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TO : Tracy Perry. Chemical Rev iew Manager
Special Review Branch
Special Review and Reregistrat ion Divi sion
US EPA l leadquartcrs
Arie l Rios Building
1200 Pennsylvani a Avenue. NW
Mail Code : 75081'
Vt."ashington. DC 20460

FRO~ : Susan Edmiston. Chief
Worker Health and Safety Branch
Department of Pesticide Regulation
IDOl I Street. P.O. Box 40 15
Sacramento. Ca lifornia 95812-40 15

DATE: September 25. 2007

SU BJECT: ENDOSULF AN - RES PONSE TO US EPA ' S CO MMENTS ON DI'R ' S RIS K
CIIA RAC TE RIZATION DOC UM ENT

Enclosed is the Department of Pesticid e Regulation (DPR) Worker Hea lth and Safety Branch ' s
response 10 the United Stales Environmental Protect ion Agency' s commen ts on DPR ' s risk
charact erization document (RC D) for the pesticide active ingredient. endosulfan.

If you have questions concerning the draft RCD, please contact Ms. Susan Edm iston at
(916) 445-4222.

Enclosures

cc: William Hazel. Branch Chief. US EPA (copy w/enclo sures)
Susan Edmi sto n. Chicf' {e-copy}
Joseph Frank . Sen ior Toxicologist (e-copy)
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TO: Joseph P. Frank. Senior Toxicologist
Worker Health and Safety Branch

FROM:

DATE:

Sheryl Beauvais, Staff Toxicologist (Specialist) 'S:J~I P---~ .
Worker Health and Safety Branch
(9 16) 445-4268

Sep tember 14,2007

SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO U.S. ENVIRON MENTAL PROTECT ION AGENCY
REVIEW OF ENDOSULFAN RISK CHARACTERIZATION
DOCUMENT , DATA PACKAGE lD NO . 22 1606

The California Departme nt of Pesticide Regulation' s (CDPR' s) revised final draft Risk
Characterization Document (Re O) for endosulfan , dated December 5, 2006, was sent for
external peer review. The ReD includes DPR's Exposure Assessment Docum ent (EAD).
Staff from the Health Effects Div ision (HED) U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(U.S. EPA) responded with a review of the RCD, dated Jan uary 31, 2007 (Wilbur et at.,
2007). The rev iew noted differences between the RCD and U.S. EPA 's "upcoming 2007
risk assessment." U.S. EPA did not find fault with CDPR's approach, but only noted
diffe rences.

Sect ion IV of Wilbur et 01. (2007) addresses the occupational and residential exposure
assessment. Th is section begins wi th five statements contrasting approaches to exposure
assessment by the agencies. Tables 2 and 3 follow these statements. The tables report
specific differences between the occupational handler and occupational post-application
exposure assess ments, respectively. Responses to the statements are given below; an
explanation of CDPR' s approach, and how it di ffers from U.S. EPA. follows eaeh
statement. Responses to Tab les 2 and 3 follow.

Sta tements

1) The duration measured: CDPR measured short-term (1-7 days) , seasonal (1 week 10 J
year), and annual. liED measured short-term (i -3Ddays}, and intermediate-term (1-6
months}.

Resp onse: CDPR policy on exposure durati ons is described in Andrews (2001). CDPR
conside rs the short-term duration to include any expo sure that persists for seven days or
less. CDPR considers short exposure durations to be important because although an
organism can generally tolerate a relatively high exposure for a short period than it can
for a longer period, some adverse effects can be produced in a short duration if the
expo sure is sufficient. In most exposure scenario s, expo sure levels are not constant, and if
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