as follows: 
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Table E-2. Behavioral and Receptor Parameter Values.
Parameter Parameter Definition Units Value Reference

TR T&rset cancer risk unitless I - IQ-1 NDEP 2009
IRS, Child soil inftestion rate oiS/dny 200 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 1997b)

IRSj (resident nnd outdoor 
woiker)

Adult resident and outdoor worker soil ingestion 
rate

mg/doy 100 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 2002a)

IR^asti (indoor woriter) Adult indoor worker soil inftestion rate mg/day so NDEP 2009 (USEPA 1997b)
B BionvoiJotulhy unitless 1 screenrnfl assumption; 100% bioavnilnbilitv

IRA, Child inhalation rate m3/day 10 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 2002c)
JRA, (reddendal) Adult resident inhalation rate m3/hr 0.83 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 2Q02o)

IRAj (worker) Adult worker inhalation me m'/hr 2.5 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 1991;eqaivaleiit!o 20m1/ 
workday)

PEF Parriculatfl emission factor mJ/kR 1.2 * lO" NDEP 2009
IRW, Child water ingestion rate L/dav 1 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 2002c; Si01 percentile)
1RW. AduKwnier ingestion rate L/day 2 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 2002a)
EF, Child exposure frequency dayAr 350 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 2002a)

EF* (resident) - Adult resident exposure frequenev dayAT 350 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 2002a)
EFt (resident) Child resident exposure frequency davAT 350 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 2002a)

EF* (outdoor worker) Adult outdoor worker exposure frequency day/vr 225 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 2002a)
EF* (indoor worker) Adult indoor worker exposure frequency dayAT 250 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 2002a)

ED, Child exposure durolioa )r 6 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 1991)
ED, (resident) Adult resident exposure duration yr 24 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 1997b)
ED* (workers) Adult worker exposure duration yr 25 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 2002a)

Child outdoor exposure time hr/day 5 USEPA 1997c; Table 15-120. 751* percentile rime 
spout home in trie yard; child age 1-6 vears.

ET,lt, Child indoor exposure lime br/day 21 24 hr/dav - ET,^^
ET. M (residem) Adult resident outdoor exposure time bridey 3 USEPA 1997c:Table 15.120. TS*pcrcenuJeof 

time spent home in the rank odultage categories.
£T.» frtHdejn] Adult resident mdoor exposure time hriday 21 24 br/dnv -

ET*.«rt (indoor worker) Adult indoor worker outdocrexposure rime hriday 0 scenario defl/imotJ h indoor exposure
ET^jn (mdoor viorker) Adult indoor worker indoor exposure tirac hridaN i on 8-hour average wotkdax is assumed

ETim (outdoor noiker] Adult outdoor worker outdoor exposure lime hriday an 8-hour average v\-ork dav is assumed
£!,>, (outdoor \\ orker) Adult outdoor worker indoor exposure time hriday 0 scenario definitton is outdoor exposure

GSF Indoor exposure gamma shielding factor unitless 0.4 USEPA. 2000a
References in pareoihtrwrs indicate b primary referenoe. These are included when a parameter value obtained from the chemlcoJ BCL guidance (NDEP 2009) is directly died 
from tbnL reference-

u

Table E-2. Behavioral and Receptor Parameter Values. 

Parameter Paromoter D•Onllloo Units Value Rtfcrtoct 

TR T~et uncer risk uuitless I ' 10" NDEP 2009 

IRS. Child soil imtestion rate mf!{doy 200 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 1997b) 

IRS, (resident ond otlldoor Adult resident and outdoor worker soil ingestion mgldoy JnO NDEP 2009 (USEPA 2002o) 
worker) rate 

IR. ..., (indoor worker) Adult indoor woliter soil inAestion rote mg/doy 50 NOEl' 2009 (USEPA 1997b) 

B Bionvoilobility uni!loss I scmening assumption; IOOo/o bioovnilobilitv 
IRA., Child inho!Diion mte m'ldoy 10 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 2002c) 

IRA, (tesidential) Adult resident inhalolion 111!1! m'lbr 0.83 NDiiP 2009 (lJSEl'A 2002o) 

IRA, (worker) Adult wor~r inhalation TBtl! m'lhr 2.5 NDEP 2009 (\ISEPA 1991; equivolent to 20 m'l 
workdoy) 

PEF Porticulote emi$$ion fClctor m' lkg 1.2 . lo' NDEP2009 

JRW Child watar inRestion rate Udav I NDEP 2009 (USEPA 2002c; 95'" perunti le) 
IRW Adult \~Bll!r inRestion rote Uday 2 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 1002&) 

EF. Child exposure frequency daytvr 350 NDEP 2009 {lJ_SEl'A 2002&) 
EF. (maiden!) Adult resident eXPosure frequonC\· do,·/n 350 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 2002&) 
Ef, (resident) Child resident e.wOSUJe frequencY da\"/)T 350 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 2002&) 

Ef. (outdoor worlcu) .4.dult outdoorworbr t.~powre frequenq da)·ln 225 NDEP 2009 (USEPA 2002a) 
EF, (indoor worktr) Adult indoor worl:-er oxposure frequenc•· dorn·r 250 NDEP ]009 (USEPA ~OO:!o) 

ED< Child e.~osu~ dWblion \( 6 NOEP 2009 (USEPA 1991) 
ED, (=ideat) Adult ~sidtnt tXPowre dumtion \"1 24 NOEl' 2009 (USEl'A 1997b) 
ED, (worlers) Adult\\ orker ~POf\111! dumtion \"1 25 NOEP 2009 (USEPA 2002n) 

ET._... Child ouldoor e.'liOS11re lime l1r/day _, USEPA 1997c; Tnble 15-l20.7~pen>!ntiletime 
tpont homo in dJe nud; cbild age 1-6 n•ars. 

ETc.llL Child indoor e.'po5ure time brlda,· 21 24 beida,·- ET"""-
ET,_.,. (~sidtnt) Adult readent outdoor exposure time bn'doy > U SEPA 1997c: Tobie 15-120. 75111 pcrcontile of 

time spent homo io the lllrd; ndultag<> caiCAories. 
.ET . (re5Jdentl Adult ruidentondoor n.wosum time bn'da1· 21 24 hrfda•· - ET _,. 

ET,.., (indoor nornr) Adult indoor n·orl:er outdOOTe.WCS~rre limo brfda\" 0 """orio definiti011 i1 indoor~ 
E.T,,. (indoot "~) Adull. 1odoor "ori;er indoor e~-pGn~ time htfda\ s Cll\ 8-bour a\1:~e wotk da' is assumed 

ET .-(outdoor \iorker) Adult outdoor ttolittr outdoor e.'-powre time hrld&\" 8 1111 8-bour nvtm~~.e work dav is BSSllllled 

£T u. (outdoor ""rk"') Adult outdoor \lO!ittr indoor exposure time lufdav 0 ueruuio defiDitJon is outdoor ~sure 
GSF Indoor e~re pmmo sb1eldin~ factot unillC$$ 0.4 USEPA. 2000n 

Referonces 10 parentheses tncficnte a pnm~ refen!llce. 1l1ese nn: wcluded when o pamm<ten aluc obtointd fillln the chcnu<nl BCL gu•dancc (NOEP 2009) 1s di,..ctJy cited 
from thnt rofmnee. 
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Table E-3. Radionuclide Cancer Slope Factor Values.

RnriionucMe Sofl Ingestion Wnter Ingestion Inhnintion £.\ternn!
risk/ pCi risk-pCi risk/pCi risk'yr per pCi'g

mdium-226 730E-10 3.86E-10 U6E-08 8.49E-06
radium-228 2.29E-09 UVIE-09 5.23E-09 4.53E-06
tiuiri'iim-22S 8.09E-10 3 DOE-10 1.43E-07 7.76E-06
(horium-230 2.Q2E-1G fUOE-11 2.58E-08 8.I9E-10
thorium-232 2.3JE-1G 1.01E-I0 4.33E-08 3.42E-10
uranium-234 1.58E-10 7.07E-H U4E-08 2.S2E-10
unmium-235 1.6BE-10 7.18E-U 1.01B-08 5.43E-07
uranium-23? 2.10E-10 8.71E-U 9.35E-09 1.14E-07

SF values obtained from USEPA’s Health Effects Assessment SunratEuy Tables (HEAST), Office of Radiation and Indoor Air,
on-line at http.'/Avww.epa.Rovi'radiation/heast/,

Table E-4, Radionuclide Soil Bask Comparison Levels (pCi/g).
Radionuclide Residential BCL Indoor "W orker BCL Outdoor Worker BCL

radium-226 7.1E-03 5. IE-02 2.3E-02
radium-228 1.3E-02 9.1E-02 4.1E-02
thorium-228 7.8E-03 5.6E-02 2.5E-02
thorium-230 3.2E+00 1.5E+01 8.3E+00
thorium-232 2.8E+00 1.3E+0I . 7.4E+00
uranium-234 4.2E+00 2.0E+01 1.1E+01
urassium-235 LIE-01 7.8E-0I 3.5E-01
uranium-238 4.6E-01 3.1E+00 1.4E+00

4.0 APPLICATION OF RADIONUCLIDE BCLS

Radionuclide soil BCLs were calculated for eight radionuclides; isotopes of radium, thorium, and 
uranium. BCLs were developed for direct soil contact (including soil ingestion, inhalation of 
particulates, and external irradiation) and for protection of groundwater due to leaching of soil 
contamination with precipitation or irrigation. The groundwater protection soil BCLs are related 
to either risk-based groundwater radionuclide activities (isotopes of thorium) or regulatory 
drinking water standards (isotopes of radium and uranium). As described in Section 2.3, if 
groundwater protection BCLs for thorium isotopes are exceeded, groundwater sampling for gross 
alpha radiation levels could be conducted to determine if current groundwater activities of alpha- 
emitting radionuclides (including thorium isotopes) are above the USEPA drinking water 
standard.

Unlike the case with drinking water MCLs, there are no published regulatory standards for 
chemical and radionuclide contamination in soil. However, USEPA has published regulations 
under 40 CFR Part 192.12 pertaining to protective levels of radium isotopes in soil. These 
regulations were developed for sites where uranium ore had been processed, but they have also 
been used as “applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements” (ARAR) levels at Superfund 
sites with uranium, thorium, or radium contamination (USEPA, 2002b).

Table E-3. Radionuclide Cancer Slope Factor Values. 

Rn !lion uclicle Soil Ingestion Wnter lne.e!ftion Inlmlntion Ext~rnnl 

1isk/pCi 1i~k/pCi risk/pCi riskln per pCi/g 

rndium-226 7.30E-l0 3.86E-l0 I. 16E-OS S.49E-06 
rnclium · 22 8 2.29E-09 L04E-09 .S.23E-09 4.53£-06 

thmium-228 8.09E-10 3.00E-10 1.43£-07 7.76E-06 
thoriwn-230 2.02.F:-10 9.10£-11 2.58£·08 8.19E-10 
thorium-232 2.31E- 10 J.OlE-10 4.33£-08 3.42E-IO 
uranium-234 l.SSE-10 7.07E-ll l.l4E-08 2.52E-10 
uronium-235 1.63£-10 7.18£-11 l.OlE-08 5.43E-07 
utani.um-238 2.lOE-10 8.71E-ll 9.3SE-09 J.J4E-07 

SF values obtamed from USEPA's Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST), Office of Radiation and Indoor Arr, 
on-line at http://www.epagov/radiation/heast/. 

Table E-4. Radionuclide Soil Basic Compat·ison Levels (pCi!g). 

Rndionuclide Residential BCL Indoor Worker BCL Outdoor Worker BCL 
radium-226 7.1E-03 5.1E-02 2.3E-02 
radium-228 1.3E-02 9.1E-02 4.1£-02 
thorimn-228 7.8£-03 5.6£-02 2.5E-02 
thorium-230 3.2£+00 1.5E+Ol 8.3E+OO 
thoriwn-232 2.8E+OO 1.3E+Ol 7.4E+OO 
uranium-234 4.2E+OO 2.0E+Ol l.lE+OI 
uranium-235 l.JE-01 7.8E-Ol 3.5£-01 
uranium-238 4.6E-Ol 3.1E+OO 1.4E+OO 

4.0 APPLICATION OF RADlONUCLIDE BCLS 

Radionuclide soil BCLs were calculated for eight radionuclides; isotopes of radium, thorium. and 
uraniwn. BCLs were developed for direct soil contact (including soil ingestion, inhalation of 
particulates, and external itTadiation) and for protection of groundwater due to leaching of soil 
contamination with precipitation or in·igation. The groundwater protection soil BCLs are related 
to either risk-based groundwater radionuclide activities (isotopes of thoriwn) or regulatory 
drinking water standards· (isotopes of radium and uranium). As described in Section 2.3, if 
groundwater protection BCLs for thorium isotopes are exceeded, groundwater sampling for gross 
alpha radiation levels could be conducted to detennine if current groundwater activities of alpha
emitting radionuclides (inch1ding thorium isotopes) are above the USEPA drinking water 
standard. 

Unlike the case with drinking water MCLs, there are no published regulatory standards for 
chemical and radiouudide contamination in soil. However, USEPA has published regulations 
under 40 CFR Pa1t 192.12 pertaining to -protective levels of radium isotopes in soil. These 
regulations were developed for sites where uranium ore had been processed, but they have also 
been used as "applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements" (ARAR) levels at Superfund 
sites with uranium, thorium, or radium contamination (USEPA, 2002b). 
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As described in Section 1,1, inhalation of radon gas within commercial or residential buildings is 
not addressed in the radionuclide BCLs, This exposure pathway could be a significant 
contributor to potential human health risks, pait.icularly if activities of radium-226 are elevated in 
soils beneath a building, Risk management decisions related to radium-226 in soil should 
recognize that indoor radon inhalation is potentially of greater concern than exposure to radium- 
226 via soil ingestion, inhalation of particulates, and external irradiation.

A suggested stepwise approach for BCL-screening of sites with multiple radionuclides (for each 
environmental medium of interest) is as follows:

• Perform an extensive records search and compile existing data.
• Take the site exposure point activity and divide by the BCL. Multiply this ratio by 10'6 to 

estimate radionuclide-specific risk. For multiple radionuclides, add this risk estimate for 
each radionuclide as follows:

Risk
I'Activity^ _ ^Activityy^ _ _ {Activity^

[ BClx )+ V BCLy )+ -+V BCLZ )
x 10-

A1 tentatively, a simplified conservative approach of employing one-tenth of the BCL can be 
applied.

As described in Section 1.1. inhalation of radon gas within commercial or residential buildings is 
not addressed in the radionuclide BCLs. This exposure pathway couJd be a significant 
contributor to potential human health risks, pmticuJarly if activities ofradium-226 are elevated in 
soils beneath a building. Ris.k management decisions related to rad·ium-226 in soil should 
recognize that indoor radon inhalation is potentially of greater concern than exposure to radium-
226 v.ia soil ingestion, inhalation of particulates, and extemal irradiation. 

A suggested stepwise approach for BCL-screening of sites with multiple radionuclides (for each 
environmental medium of interest) is as follows: 

• Perform an extensive records search and compile existing data. 
• Take the site exposure point activity and divide by the BCL. Multiply this ratio by 1 o·6 to 

estimate radionuclide-specific risk. For multiple radionuclides, add this risk estimate for 
each radionuclide as follows: 

. = [(Activity x) (Activityy) (Activityz)j X 10_6 
Rzsk BCLx + BCLy + ... + BCLz 

Alternatively. a simplified conservative approach of employing one-tenth of the BCL can be 
applied. 
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