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ABSTRACT

In the Chesapeake Bay region, scientists and managers have been carrying out a multi-
step effort to assess the Bay’ stidal rivers and identify, or characterize, the status of chemical
contaminant effects on living resources inhabiting the Bay’ stidal rivers. The result of that effort
issummarized in apublic report: Targeting Toxics: A Characterization Report - A Tool for
Directing Management & Monitoring Actions in the Chesapeake Bay's Tidal Rivers[1]. This
report includes an executive summary, the characterization map, and profiles summarizing the
characterization for each river. Thistechnical workplan is acompanion document to the
characterization report and presents the technical approach used by the Chesapeake Bay
Program’s Toxics Subcommittee Regional Focus Workgroup (hereafter, the workgroup) to
characterize the Bay’ s tidal rivers. This document serves as an update and expansion to the
earlier geographical targeting protocol published in 1995 [2]. Thisreport details the chemical
contaminant and biological data used in the characterization, how the workgroup analyzed the
data, the thresholds used to interpret the data, and how the workgroup made final decisions. It
also addresses limitations to the characterization and recommendations for improving
characterizationsin the future.

This characterization is the most comprehensive characterization to date of the chemical
contaminant-related problems that could affect living resourcesin the tidal rivers of the Bay. It
goes beyond the state' s impaired waters lists by identifying the areas where living resources may
be affected by chemical contamination (Areas of Emphasis), the areas that do not have any
known contamination problems (Areas with Low Probability for Adverse Effects) and the areas
where the data are insufficient or inconclusive (Areas with Insufficient or Inconclusive Data).
This report enhances the picture of the status of chemical contaminant-related problemsin the
Bay’stidal rivers.

At the same time the characterization was being conducted, scientists have been working
to identify the sources of chemical contamination in the Bay’stidal rivers. That study resulted in
arelated report: the 1999 Chesapeake Bay Basinwide Toxics Loading and Release Inventory
(TLRI) [3]. Theinformation in the characterization and TLRI reports will serve as valuable
planning tools to assist the Bay Program in assessing the success of its previous toxics reduction
and prevention goals and to formulate new goals for targeting additional chemical contaminant
management and monitoring effortsin specific tidal rivers.



l. INTRODUCTION

Background

In 1992-1993 the Chesapeake Bay Program reevaluated the 1989 Chesapeake Bay
Basinwide Toxics Reduction Strategy to better understand and document the nature, extent, and
magnitude of chemical contamination and toxic effects within the Chesapeake Bay. The
resultant findings, described in the Chesapeake Bay Basinwide Toxics Reduction Strategy
Reevaluation Report, revealed that the magnitude and extent of chemical contaminant-related
problems in the Bay varied according to geographical region [4]. Findings showed that
significant chemical contaminant-related problems do not appear to be baywide, but are localized
in areas located near urban centers. The reevaluation process aso indicated there are widespread
areas with low levels of chemical contaminants below thresholds associated with predictable
adverse effects on the Bay's living resources.

At its September 1993 meeting, based on the findings from the reevaluation, the
Chesapeake Executive Council designated three Regions of Concern where notable chemical
contaminant problems have been well documented by Bay scientists and managers. the
Anacostia River (DC), Baltimore Harbor/Patapsco River (MD), and the Elizabeth River (VA)
[5]. Currently, the jurisdictions are implementing Regional Action Plans, developed through the
Bay Program, in these areas to address the chemical contaminant problems. The Executive
Council also directed the Chesapeake Bay Program to revise the existing toxics strategy to
include a geographical targeting approach for reducing and preventing chemical contamination in
the Bay and rivers and for assessing chemical contaminant-related problems. Specifically they
directed the signatories to "direct reduction and prevention actions toward regional areas with
known toxics problems as well as areas where significant potential exists for toxic impacts on
living resources and habitats' and to "establish a process for characterizing and designating
additional areas of the Bay as Regions of Concern” [5].

The resulting revised Chesapeake Bay Basinwide Toxics Reduction and Prevention
Strategy, signed by the Executive Council in October 1994, commits the signatories to:

"By July 1996, evaluate available data through the Regions of Concern
identification protocol, determine whether additional Regions of Concern should
be designated, and publish arevised characterization of Bay and tidal tributary
habitat status with regard to evidence for the presence of chemica contaminant-
related impacts. Every three years, this same evaluation of datawill be conducted
using data collected since the previous evaluation” [6].

This report describes technical workplan followed to report on the status of chemical
contaminant effects on the living resources inhabiting the Bay’ stidal rivers. This
characterization effort was much more intensive than originally anticipated, requiring five years
to complete. Similar geographical targeting efforts have been successfully applied on aregional
level in the Great Lakes and Puget Sound [7,8,9] and nationally through the Environmental
Protection Agency’s National Sediment Quality Survey [10]. The background work from these
programs and the experience gained through their implementation provided afirm basis for
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establishing a geographical targeting component within the 1994 Chesapeake Bay Basinwide
Toxics Reduction and Prevention Strategy.

Regional Focus Workgroup

In 1994, the Toxics Subcommittee established the Regiona Focus Workgroup to
implement the regional focus-related commitments in the 1994 basinwide toxics strategy. This
workgroup was charged with developing the geographical targeting protocol and conducting the
characterization. Thisfive-year effort could not have been accomplished without the
commitment of the Regional Focus Workgroup’s and the CBPO Characterization Team and their
perseverance.

In 1995, the workgroup devel oped the Chesapeake Bay Chemical Contaminant
Geographical Targeting Protocol which outlined the general approach for conducting the
characterization, including definitions of the classification categories and guidelines for making
the characterizations [2]. This protocol was reviewed and approved by the Toxics Subcommittee
and the Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee. 1n 1995 and 1996, the Bay Program held
a series of meetings throughout the watershed with key Bay scientists, managers, and citizens to
identify all available chemical contaminant and biological data. From 1996-1999, the workgroup
continued its extensive data acquisition by identifying additional data sets, acquiring al relevant
data, and loading data into a database for use in the characterization. 1n 1997, they refined the
geographical targeting protocol to include decision rules for evaluating the data. These decision
rules listed the thresholds and benchmarks to which different types of chemical contaminant
concentration and effects data were compared. By 1997, the membership of the workgroup was
composed of a consistent and well-balanced representation for conducting the characterization.
Workgroup members included representatives from state agencies (Virginia Department of
Environmental Quality, Maryland Department of the Environment, Maryland Department of
Natural Resources); federal agencies (US Fish and Wildlife Service, US Environmental
Protection Agency); interstate agencies (Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin);
research ingtitutions (Old Dominion University, University of Maryland); and industries
(Baltimore Gas & Electric, Potomac Electric Power Company). From the summer 1998 through
April 1999, the workgroup engaged in the labor intensive process of using this workplan and
their best professional judgement to reach consensus on the characterization of all tidal rivers of
the Bay.

. OVERVIEW OF CHARACTERIZATION
Purpose of the Char acterization

The characterization represents the Chesapeake Bay Program’s first comprehensive
analysis of available chemical and biological datato assess the status of chemical contaminant
effects on the living resources in the Bay’ s tidal rivers. This characterization goes beyond the
previously designated Regions of Concern, to characterize conditionsin other tidal waters. The
characterization identifies areas where significant potential exists for chemical contaminant-
related effects on living resources and their habitats, areas that show evidence that adverse effects
due to chemical contamination are unlikely, and areas where data are lacking or inconclusive and
additional study isrequired. Based on available chemical and biological data, the Regional
Focus Workgroup characterized segments of the riversinto one of four categories:
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. Regions of Concern (hot spots)

. Areas of Emphasis

(significant potential for chemical contaminant problems)
. Areas with Low Probability for Adverse Effects

(no known chemical contaminant problems)
. Areas with Insufficient or Inconclusive Data

(datais too sparse or inconclusive to characterize conditions)

Overall, the characterization report and the 1999 Chesapeake Bay Basinwide Toxics
Loading and Release Inventory will serve as valuable planning and targeting tools to assist the
Bay Program in assessing the success of its previous toxics reduction and prevention goals and to
formulate new goals. More specifically, the Bay Program is committed to take the following
actions based on the results of this characterization effort:

. Identify and implement necessary pollution prevention actions in the Areas of Emphasis
to eventually eliminate the potential for chemical contaminant-related effects.

. Take actions necessary to ensure future protection of the Areas of Low Probability for
Adver se Effects.

. Initiate necessary assessments in Areas with Insufficient or Inconclusive Data to order to

characterize these areas.

The Chesapeake Executive Council has directed the Bay Program to reevaluate and revise its
1994 basinwide toxics strategy in 1999. This characterization report and the TLRI report are
critical tools that will be used in developing future goals to direct chemical contaminant
reduction, prevention, and monitoring activities in the appropriate areas beyond the year 2000.

Types of Data Used for Characterization

Two types of data were considered in the characterization: chemical contaminant
concentration data and effects data. Concentration data available for this characterization were
chemical contaminant concentrations in water, sediment, and non-migratory, resident finfish
tissue and shellfish tissue and information on any current fish consumption advisories. Effects
data available for the characterization were sediment and water ambient toxicity data and benthic
community structure data (See Section I11.A. for more detail).

Human Health

The characterization identifies areas where chemical contaminant effects to the Bay’s
living resources occur or have the potential to occur. Human health effects from contaminated
air, soil and drinking water are not addressed. However, because potential human health effects
are an important issue, state agencies have already looked at human health issuesin the tidal
rivers of the Bay. And, where human health concerns already have been identified, appropriate
fish consumption advisories or other warnings have been issued. The characterization should not
ater the current recreational or commercial uses of any of therivers. If swimming, fishing and
boating are allowed now, they should continue.



Geographic Focus of Char acterization

The mainstem Bay was not characterized because levels of chemical contaminants tend to
be very low and effects are unlikely. Techniques for detecting effects at these low levels are
under development. Also, the report characterizes the tidal rivers of the Bay, as opposed to non-
tidal waters, because tidal waters are the focus of the Bay Program’ s toxics efforts. The sites of
many of the known chemical contaminant problems arein tidal waters, and most of the urban
areas and contaminant-related land use activities are adjacent to tidal waters. However, it is
important to note that non-tidal waters (above the fall line) are also a source of chemical
contaminants to tidal waters.

Since the Chesapeake Executive Council previously designated the Anacostia River,
Baltimore Harbor/Patapsco River, and the Elizabeth River as Regions of Concern they were not
characterized as part of this effort. The workgroup evaluated the data from these regions and
verified that these data would have resulted in characterizing the areas as Regions of Concern,
based on the characterization process. Data from the Regions of Concern were used to provide a
context for selecting appropriate thresholds for potential or probable effects due to the presence
of contaminants and for evaluating the relative severity of contamination in other areas.

Spatial Scale of Characterization

The Chesapeake Bay Program divided the Bay and itstidal riversinto a number of
geographic segments based on salinity and other natural features for collecting, analyzing, and
reporting data. The Regional Focus Workgroup used this monitoring segmentation scheme to
characterize 38 tidal water segments (Figure 1). Most of the major western shoretidal rivers are
divided into 3 segments, while most of the Eastern Shore rivers and the smaller western shore
rivers are represented by one segment. Some segments may comprise more than oneriver. The
characterization worked well at the spatial scale of these segments given the spatial and temporal
limitations of the available data. Also, thisscaleis appropriate for stakeholder groups who are
often organized around ariver or watershed.

This effort represents a broad characterization of chemica contaminant conditionsin the
Chesapeake Bay’ stidal rivers. The panel of experts who characterized the rivers weighed all
available chemical contaminant data for each river segment and, based on their best professional
judgement, developed consensus on the final characterization. All of the available data evaluated
had to convey areasonably consistent record throughout an entire segment, describing the status
of chemical contaminant effects on living resources, to make a characterization. If available data
were spatially or temporally insufficient to represent the entire segment, or if datawere
conflicting or inconclusive in describing the entire segment, a segment was characterized as an
Area with Insufficient or Inconclusive Data. The characterization of a particular river segment
does not mean that the entire area has a chemical contaminant-related problem because chemical
contaminant conditions are not uniform throughout each segment. For example, even in the
Regions of Concern, there are areas that have no known problems. When more data are
available, future efforts will characterize specific areas within ariver segment.



Characterization Categories

The Regional Focus Workgroup evaluated all relevant, available chemical contaminant
and biological datafor all tidal river segments of the Chesapeake Bay and characterized them in
one of the four categories:

Region of Concern - Available data indicate that there is a probable chemica contaminant-
related problem. Data denote elevated concentrations of chemical contaminants above thresholds
associated with adverse effects and observed toxic effects on living resources. In this case, data
reveal strong evidence for alinkage between the presence of chemical levels exceeding
thresholds and the observed effects on living resources in this region. Regions of Concern are
formally designated by the Chesapeake Executive Council and targeted for specific chemical
contaminant remediation, reduction, and/or prevention actions through jurisdictional
development and implementation of Regional Action Plans.

Area of Emphasis - Available data indicate that there is significant potential for achemical
contaminant-related problem. In this case, datareveal either elevated concentrations of chemical
contaminants above threshol ds associated with adverse effects and/or chemical contaminant-
related adverse effects on living resources, but limited or no evidence for a relationship between
the measured chemical levels and observed effects exists. For these regions, the appropriate
jurisdiction(s) will initiate the necessary actions to effectively manage the area. Pollution
prevention actions will be targeted towards specific chemical contaminants and sources with the
goal of eliminating the potential for chemical contaminated-related effects.

Area with Low Probability for Adverse Effects - Available dataindicate that it is unlikely that
thereisachemica contaminant-related problem. In this case, data reveal measured chemical
contaminant concentrations below thresholds associated with adverse effects and/or no reported
or measured chemical contaminant-related adverse effects on living resources. For these regions,
the appropriate jurisdiction(s) will take actions necessary to ensure future protection.

Area with Insufficient or Inconclusive Data - Available data are insufficient for characterizing the
region into any of the three previous categories. Either the data are too limited temporally and/or
gpatially, do not provide sufficient mix of concentration and effects data, are inconclusive or
conflicting, or are of unknown quality and cannot support the level of confidence required to
characterize the region. These regionswill be given high priority for future characterization.

Relationship to Other Characterization Efforts

There are severa characterization efforts that identify chemical contaminant-related
problemsin the Bay watershed. National efforts such as the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Program and National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration’s ongoing sediment characterization effort in the Bay are designed
to compare estuarine and coastal conditions on a nationwide scale. The national datasets used in
these efforts also were used in the Bay Program’s characterization.

There are also several regional programs that characterize chemical contamination in the
Bay’srivers. Each state/district isrequired by section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act to develop a
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list of impaired waterbodies that do not meet their designated uses, such as aquatic life use
(including fish/shellfish consumption), recreational use (swimming and boating), and use asa
public water supply. The 303(d) list helps focus regulatory efforts to reduce chemical
contaminant effects on living resources by reducing chemical contaminant loads into the Bay’s
rivers. The Bay Program’s characterization goes beyond the Clean Water Act requirements and
not only identifies chemical contaminant-related problem areas, but also identifies areas with
potential chemical contaminant problems, areas with no observable chemical contaminant
problems, and areas needing more data to assess chemical contamination problems. Such a
comprehensive characterization is essential to better target management actions (e.g., voluntary
pollution prevention activities) in those areas with known chemical contaminants problems and
target more assessments in areas with limited chemical contaminant information. Together, these
efforts give the most complete, up-to-date picture possible based on the best available data.

The Bay Program strived to be as consistent as possible with the state/district 303(d)
assessments, recognizing differences that may occur with the use of additional data and
interpretative tools. The state/district impaired waterbody designations are mainly based on
exceedences of EPA-approved water quality criteriaand fish consumption advisories, with
supporting evidence from any available sediment and biological data (e.g., assessments of
benthic community in the sediment). Due to the regulatory nature of the 303(d) lists, sediment
and biological data oftentimes do not serve as the sole basis for these characterizations, since
there are no EPA-approved criteria. In this characterization, all available chemical contaminant
and biological datawere evaluated, using the best interpretative tools available, to characterize
the probability of adverse effects on living resources due to chemical contamination in the Bay’s
tidal rivers. Maryland and Virginia state agency representatives were members of the Workgroup
and ensured coordination with the state 303(d) efforts.

1. CONDUCTING THE CHARACTERIZATION
This section details the following three steps the Regional Focus Workgroup took to
conduct the characterization:

1 |dentify, acquire, and compile all relevant, available chemical contaminant and biological
data.

2. Analyze and interpret chemical contaminant and biological data.

3. Characterize dl tidal riversinto one of the four categories.

A. STEPI: IDENTIFY, ACQUIRE, AND COMPILE ALL RELEVANT,

AVAILABLE CHEMICAL CONTAMINANT DATA.

A.l. Typesof DataUsed in Characterization

The first step in implementing the geographical targeting protocol was to identify and
acquire all available ambient chemical contaminant data and other relevant information for all
tidal rivers of the Chesapeake Bay. A variety of different types of datais needed to build the
weight of evidence necessary in making a characterization. Examples of relevant information the
workgroup considered as evidence for the presence/absence of a chemical contaminant-related
problem arelisted in Table 1.



Chemical Contaminant Concentration Data

“Concentration” data refer to a method-defined value derived from a measurement by an
instrument or other direct observations. It does not necessarily express the bioavailable form of
the contaminant measured and the pathway by which the contaminant has an effect on an
individual organism, population, or community. Concentrations of chemical contaminants can
be measured in the water column, the sediment, and in finfish or shellfish tissue. Living
resources are exposed to these contaminant levelsin their habitat. Data available for this
characterization were chemical contaminant concentration data for water, sediment, and non-
migratory, resident finfish tissue and shellfish tissue and information on any current fish
consumption advisories.

Effects Data

Laboratory toxicity data and benthic community data were considered “effects’ data
because they indicate the measurable effect chemical contaminants have on living resources.
Spatial coverage of effects data was very limited compared to the chemica contaminant
concentration data. Effects data available for the characterization were sediment and water
ambient toxicity data and benthic community structure data. Data on finfish and shellfish
abnormalities were not used due to the difficulty of linking the observed abnormalities to
chemical contamination.

Tablel. Chemical Contaminant Data Considered in the Char acterization.

CONCENTRATION DATA EFFECTSDATA
1 Water column contaminant concentrations r Water column toxicity
1 Sediment contaminant concentrations 1 Sediment toxicity

1 Edible non-migratory, resident finfish tissue 1 Impaired benthic community structure
contaminant concentrations

1 Shellfish tissue contaminant concentrations

1 Fish consumption advisories

A.2. DataAcquisition Efforts

Due to the relatively high costs of chemical contaminant assessments, the Chesapeake
Bay Program relies heavily on data collected by its partner federal agencies (NOAA, USGS,
EPA), state agencies, and research institutions in addition to the Toxics Subcommittee-funded
projects such as the Ambient Toxicity Assessment and Fall Line Monitoring programsto use in
targeting its chemical contaminant management and monitoring activities.

In 1995, when the Regional Focus Workgroup undertook the characterization endeavor,
the Chesapeake Bay Toxics Database was comprised mainly of baywide chemica contaminant
concentration data for water, sediment, and finfish/shellfish tissue. In order to characterize toxic
conditions in specific segments of the tidal rivers, the Bay Program turned its data acquisition
focus towards more regional datasets. In 1995 and 1996 the Bay Program held a series of
meetings throughout the watershed with key scientists, managers, and citizens to identify datasets
that would help them to characterize chemical contaminant conditionsin thetidal rivers. They



prioritized the datasets for acquisition and sent out |etters requesting the data with specifications
for data submission. The Bay Program developed a database to track all identified datasets and
its progress in acquiring and loading them into the Chesapeake Bay Toxics Database.

The Bay Program’s goal isto make afull range of Bay related data and information
directly accessible viathe internet in consistent as possible formats. The Chesapeake Bay Toxics
Database is afirst step towards a more distributed system. In the absence of a comprehensive
baywide chemica contaminant monitoring program, the Bay Program is compiling many smaller
datasets scattered across many data generators and putting them into a consistent format so that
they can be analyzed efficiently. In the future, the Bay Program will move towards a more
distributed database where data are maintained in a consistent format by the data generators and
shared with the Bay Program viathe internet..

A.3. DataUsed inthe Characterization

The Chesapeake Bay Toxics Database contains the water, sediment, finfish/shellfish
tissue chemical contaminant concentration data and the appropriate thresholds to which these
chemical contaminant concentration data are compared. Summaries of the effects data, including
benthic community structure and most of the ambient toxicity data are stored in spread sheets
that are linked to software that geographically displays these data. When necessary, hardcopies
of other relevant effects data were evaluated as well. The preponderance of data used in this
initial characterization are chemica contaminant concentration data, with effects datafrom a
l[imited portion of the tidal waters.

Chemical Contaminant Concentration Data

Table 2 summarizes all concentration datain the Chesapeake Bay Toxics Database as of
March 31, 1999 for the tidal waters of the Bay. These data date back as far as 1976 and include
measurements in the mainstem Bay which was not characterized. The referencesfor all studies
in the database are attached [Appendix A]. Table 3 summarizes the subset of relevant data for
the tidal rivers considered in the 1999 characterization. In support of the characterization, atotal
of 53 chemical contaminant concentration datasets were used for water, sediment, and
finfish/shellfish tissue, comprised of 124,087 observations (including below detection limit
values) collected at 1,062 sampling stations throughout the tidal rivers.

The workgroup evaluated all available datafor each segment and made a decision on the
date range they should consider for making characterizations. Sometimes the workgroup chose
to evaluate older data to assess persistence of achemica contamination over time, particularly
for sediment contaminant data. Of particular concern is the issue of methods for the
measurement of metalsin water. Older data did not use the “clean techniques’ for measuring
metals and therefore were used with caution by the workgroup and were customarily used only to
confirm suggestions of concentrations in other media (sediments or tissue) that metals were a
problem in a segment. The workgroup considered sediment data from the early to mid-1990's to
be representative of current conditions in the absence of any dredging, catastrophic freshets that
move sediment, or remediation activities. The workgroup would not use these dataas
representative of current conditionsif they had information that indicated that the sediment
contaminant levels had changed. An example of this type of information would beif the area
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was a high depositional area, or management actions were implemented since the data were
collected that may have resulted in clean sediments entering the system. Greater weight was
given to recent data that were considered more representative of the current conditionsin the
segment. For all segments combined, sediment data from 1984 - 1998, fish tissue data from
1990-1997, and water data from 1994-1998 were evaluated for the characterization.

Table2: Chemical Contaminant Concentration Data in the Chesapeake Bay Toxics
Database (as of 3/31/1999)
Medium | # datasets # observations | # monitoring | date range # (%) of
(% total obs.) | segments sampling
stations
Sediment | 30 151,943(49%) | 46 1976-1997 1,455 (54%)
Tissue 13 81,385 (27%) | 41 1976-1998 770 (28%)
Water 23 73,570 (24%) | 36 1976-1998 495 (18%)
Table 3: Chemical Contaminant Concentration Data in the Chesapeake Bay Toxics
Database used in Toxics Characterization (as of 3/31/99)
Medium | # studies # observations | # monitoring | date range # (%) of
% total obs. segments sampling
stations
Sediment | 27 66,423 (53%) | 36 1984-1998* 644 (61%)
Tissue 7 4,378 (4%) |13 1990- 1997* 46 ( 4%)
Water 19 53,286 (43%) | 29 1994-1998* 372 (35%)
* Note: date ranges for data used in the Toxics Characterization were specific to each segment characterized.

These ranges represent the earliest and latest dates of data used in any of the 36 segments.

Figures 2-4 illustrate the data density and spatial coverage of the chemical contaminant
concentration data used from a variety of different studies. Although water contaminant
concentration data comprised approximately 43% of all concentration data considered for the
characterization, the spatial coverage of recent water contaminant data was limited in many
segments (Figure 2). There was adequate spatial and temporal coverage in most segments for
sediment chemical contaminant concentration data and these data comprised approximately 53%
of all concentration data considered for the characterization (Figure 3). Recent tissue chemical
contaminant concentration data were extremely limited both spatially and temporally (Figure 4).
Although there was good spatial coverage of finfish/shellfish tissue contaminant concentration
datain the mid 1980's, these data could not be used to represent a current characterization of the
tidal rivers. The Bay Program is working with the state monitoring programs to get accessto
additional fish tissue and water contaminant concentration data for future updates to the
characterization. Adequate spatial coverage was an issue that was resolved by visualy



integrating the distribution of stations within a segment, the complexity of the watershed, and
amount of datafor each mediatype (water, sediment, and tissue) and contaminant class (metals,
organic compounds). The determination of adequate coverage was treated in aweight of
evidence fashion by each member of the workgroup and decided by best professiona judgement.

Effects Data

The Chesapeake Bay Ambient Toxicity Assessment Program provides water and
sediment ambient toxicity data and concurrent water and sediment contaminant concentration
datafor 46 stationsin 16 rivers (Figure 5, [11]). Benthic community data were relatively
plentiful, especialy in Maryland waters (Figure 6). The random benthic sampling data for
Virginiawaters from 1996 and 1997 were not available at the time of this characterization but
will be evaluated in future characterizations. No finfish/shellfish abnormality datawere used in
this characterization due to the difficulty in ruling out causes of abnormalities other than
chemical contamination.

A.4. DataQuality

There were severa points throughout the data acquisition, loading, and evaluation
process where the quality of the data was assessed. If data were from studies funded directly by
the Chesapeake Bay Program, the Bay Program quality assurance/quality control officer reviewed
the quality assurance/quality control project plan to ensure that the study design and data
collection and analysis techniques were sound. The Bay Program’s Toxics Subcommittee and
workgroups reviewed al project deliverables to ensure that they were of good technical quality.
If data were from studies not funded by the Bay Program, the Bay Program requested the
appropriate documentation on data quality. The Workgroup carefully evaluated all datain
making its characterizations, including age of data, detection limits, analytical methods, use of
ultra-clean techniques for metals analysis, and adequacy of reference sites. Through careful
analysis of the data, they were able to detect data inconsistencies that may indicate quality
problems and eliminate questionable datasets from the analysis.

The loading of the data into the Chesapeake Bay Toxics Database was a multi-stepped
process. Upon receiving new data for inclusion in the Toxics database, Bay Program Data Center
toxics database managers reviewed the submitted data to ensure that it met quality control
criteria. At aminimum, data needed to have the following clearly identified: sampling agency;
sampling locations and their associated latitudes and longitudes; parameters sampled; dates of
sampling; medium sampled (i.e., sediment); sampling units; and an explanation of associated
qualifiers. Additionally, if the values were reported as not detected, detection limits were
required. Information that enhanced the utility of the data, but was not required for inclusion,
included: chemical species; analytical instrumentation; method detection limit; and analytical
methodology. After performing aninitial review of the data, the database managers referred all
problems or questions about the data to the agency or person that submitted the data for
resolution. Also, any information that would enhance the utility of the data, but was not captured
by the current structure of the Chesapeake Bay Toxics Database, was placed in a “comment”
field. Once outstanding issues were resolved, the database managers converted the data to the
Chesapeake Bay Toxics Database format. To ensure quality control, parameters and units were
standardized. Additionally, before new location values were assigned, the location table in the
Chesapeake Bay Toxics Database was queried to identify stations that would duplicate existing
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stations. Finally, prior to uploading the data, database managers ran a series of quality assurance
programs to identify any problems that may have occurred during the data conversion process
including duplication of data or unit conversion problems.

A.5. Limitationsof Data

It isimportant to note that there is no baywide monitoring program designed to
characterize toxics conditions in the Chesapeake Bay tidal rivers on the scale necessary to
perform comparable assessment of all rivers. That is, athough the Bay Program has supported
an ambient toxicity assessment program since 1990 (the studies usually focus on one or more
segments in two basins in any year), it isinadequate for characterizing all tidal rivers at the
current funding level. The workgroup was faced with the challenge of piecing together many
disparate datasets and devel oping a consistent set of decision rules for how to interpret this
information in making a characterization. Some of the limitations of the data are listed below.

. Thisinitial characterization is based on only those priority data that were available and
loaded into the Chesapeake Bay Toxics Database by March 31, 1999. Many more
datasets are still being acquired and loaded that will be captured in future updates of the
characterization.

. Overal there was a general lack of water and finfish/shellfish chemical contaminant
concentration data and effects data throughout the tidal rivers. Datawas particularly
lacking in most of the Eastern Shorerivers. Very little pesticide data were available.

. The preponderance of available data used in thisinitial characterization was chemical
contaminant concentration data. Sediment chemical contaminant concentration data
make up the majority of the concentration data used in the characterization and tend to
“drive’” most of the characterizations.

. Available water and finfish/shellfish tissue contaminant concentration data for most
segments were too old to be representative of current conditions and, therefore, were of
limited use in making the characterizations. Even though many of the current fish
consumption advisories are based on these older data, if the states/District have an active
fish consumption advisory in place, then the Workgroup considered them in its
characterizations.

. This characterization is limited to the chemicals for which we have available data.
Therefore, chemicals were not considered in the analysisif they were not routinely
analyzed for, such as new use pesticides or nonyl phenols, even though they may have a
high use, toxicity, or persistence. However, the workgroup considered the absence of
ambient chemical contaminant concentration measurements in areas where they would
expect to see these chemicals in making its characterizations (e.g., lack of pesticide data
in highly agricultural areas would tend to drive a classification towards an Area with
Insufficient or Inconclusive Data.)
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Studies differed in their objectives, sampling strategies, type of data collected, chemicals
measured, analytical methods used, locations and time sampled, etc. The utility of these
studies may be limited because they were not conducted with the purpose of
characterizing chemical contaminant conditions on the same spatial scale as this effort.

Many of the datasets are biased towards areas of known or suspected problems resulting
in limited data for areas that are thought to be uncontaminated. The workgroup focused
on studies that reported data on the ambient environment. The workgroup qualified all
studies that were conducted for the purpose of quantifying the chemica contaminant
levels or effectsin close proximity to a source (i.e., point source discharge pipe) if they
decided to use them in the characterization. If no toxicity was observed in these studies
targeted to suspected toxics sources, these findings could be used as evidence for the
unlikelihood of achemical contaminant effects on living resources.

Although benthic community data were relatively plentiful, especialy in Maryland
waters, these data were of limited use, because of the difficulty in ruling out dissolved
oxygen and other non-contaminant-rel ated factors as the principle cause of degradation
on the benthic community. For this reason, benthic and fish community data (when
available) were used as supporting evidence in making a characterization, but did not
drive a characterization.

No finfish/shellfish abnormality data were collected and used in this characterization due
to the difficulty in ruling out causes of abnormalities other than chemical contamination.

It isimportant to note that other environmental factors such aslow dissolved oxygen and
pH may influence the health of living resources in the Bay by affecting the toxicity of
substances in the environment. Assessing impacts from “non-anthropogenic” substances
that are not chemical contaminants was beyond the workgroup’ s capacity to evaluate with
the available data. The workgroup did consider in situ effects measures where low
dissolved oxygen levels may have been a causative factor for reduced benthic indices
because the data were available.

STEPII. ANALYZE AND INTERPRET CHEMICAL CONTAMINANT
DATA

Guidelinesfor Interpreting Data
In order to characterize a segment into one of the four categories, the chemical

contaminant concentration and effects data were initially compared to contaminant thresholds or
control conditions, respectively. The thresholds were developed for each media (water,
sediment, tissue) and for each effect using the guidelines detailed below and summarized in
Table4. The comparison provided abody of “evidence” for where (spatially), when
(temporally), how much (magnitude), and what (concentration or effects) chemical contaminant
levels and toxic effects may be occurring.
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Water Column Contaminant Concentration - Observed ambient water column chemical
contaminant concentrations were compared with relevant chemical contaminant concentrations
known to be protective of most aguatic organisms (i.e., EPA aquatic life criteria, respective state
water quality standards) or with other relevant thresholds above which adverse effects to aquatic
organisms have been observed and documented (i.e., laboratory-based chemical specific toxicity
tests) (Appendix B and C).

Bottom Sediment Contaminant Concentration - Observed ambient sediment contaminant
concentrations were compared with contaminant threshold concentrations associated with
adverse biological effects. Sediment quality threshold values were compiled from peer-reviewed
literature and technical reports, summarized in a sediment threshold compendium [12] and stored
on the Chesapeake Bay Program Toxics Database. The most appropriate (i.e., higher level of
certainty and most applicable to the Bay region estuarine organisms) threshold values were
selected for comparison to sediment contaminant data (Appendix B and C)..

Finfish/Shellfish Tissue Contamination - Measurements of the edible portion of finfish tissue
contaminant concentrations in resident, non-migratory species and shellfish tissue contaminant
concentrations were compared with thresholds associated with the protection of human health.
Available human health consumption threshold values were compiled from national and
worldwide literature and government documents and summarized in afish tissue threshold
compendium [13] and stored on the Chesapeake Bay Program Toxics Database. The most
appropriate (i.e., higher level of certainty) threshold values were selected for comparison to fish
tissue contamination data (Appendix B and C).. Existing chemical contaminant-related fish
consumption advisories and bans also were used as evidence in making a characterization.

Water Column/Bottom Sediment Toxicity - Observed ambient water column and bottom sediment
toxicity data from the Chesapeake Bay Ambient Toxicity Assessment Program have already been
interpreted by assigning a“degree of toxicity” to asampled area[11]. These degrees of toxicity
were used in interpreting the data for this characterization. Workgroup members also evaluated
the sediment and water toxicity index values which provide arelative measure of toxicity of a
given site compared to al other sites sampled to date by this program. Toxicity data collected
through other programs were evaluated for statistically significant differences between the
observed adverse effects (i.e., survival, growth, reproduction) and reference area or control
toxicity test results (Appendix B).

Benthic Community Structure - Benthic community data (i.e., species number, species diversity,
and biomass) collected for the Bay Program were summarized into a Benthic Index of Biotic
Integrity (B-1BI) that indicates benthic community health [13,14, 16]. A B-1BI of greater than or
equal to 3 indicates the benthic community meets or exceeds the restoration goal (a benthic
community characteristic of a non-degraded bottom habitat in Chesapeake Bay); an index of 2.6
to 3 indicates amarginal benthic community; an index of 2 to 2.6 indicates a degraded benthic
community; and an index of 2 or lessindicates a severely degraded benthic community. Only
datafor regions where low dissolved oxygen conditions could be eliminated as the principle
cause of benthic community degradation were used as supportive evidence in making a
characterization (Appendix B).
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B.2. Decision Rulesfor Interpreting Data

Through many deliberations, the Regiona Focus Workgroup reached consensus on a set
of decision rulesto provide a uniform and unbiased method for screening chemical contaminant
concentration and effects data for each segment (Appendix B). The decision ruleslist multiple
sets of thresholds used to interpret chemical contaminant concentration data. The workgroup
chose multiple sets of thresholds for each datatype (i.e., water, sediment, fish tissue) because no
one set of thresholds coversal chemicals measured and because of the diversity of opinionsin
the scientific community regarding the confidence and utility of each threshold. The workgroup
ranked the thresholds appropriate for each data type based upon the level of confidence in the
ability of the threshold to predict effects or protect living resources and on the scientific validity
of the approach used to develop the threshold. Appendix C provides a complete listing of the
contaminant-specific thresholds used. The decision rules also include uniform methods for
interpreting the effects data (benthic community assessments and ambient toxicity test data).

Concentration: Threshold Ratio

The concentration:threshold ratio is the ratio of the measured chemica contaminant
concentration in an environmental sample (water, sediment, tissue) divided by arelevant
threshold. If theratioislessthan 1.0, it suggests that the condition predicted by the threshold
(mortality, reduced growth or reproduction, bioaccumulation, etc.) may not be occurring. If the
ratio is greater than 1.0, the threshold has been exceed, suggesting that some level of effect may
be occurring. For ratios much greater than 1.0, thereis an increasingly greater level of
confidence that an effect isoccurring. Thisratio was used by the workgroup to estimate the
confidence in predicting that an effect may be occurring, given the inherent uncertainty in the
thresholds and the environmental measurements. Greater weight was given to aratio of 2.0 or
greater, but it was not considered an indicator of the magnitude of the effects. Thisis, higher
ratios do not necessarily indicate greater toxicity because toxicity is not always related to
concentration in alinear dose-response fashion.

B.3. DataAnalysislIssues
B.3.1. Exposure Data

Below Detection Limit Values

In many cases, chemical contaminants that were measured using a specified detection
limit were not detected. Therefore the concentration of these chemicals falls somewhere between
zero and the detection limit. In the data analysis, these chemicals were referred to as “ below
detection limit values’ and were not assigned a specific chemical concentration. Dataon
chemical measurements that were below the detection limit were used as evidence supporting
characterizing a segment as an Area with Low Probability for Adverse Effects. Sometimes the
detection limit for these chemicals was greater than the thresholds. In this case, it is possible that
the chemical value may exceed athreshold. If detection limits for a measured chemical were
greater than the thresholds used for comparison, these data were flagged in the analysis for the
workgroup’ s consideration.

Evaluating Contaminants that Exceed Thresholds
Some contaminants reported in the database are not considered toxic in estuarine
environments. The workgroup considered thisin evaluating data for each segment, placing less
weight on metals (e.g., duminum, manganese, and iron) that are typically non-toxic in estuarine
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settings. Also, the database contained some compounds that are present in laboratory plastics
(e.g., di-(2ethylhex!)phthal ate), and these compounds were not considered in the evaluation.

Additionally, in determining its level of confidence in achemical exceeding athreshold,
the Workgroup considered reviews in the scientific literature regarding thresholds and their
utility in predicting toxic effects. For example, NOAA ER-L/ER-M sediment threshold values
for nickel have not proven to be reliable predictors of sediment quality (Long et a., 1995); hence
the workgroup has |less confidence in the exceedence of this threshold.

Consistency Issues between EPA Water Quality Criteria and State Standards

For some chemicals Maryland and Virginia used different water quality standardsin
which to compare their ambient data. The workgroup decided to address this inconsistency on a
segment by segment basisif and when characterizations appeared to be driven by the use of a
threshold that was not consistently used by both jurisdictionsin their individual characterization
efforts.

Metals Data

Of particular concern isthe issue of methods for the measurement of metalsin water.
Older data did not use the “clean techniques’ for measuring metals. It isbelieved that historical
studies report metals that are bound and freely dissociated in the water column, whileit is known
that the more toxic form of ametal isthe freely dissociated ion. The historical data were used
with caution by the workgroup and were customarily used to confirm suggestions of
concentrations in other media (sediments or tissue) that metals were a problem in a segment.

Analysis of metalsin sediment can be reported as either total or total recoverable,
depending on the extraction technique used in the laboratory, where the total value is greater than
the total recoverable value. Studies such as the EPA Environmental Monitoring and Assessment
Program (EMAP) report total metals, while state programs tend to report total recoverable. Itis
most appropriate to compare total measurements with the NOAA ER-L and ER-M thresholds,
since they are based on total metals measurements. However, the workgroup also compared the
lower total recoverable values to the thresholds. If atotal recoverable measurement exceeded the
threshold, the workgroup’ s confidence in that exceedence was high.

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) in Sediment

Sincethere are few, if any, sediment thresholds for individual PCB congenors and
arochlors, the workgroup compared the sum of the PCB arochlors and the sum of the PCB
congenors to “total PCB thresholds’ listed in Appendix B. Since the workgroup’ s confidencein
using atotal PCB threshold was fairly low, results of this analysis were used only as supporting
evidence in making a characterization.

PCBs in Fish Tissue

Sincethere are few, if any, fish tissue thresholds for individual PCB congenors and
arochlors, the workgroup compared the sum of the PCB arochlors and the sum of the PCB
congenors to the “total PCB thresholds” listed in Appendix B. Since the workgroup’s confidence
inusing atotal PCB threshold was fairly low, results of this analysis were used only as
supporting evidence in making a characterization.
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B.3.2 EffectsData
Evaluating Benthic Community Structure Data

Dissolved oxygen concentrations of 2 mg/L and below are known to have sublethal and
lethal effects on the benthic community. In some parts of the Bay and rivers during the spring
and summer months, bottom waters become hypoxic, falling below this 2 mg/L threshold
intermittently or persistently. In order to rule out dissolved oxygen as the causative factor for
degraded benthic communities, the workgroup worked with the Chesapeake Bay Program
Office’s GIS and Monitoring team and the principal investigators of Maryland’ s Chesapeake Bay
benthic monitoring program at Versar to make alink between benthic community condition--as
expressed by its I Bl score--and the degree of exposure of the community to dissolved oxygen
concentrations below 2 mg/L.

Although dissolved oxygen measurements are taken when the benthic community is
sampled, it represents only one point in time. Because dissolved oxygen concentrations at a
given site can vary greatly over a 24-hr period as well as over weeks and months, asingle
measurement at or near the time the benthic community is sampled may not reflect the longer-
term exposure conditions of the community. A better characterization of dissolved oxygen
conditions at these sites can be derived from dissolved oxygen measurements collected at stations
in the vicinity (i.e., in same segment) as part of the Chesapeake Bay Program Water Quality
Monitoring Program. During the spring and summer months, dissolved oxygen samples have
been collected twice a month at most stations in the sampling network over the past 14 years.

A method was devel oped to estimate the depth at which benthic communities at a
particular location were exposed to a dissolved oxygen concentration of 2 mg/L or lessa
significant amount of time (>10 percent) [17]. The method uses an equation based on the 13
years of monitoring data and the relationship between average monthly or seasonal
concentrations and the percent of observations below the selected threshold concentration. The
relationships and, thus, the equations are specific to each Bay Program segment and include as
variables the specific factors of month (March through October) and depth (meters), in addition
to mean dissolved oxygen concentrations. The Chesapeake Bay Program’s GI S team used the
Bay Program volumetric Mainstem and Tributary Interpolator and the depth values from the Bay
Program bathymetry database to map the region of bottom habitat showing the depth where
dissolved oxygen concentrations were 2 mg/L or less at least 10 percent of the time.

Figure 7 shows an example of the maps that the workgroup evaluated, showing the
benthic IBI scores and the low dissolved oxygen zones within a given segment. Degraded
benthic communities that are not in the low dissolved oxygen zone could be caused by other
factors such as chemical contamination. Chemical contamination may be a co-stressor for
degraded benthic communitiesin low dissolved oxygen zones, but the relative contributions of
these two potentia stressors cannot be determined using available data.

B.4. DataAnalysisand Interpretation Displays

Through programming the Chesapeake Bay Toxics Database, the Chesapeake Bay
Program Office Characterization Team developed data analysis and interpretation displaysto aid
the workgroup in making its characterization. For every tidal river ssgment, each workgroup
member received a data packet with the following information:
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B.5.

Map showing all sampling stations sampled for water, sediment, and finfish/shellfish
chemical contaminant concentration data; benthic community data; and ambient toxicity
data; and afull listing of al of the study references

Maps showing the level of contamination at each station for water, sediment, and
finfish/shellfish contaminant concentration data; ambient toxicity data; and benthic
community data based on the decision rules

Scatter plots showing years and levels of contamination for each chemical measured at
each sampling station to indicate magnitude and persistence of chemical contamination
problems

Hardcopy summaries of ambient toxicity test data to supplement maps

Maps showing benthic community data and dissolved oxygen levelsto rule out low
dissolved oxygen as causative factor of degraded benthic communities.

Tables providing both raw and summarized data supporting the maps and scatter plots.
Table summarizing all references of all datasets used in the analyses

Factors Considered in Interpreting Data
The Regional Focus Workgroup members considered many different factorsin reviewing

the available data for each segment. Typica questions they asked themselves as they evaluated
the data are the following:

What exposure and effects studies are available for this segment?

What is the quality of these data?

What is the spatial and temporal distribution of the data?

Was a comprehensive suite of chemicals that we might expect to find in this segment
anayzed?

Are thresholds available for most of the chemicals measured?

How often were threshol ds exceeded?

How pervasive were these exceedences, spatially?

How often were chemical contaminant concentrations greater than twice the threshold?
(In other words, how confident was the workgroup in the exceedence?).

Arethe chemicals that exceeded thresholds persistent over time?

Are the chemicals that exceeded thresholds considered to be bioaccumulative or toxic?
Isthere similar evidence of contamination among media sampled (water, sediment, fish
tissue) or among stations?

Do the data indicate any toxic effects on living resources?

Isthere a correlation between elevated chemical levels and toxic effects?

Is there evidence of a segment-wide chemical contaminant problem, or are problem areas
localized to one or afew stations?

The decision rules and data analysis displays provided a standardized output of information for
the workgroup to consider as they addressed these questions. Ultimately, the workgroup’'s
characterizations were based on the weight of evidence and their best professional judgement.

B.6.

Limitationsin Data I nterpretation
The resulting characterization is only as good as the available data and the tools used to

interpret these data. Limitations in the data have aready been discussed in Section |1. Below are
some limitations in the interpretative tools:
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Not all chemicas measured have thresholds associated with them. In the absence of
thresholds, these data could not be used in the characterization.

Because there are no EPA-approved sediment criteria, sediment thresholds and
benchmarks used for interpreting sediment contaminant concentrations have a lower level
of confidence than water quality criteria. Thisisimportant to note since sediment data
drove most of the characterizations.

The Benthic Index of Biotic Integrity (B-1BI) is an index used by the Bay Program to
address management questions and set new restoration goals. However, interpretation of
the data have been largely limited to the known relationship between low dissolved
oxygen and degraded benthic communities. Without away to interpret benthic datain
relation to chemical contamination, we are limited in our use of these data, particularly in
those areas where low dissolved oxygen cannot be ruled out as a cause for benthic
degradation.

The interpretation of the chemical contaminant data is based on thresholds. The extent to
which and how low level chemical contaminant exposure (including the potential for
additive and synergistic effects from multiple chemical contaminants) may pose arisk to
the Bay's living resources is largely unknown. Such information from the Chesapeake
Bay Environmental Effects Committee Toxics Research Program and other research
programs could improve the characterization and help the Bay Program better target
monitoring in the future.

Data are lacking for important assessment parameters such as total organic carbon (TOC),
acid volatile sulfides (AVS), and simultaneously extractable metals (SEM) that indicate
the bioavailability and subsequent toxicity of measured chemical contaminant levels.
AVS, SEM, and TOC measurements which are used for assessing sediment toxicity of
trace metals were only available for metals data collected concurrently with data collected
for the Chesapeake Bay Ambient Toxicity Assessment Program. A TOC content of 2%
was assumed in calculating those thresholds dependent on TOC levels since most TOC
levelsin the Bay fall within arange of 1 - 4%. However, TOC can vary as much as 0.1-
10%.

STEPIII: CHARACTERIZE ALL TIDAL RIVERSOF THE CHESAPEAKE
BAY

Guidelinesfor Characterizing a Segment
The final step in conducting the characterization was to evaluate the data for each

segment and make a characterization. The general characterization guidelines used by the
workgroup for characterizing a segment into one of the four categories arelisted in Table 4 and
detailed below.
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Region of Concern
For a segment to be characterized as a Region of Concern, the following must be
documented:

Q) Multiple measurements of one or more chemical contaminants in the water, bottom
sediments, and/or finfish/shellfish tissue at concentrations exceeding the established
water column, sediment, or tissue thresholds, respectively;

AND

2 Multiple observations of one or more adverse effects on living resources exposed to the
waters and/or sediments of that area;

AND

(©)) Strong evidence for a causal relationship between the measured water column and/or
sediment chemical contaminant concentrations and the observed chemical contaminant-
related adverse effects on the Bay's living resources, where causes other than chemical
contamination (i.e., low dissolved oxygen conditions and disease) can be eliminated.

Area of Emphasis
For a segment to be characterized as an Area of Emphasis, the following must be
documented:

Q) Multiple measurements of chemical contaminantsin the water column, bottom sediments,
and/or finfish/shellfish tissue at concentrations exceeding the established water column,
sediment, or tissue thresholds, respectively;

AND/OR

2 Multiple observations of one or more adverse effects on living resources exposed to the
waters and/or sediments of that area;

In this case, thereislimited or no evidence for arelationship between the measured water
column and/or sediment chemical contaminant concentrations and the observed chemical
contaminant-related adverse effects on the Bay's living resources, where causes other than
chemical contamination (i.e., low dissolved oxygen conditions and disease) can be eliminated. If
sufficient data are available for both exposure and effects data, then both conditions (1) and (2)
need to be met. If data are only available for exposure data, then only condition (1) needs to be
met to characterize an area into this category. If dataare only available for effects data, then only
condition (2) needs to be met to characterize an areainto this category.

There are several cases when a segment can be characterized into this category. If a
segment has limited or no effects data, but shows evidence for exposure data that exceed
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thresholds, it may be characterized as an Area of Emphasis. If a segment has limited or no
exposure data, but there are observations of adverse effects, it may be characterized as an Area of
Emphasis. A segment may also be characterized into this category when both effects data and
exposure data exceeding thresholds are observed, but there is no relationship between the two.

Area with Low Probability for Adverse Effects
For a segment to be designated as an Area with Low Probability for Adverse Effects, the
following must be documented:

Q) Multiple measurements of multiple chemical contaminantsin the water column, bottom
sediments, and/or finfish/shellfish tissue at concentrations below the established water
column, sediment, or tissue thresholds, respectively;

AND/OR

2 Multiple measurements of one or more chemical contaminant-related adverse effects on
living resources yield no evidence for adverse effects significantly different from controls
or reference areas.

In the original geographical targeting protocol [2], a segment could not be characterized
into this category unless both exposure and effects data provided enough evidence that there was
not achemical contaminant-related problem. Asthe workgroup evaluated data, they quickly
realized that there are very few cases where sufficient exposure and effects data are availablein a
segment. Good spatial coverage of effects data are limited in the tidal rivers. The workgroup
found that, in the absence of effects data, exposure data may be sufficient for assigning a segment
to this category. If sufficient data are available for both exposure and effects data, then both
conditions (1) and (2) need to be met to characterize an areainto this category. If dataare only
available for exposure data, then only condition (1) needs to be met to characterize an areainto
this category. If dataare only available for effects data, then only condition (2) needs to be met
to characterize an areainto this category.

Area with I nsufficient or Inconclusive Data
For an area to be designated as an Area with Insufficient or Inconclusive Data, the
following must be documented:

Q) Either the measurements of chemical contaminants in water, sediment, or finfish/shellfish
tissue are too limited temporally and/or spatially, are inconclusive or conflicting, or are of
unknown quality and cannot support the level of confidence required to characterize the
region into one of the other three categories;

AND/OR

2 Either the measurements of the potential adverse effects on living resources are too
limited temporally and/or spatially, are inconclusive or conflicting, or are of unknown
quality and cannot support the level of confidence required to characterize the region into
one of the other three categories;
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An area can be characterized into this category if either condition (1) or condition (2) is met, or if
both conditions (1) and (2) are met.

C.2. MakingaCharacterization

Using these guidelines and the available data, each workgroup member weighed the
evidence for each segment and, using their best professional judgement, they made their
characterizations. The process for evaluating and integrating data was designed to standardize
the characterization process as much as possible and the workgroup sought to be as consistent in
its judgements as possible. It isimportant to note that making a characterization is not a
standardized process where anyone looking at a set of data and applying the general
characterization criteria and decision rules would come up with the same characterization. Each
workgroup member had to evaluate the data, recognizing certain realities such as:
the overall paucity of chemical contaminant datain the tidal rivers,
the paucity of effects datain many segments,
a database weighted heavily towards sediment data,
the different mixes of datain different rivers of the Bay,
the quality of data, and
the inherent uncertainties in different thresholds.

Each workgroup member evaluated the data independently and filled out a report card
that justified their characterization of the segment. The workgroup met 6 times from August
1998 through April 1999 to come to consensus on each characterization. In most cases, the
initial votes were not unanimous. Those with the minority vote were given the choice of either
presenting their justification to the workgroup, or allowing the majority to present their case.
After this discussion, workgroup members placed afinal vote. The mgority vote became the
final characterization and the minority members were allowed to caveat the characterization with
anarrative description. This process for finalizing characterizations was very effectivein
building workgroup consensus and comfort with the final decisions. The strength of this
characterization is represented by the workgroup’ s technical knowledge of chemical contaminant
data, its diversity of interests, and its ability to discuss the data and reach a consensus on all
characterizations.

C.3. Insightsinto Making Characterizations
There were some general “rules of thumb” that emerged in the characterization process
that are worth noting:

. Exposure data alone can drive a characterization. The Workgroup discovered, in the
absence of effects data, that chemistry data could be compelling enough to indicate the
presence or absence of achemical contaminant problem if the data were widespread,
recent, and pertained to persistent, bioaccumulative, and toxic chemicals. The workgroup
found cases where the chemistry data were compelling enough to characterize an entire
segment as an Area with Low Probability for Adverse Effects or an Area of Emphasis on
the basis of sediment chemistry data alone. The workgroup’s confidence in these
characterization could be bolstered in the future with effects data.
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Confidence in effects data can drive a characterization. Concurrently collected
exposure and effects data from the Chesapeake Bay Ambient Toxicity Assessment
Program was compelling evidence for characterizing a segment as an Area of Emphasis
or an Area with Low Probability for Adverse Effects even if it was somewhat spatially or
temporally limited, due to the workgroup’s high level of confidence in the data.
Additional assessments to increase spatial coverage of the datais necessary to confirm
these initial characterizations.

Benthic community data cannot drive a characterization. Because interpretative tools
have not been developed to distinguish chemical contaminant-related benthic community
degradation from degradation caused by other stressors such as low dissolved oxygen,
benthic community data cannot drive a characterization, but can be used in support of
making a characterization.

I nfor mation such aslanduse and loadings data can be helpful in making
characterizations. The workgroup let the ambient data drive their characterization and
tried not to let their personal knowledge of a given areainfluence their characterizations.
However, they found that sometimes considering information about landuse, loadings,
and historical sources sometimes helped them to finalize a characterization. For example,
if an area has known kepone problems from historical sources, but the ambient data do
not include kepone measurements, then data may be insufficient in making a
characterization. Another exampleisif a segment was lacking datain one area and the
landuse around the entire segment was thought to be similar, the workgroup may infer
that similar ambient contaminant conditions exist in the unsampled area.

Sever al segments have localized problems. Several segments had specific localized
contamination problems that weren't reflective of the overall condition of the segment,
but should be addressed in future management and monitoring efforts. These localized
problem areas were noted in the workgroup’ s characterization, but most often did not
drive the characterization.

I n some cases, the workgroup choseto characterize a segment as an Area with
Insufficient or Inconclusive Data until all available data have been collected. In some
cases, where data were currently being collected for a particular segment and would be
availablein 1999 or early 2000, the workgroup decided to characterize it as an Area with
Insufficient or Inconclusive Data, pending the new data.

REVIEW OF CHARACTERIZATION WORKPLAN AND RESULTS
The Chesapeake Bay Program’s Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee (STAC)

technical reviewed afinal draft of the technical workplan and the public report and provided a
very favorable and constructive review, indicating that thisinitial assessment of the Bay’stidal
rivers “provides agood model for other estuary programsto utilize”. Appendix D includes the
STAC review and the Toxics Subcommittee' s response to the review. STAC reviewed the 1995
Chesapeake Bay Chemical Contaminant Geographical Targeting Protocol [2], whichisthe
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foundation for this effort. The STAC has received progress reports throughout the
characterization process, either through presentations to STAC or the Implementation
Committee. The Regional Focus Workgroup Chair presented afinal briefing to the STAC on
March 25, 1999. The STAC members’ reaction was very positive and they raised no concerns
about the technical merit of the effort.

The technical workplan aso was reviewed by the Toxics Subcommittee, Regional Focus
Workgroup, and two technical reviewers from the US Environmental Protection Agency. The
Implementation Committee was briefed on the characterization process throughout the effort.
Additionally, a presentation was devel oped to aid workgroup members in communicating the
process and results to the managers on the Implementation Committee to ensure buy-in from
each of the participating agencies and institutions. Managers and communicators from Maryland
and Virginia state agencies were further briefed on this effort and the resultsin 1999.

The results of the characterization are summarized in apublic report [1]. The Bay
Program signatory jurisdictional representatives on the Implementation Committee and the key
Principals Staff Committee liaisons reviewed this report. Additionally, acommunity expert
panel and the Chesapeake Bay Program Office’'s Communications Team reviewed the public
report and results to ensure that the information presented was useful and relevant to
stakeholders.

V. IMPLICATIONSOF THE CHARACTERIZATION

Through the characterization process, the Bay’ stidal rivers were classified into one of
four categories based on the severity of chemical contaminant-related problems and the resulting
need for chemical contaminant reduction, prevention, and/or assessment actions. In the 1994
basinwide toxics strategy, the CBP signatories have committed to take the following actions
based on the characterization results:

. Develop, adopt, and begin implementation of Regiona Action Plans within two years of
designation of additional Regions of Concern.

. Identify and implement necessary pollution prevention actions in the identified Areas of
Emphasis to eventually eliminate the potential for chemical contaminant-related effects.

. Take actions necessary to ensure future protection of Areaswith Low Probability for
Adver se Effects.

. Initiate necessary assessments in Areas with Insufficient or Inconclusive Data.

Within six months of each subsequent review of available data, management and
assessment actions will be identified and implemented in specific regions of the Bay. The
primary value and utility of the characterization isin identifying areas that need additional
monitoring and assessment to better characterize the status of toxic effects on living resources
inhabiting those areas. This characterization can also serve as a planning tool to help the
Chesapeake Bay Program determine the areas in which to focus its voluntary pollution
prevention and reduction efforts and the areas in which to focus its voluntary
preservation/conservation efforts. The Bay Program will also use the characterization to inform
the public, local communities, and watershed associations about the chemical contaminant
conditionsin their rivers so that they can take additional actionsto protect or restore their rivers.
The characterization gives the State/District partners base information to allow them to conduct
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the more detailed risk assessment analysis, site specific analysis, and source assessment studies
which may be necessary before regulatory actions can be taken.

The Chesapeake Executive Council directed the Bay Program to reevaluate and revise the
1994 basinwide toxics strategy in 1999. This characterization, coupled with the 1999 Toxics
Loadings and Release Inventory, will be used to set new toxics reduction and prevention goals
for beyond the year 2000.

VI. UPDATESTO CHARACTERIZATION

The characterization of each segment will be reevaluated every three years using data
collected since the previous evaluation, as committed to within the 1994 Chesapeake Bay
Basinwide Toxics Reduction and Prevention Srategy. To prepare for future updates to the
characterization, the Bay Program will continue to acquire and load any existing, recent, relevant
chemical contaminant and biological data. Additionally, the Bay Program will direct further
assessments in the Areas with Insufficient or Inconclusive Data and those areas where data are
needed to strengthen theinitial characterization. Triennia updates to the characterization will
allow the Bay Program to assess progress in reducing the number of Regions of Concern and
Areas of Emphasis, increasing the number of Areaswith Low Probability for Adverse Effects,
and eliminating all Areaswith Insufficient or Inconclusive Data.

Recommendations for Future Updatesto Characterization

Specific recommendations for improving subsequent characterizations are based on the
data and interpretative tool limitations highlighted in this report. To address data limitations, the
Bay Program will continue its data acquisition efforts to acquire all relevant, recent, available
information and direct assessments in particular areas to address any remaining datagaps. In
addition to improving coverage of data, the Bay Program will work to encourage improving the
interpretative tools (i.e., thresholds) for evaluating the data. The following are specific
recommendations for future updates to the characterization:

. I mprove spatial and tempor al cover age of exposure and effects data through data
acquisition efforts.

S Through implementation of the Chesapeake Information Management System
(CIMS) and building partnerships with state agencies and research institutions,
continue to acquire existing and future chemical contaminant exposure and effects
datafor future characterization updates. Acquisition of currently available data
will be focused on filling in data gaps in the Areas with Insufficient or
Inconclusive Data and other areas where characterizations need to be strengthened
with additional data.

S Work with communities, local governments, and watershed associations to
acquire additional datato strengthen characterization in the future.

S Consider the feasibility of acquiring and interpreting fish abnormality data and
waterfowl/wading bird contaminant concentrations data in future
characterizations.
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Conduct monitoring, assessments, and resear ch to support future updates. Only
through increased funding, intensified coordination with all Federal and State toxics
monitoring and research efforts, and intentional collaboration between the Signatory
states at the governmental and academic level to address Bay-wide issues, will the gapsin
data coverage and gaps in our knowledge of the distribution and extent of toxic effects be

filled.

S

If all available chemical data are not sufficient to characterize a segment, then
implement monitoring priorities defined in the Chesapeake Bay Toxics
Monitoring Strategy [18] to fill in data gaps, reduce the number of Areaswith
Insufficient or Inconclusive Data, and strengthen the other characterizations.
Increase spatial coverage of ambient toxicity testing through the enhancement of
state monitoring programs.

Consider using arandom sampling design for gathering data so that data from
particular sites are more likely to be representative of the entire segment sampled.

Require the collection and reporting of acid volatile sulfides, simultaneously
extractable metals, and total organic carbon in conjunction with metals sediment
analysis and total organic carbon in conjunction with organic contaminant
sediment analysis.

| dentify those chemicals which may be problematic to the Bay due to their use,
toxicity or persistence but are not included in our current monitoring because they
have not been measured. These chemicals can be targeted for additional
monitoring to provide enough data to assess whether they are causing effectsin
the Bay.

Encourage more speciation measurements to determine the “free” form of a
contaminant that is bioavailable so that toxicity can be better predicted.
Encourage research through the Chesapeake Bay Environmental Effects
Committee Toxics Research Program and other research programs to determine
the extent to which and how low level chemica contaminant exposure (including
the potential for additive and synergistic effects from multiple chemical
contaminants) poses arisk to the Bay's living resources. The characterization is
based on the best available thresholds. We do not know what, if any, the effect is
from long term exposure at chemical contaminant levels that are below these
thresholds.

Update and improvetoolsfor interpreting exposure and effects data.

S

Continually update water quality, sediment, and fish tissue thresholds as new
thresholds become available, including the application of guidelines that consider
additive effects of contaminants with similar modes of action.

Explore the utility of using site-specific or Bay Program segment-specific total
organic carbon data for sediment thresholds that are dependent on total organic
carbon. Work with MD Geological Survey, Chesapeake Bay benthic monitoring
investigators, and the US Army Corps of Engineers to acquire total organic carbon
data. This may be difficult, given the fine scale spatial variability in sediment

type.
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S Explore the AQUIRE database and other sources of empirically-based
bioconcentration factors and quantitative structure activity relationship (QSAR)
predicted bioconcentration factors for relevant thresholds to use in future
characterization updates for those chemical contaminants without thresholds listed
in Appendices B and C.

S Refine the decision rules for how to include a diversity of toxicity datafrom
national and state programs.

S Develop interpretative tools to determine chemical contaminant-related benthic
degradation.

S Explore interpretative tools that link fish community data and finfish/shellfish
abnormality datato chemical contaminants for use in characterization updates.

Develop additional characterization rulesand guidelines based on the 1999

characterization.

S Conduct quantitative analysis of characterization results to determine the
feasibility of developing quantitative guidelines for making future
characterizations. For example, determine if a certain density of data or number
of threshold exceedences was needed to characterize an areainto a particular
category.
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Exposure

—

Effects

TABLE 4. GUIDELINESFOR INTERPRETING CHEMICAL CONTAMINANT DATA AND MAKING
TOXICSCHARACTERIZATION (refer to Sections 111 of technical workplan for more information)

REGION OF CONCERN

AREA OF EMPHASIS

AREA WITH LOW
PROBABILITY FOR
ADVERSE EFFECTS

AREA WITH
INSUFFICIENT OR
INCONCLUSIVE DATA

Water Column
Contaminant
Concentration

Bottom Sediment
Contaminant
Concentration

Finfish Tissue
Contamination

Shellfish Tissue
Contamination

Water Column Toxicity

Bottom Sediment
Toxicity

Benthic Community
Structure

Water column
concentrations exceed
current acute or chronic
EPA aquatic life criteriaor
Bay states water quality
standards for protection of
aquatic life or are above
|aboratory concentrations
observed to cause acute or
chronic toxicity in aquatic
organisms.

AND/OR

Sediment contaminant
concentrations are above
thresholds associated with
probable or potential
adverse effects.

AND/OR

Edible portion of finfish
tissue contaminant
concentrations in resident,
non-migratory species
exceed levels required for
protection of human health
or restrictions on
harvest/consumption arein
place.

AND/OR

Shellfish tissue
contaminant concentrations
exceed levels required for
protection of human health
or restrictions on
harvest/consumption arein
place.

Percent of ambient acute or
chronic effects differ
significantly from reference
areas/controls.

AND/OR

Percent of ambient acute or
chronic effects differ
significantly from reference
areas/controls.

AND/OR

Chesapeake Bay benthic
restoration goal index of 3
or less, where dissolved
oxygen can be eliminated
asthe principal cause of
impact on the benthic
community.

Water column
concentrations exceed
current acute or chronic
EPA aquatic life criteria
or Bay states' water
quality standards for
protection of aquatic life
or are above |aboratory
concentrations observed
to cause acute or chronic
toxicity in aquatic
organisms.

AND/OR

Sediment contaminant
concentrations are above
thresholds associated with
probable or potential
adverse effects.

AND/OR

Edible portion of finfish
tissue contaminant
concentrationsin resident,
non-migratory species
exceed levels required for
protection of human
health or restrictions on
harvest/consumption are
in place.

AND/OR

Shellfish tissue
contaminant
concentrations exceed
levels required for
protection of human
health or restrictions on
harvest/consumption are
in place.

===AND/OR===

Percent of ambient acute
or chronic effects differ
significantly from
reference areas/controls.

AND/OR

Percent of ambient acute
or chronic effects differ
significantly from
reference areas/controls.

AND/OR

Chesapeake Bay benthic
restoration goal index of 3
or less, where dissolved
oxygen can be eliminated
asthe principal cause of
impact on the benthic
community.

Water column
concentrations do not
exceed current acute or
chronic EPA aguatic life
criteria or Bay states water
quality standards for
protection of aguatic life or
are not above laboratory
concentrations observed to
cause acute or chronic
toxicity in aquatic
organisms.

AND/OR

Sediment contaminant
concentrations are below
thresholds associated with
probable or potential
adverse effects.

AND/OR

Edible portion of finfish
tissue contaminant
concentrations in resident,
non-migratory species do
not exceed levels required
for protection of human
health and there are no
restrictions on
harvest/consumption in
place.

AND/OR

Shellfish tissue
contaminant concentrations
do not exceed levels
required for protection of
human health; there are no
restrictions on harvest or
consumption.

===AND/OR===

Percent of ambient acute or
chronic effects do not differ
significantly from reference
areas/controls.

AND/OR

Percent of ambient acute or
chronic effects do not differ
significantly from reference
areas/controls.

AND/OR

Chesapeake Bay benthic
restoration goal index of
greater than 3, or index less
than 3 where dissolved
oxygen isidentified as the
principal cause of impact
on the benthic community.

Either no quality water
column concentration
data are available or data
aretoo limited or
inconclusive to
characterize area.

AND/OR

Either no quality
sediment contaminant
concentration data are
available or data are too
limited or inconclusive
to characterize area.

AND/OR

Either no edible portion
of finfish tissue
contaminant data are
available or data are too
limited or inconclusive
to characterize area.

AND/OR

Either no shellfish tissue
contaminant data are
available or data are too
limited or inconclusive
to characterize area.

===AND/OR===

Either no water column
toxicity dataare
available or data are too
limited or inconclusive
to characterize area.

AND/OR

Either no sediment
toxicity dataare
available or data are too
limited or inconclusive
to characterize area.

AND/OR

Either no data are
available on benthic
community structure or
data are too limited or
inconclusive to
characterize area.

—




Figure 1 - coming soon



Figure 2: Water Chemical Concentration
Sampling Stations 1994 - 1998

Data Used in 1999 Toxics Characterization
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Figure 3: Sediment Chemical Concentration
Sampling Stations 1984 - 1998

Data Used in 1999 Toxics Characterization )
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Figure 4: Finfish/Shellfish Tissue Chemical Concentration
Sampling Stations 1990 - 1997

Data Used in 1999 Toxics Characterization
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Figure 5.

Chesapeake Bay Ambient Toxicity
Assessment Program
Water/Sediment Sampling Stations
1990-1996
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Figure 6 - coming soon



L. Figure 7.
q:t\:ﬁ\ Lower Potomac River (LE-2) random and fixed benthic
' sampling locations with levels of dissolved oxygen for 1994
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References for the Data in the Toxics Database 17: 50 Tuesday, May 25, 1999

R0000187

Sedi nent Survey of Priority Pollutants in the District of Colunbia

Waters: Prepared for the Interstate Conmission on the Potomac River

Basin, March 5, 1990

PREPARED FOR: I nterstate Conm ssion on the Potonmac River Basin Rockville, M
PREPARED BY: LTI, Limmo-Tech Inc.

LTI, Limo-Tech Inc.

2395 Huron Pkwy

R0000209

1983 Crab Survey

Mary Jo Garreis, Deidre Mirphy

Maryl and Departnent of the Environnent/Water Managenent Admi nistration
Standards & Certification Division

RO000211

Shel | st ock Cont ami nant Monitoring Program

Mary Jo Garreis, Deidre Mirphy, P.D stefano

Maryl and Departnent of the Environnent/Water Managenent Admi nistration
Standards & Certification Division

RO000212

Basi c Water Mnitoring Program Fish Tissue Network

Mary Jo Garreis, Deidre Mirphy

Maryl and Departnent of the Environment/Water Managenent Administration
Standards & Certification Division

R0000238

Toxi ¢ Substances in Subnerged Aquatic Vegetation Beds
January 1990

Jeffrey C. Cornwell and J. Court Stevenson

Horn Poi nt Environnental Laboratories, University of Maryland
Center for Environnental and Estuatine Studies
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References for the Data in the Toxics Database 17: 50 Tuesday, May 25, 1999

R0000241

Maryl and Chesapeake Bay Sedi ment Toxi cant Monitoring Program

Robert Magni en

Maryl and Departrent of the Environnent/Water Managerment Adminstration
Chesapeake Bay and Special Projects Program

R0000242

National Status & Trends Program for Marine Environmental Quality
Second Summary of Data on Chenical Contami nants in Sedi nent
fromthe Nationl Status and Trends Program

Dr. Thonas P. O Connor, Manager

National Status and Trends Program

NOAA/ Nat i onal Ccean Service

U.S. Departnent of Comrerce

R0000245

A Pilot Study for Anmbient Toxicity Testing in Chesapeake Bay

Volume | Year | Report April, 1991.

Lenwood W Hall Jr.; Mchael C. Ziegenfuss; Steven A Fisher; Raynond W
Al den, IIl; Emly Deaver; Jay CGooch; N kki Debert-Hastings.

CBP/ TRS 64/ 91

R0000246

A Pilot Study for Anbient Toxicity Testing in Chesapeake Bay,

Volume |l Year Il Report Novenber, 1992.

Lenwood W Hall Jr.; Mchael C. Ziegenfuss; Steven A Fisher; Raynond W
Al den, I11; Emly Deaver; Jay CGooch; N kki Debert-Hastings.

CBP/ TRS 82/ 92

RO003605
ENVI RONVENTAL MONI TORI NG AND ASSESSMVENT PROGRAM ( EVAP) ,
VI RG NI A PROVI NCE 1991 SEDI MENT CHEM STRY DATA

RO003606
ENVI RONVENTAL MONI TORI NG AND ASSESSMVENT PROGRAM ( EVAP) ,
VI RG NI A PROVI NCE 1990 SEDI MENT CHEM STRY DATA
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References for the Data in the Toxics Database 17: 50 Tuesday, May 25, 1999 8

R0003607
ENVI RONVENTAL MONI TORI NG AND ASSESSMVENT PROGRAM ( EMAP) ,
VI RG NI A PROVI NCE 1992 SEDI MENT CHEM STRY DATA

RO003608
DEQ EPA, Chesapeake Bay and Tributaries Study, '84

RO003609
DEQ EPA, Chesapeake Bay and Tributaries Study, '85

R0003610
DEQ EPA, Chesapeake Bay and Tributaries Study, '86

RO003611
DEQ EPA, Chesapeake Bay and Tributaries Study, '91

R0003612
DEQ Elizabeth River Extra Study, '86

R0003613
DEQ Elizabeth R Long-Term Monitoring Program '89

RO003614
DEQ Virginia Tributary Study, '83

R0O003615
DEQ Water Division General, '85-



References for the Data in the Toxics Database 17: 50 Tuesday, May 25, 1999

R0003616

A Pilot Study for Anmbient Toxicity Testing in Chesapeake Bay,
Year 3 Report, May 1994.

Lenwood W Hall, Jr.; Mchael C. Ziegenfuss; Ronald D. Anderson;
WlliamD. Killen; Raynond W Alden I11; Peter Adol phson

CBP/ TRS 116/ 94

R0003617
Chesapeake Bay Fall Line Toxics Mpnitoring Program 1990-1991 Loadi ngs
U.S. EPA Chespeake Bay Program CBP/TRS 98/93, August 1993

R0003618

Chesapeake Bay Fall Line Toxics Mnitoring Program 1992 Interim Report
GWJ (Dept. of Chemistry); MDE, USGS (Water Res. Div.); Metropolitan
Washi ngt on Council of Governments; Occoquan Watershed Monitoring Lab.
U.S. EPA Chespeake Bay Program CBP/TRS 131/95, April 1994

R0003619

Inventory of Chemical Concentrations in Coastal and Estuatine

Sedi ment s

Daskalis, K.D. and T.P. O Conner. 1984.
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Nat i onal Ocean Service, Ofice of Ocean Resources Conservation and
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Hall, L.W 1984.

Johns Hopkins University, Applied Physics Laboratory, Aquatic

Ecol ogy Section, Shady Side, Mryland
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In-situ investigations for assessing striped bass, norone saxatilis
larval and yearling survival as related to conam nants and changes in
wat er quality paraneters-contam nants and water quality eval uations
Hal I, L.W 1985.

Johns Hopkins University, Applied Physics Laboratory, Aquatic

Ecol ogy Section, Shady Side, Mryl and
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APPENDI X B: Characterization Decision Rules

Overview

Through many deliberations, the Regiona Focus Workgroup reached consensus on a set
of decision rulesto provide a uniform and unbiased method for screening data for each segment.
The decision rules and data analysis displays provided a standardized output of information for
the Workgroup to consider as they made the characterizations. Ultimately, the Workgroup’s
characterizations were based on the weight of evidence and their best professional judgement.

In order to characterize a segment into one of the four categories, the exposure and effects
data were compared to contaminant thresholds or control conditions, respectively. These
decision rules list the threshold sets used for interpreting the exposure and effects data. For each
exposure data type (i.e., water, sediment, or tissue chemical contaminant concentration data), the
Workgroup chose multiple sets of thresholds because no one set of thresholds coversall
chemicals measured and because of the diversity of opinionsin the scientific community
regarding the utility of each threshold set. The workgroup ranked the thresholds appropriate for
each data type based upon the level of confidence in the ability of the threshold to predict effects
or protect living resources and on the scientific validity of the approach used to develop the
threshold. Appendix C provides a complete listing of all thresholds used by chemical. The
decision rules also include uniform methods for interpreting the benthic and ambient toxicity
effects data.

In addition to identifying which thresholds to use, the decision rules also serve as a
screening tool for electronically sorting datainto four “levels of contamination” to make it easier
for the workgroup members to integrate the datain agiven area. Levelsof contamination were
assigned to each sampling station and data type based on which thresholds were exceeded and
the magnitude of the exceedence. The four levels of contamination represent evidence for
characterizing a segment as a Region of Concern (Level 1), Area of Emphasis (Level 2), Area
with Low Probability for Adverse Effects (Level 3), and Area with Insufficient or Inconclusive
Data (Level 4). Sub-levelsareincluded for some mediato facilitate the characterization. Itis
important to note that classifying a station for one or more media at a particular level will not
necessarily result in characterizing the entire segment into a particular category. The final
characterization will be based on the integration of all datafrom all stations in the segment.

L evels of Contamination

. Level 1

S Indicates probable contaminant effects.

S Primarily supports characterizing segment as Regions of Concern or Areas of Emphasis.
S Rules designed to make this group exclusive, so that only stations with the possibility of

probable effects would be classified into thislevel.

Leve 2
S Indicates potential contaminant effects.
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wn

Primarily supports characterizing segment as Areas of Emphasis.
Rules designed to make this group inclusive, so that any station with the potential of
having potential effects would be listed in thislevel.

Leve 3

Indicates |ow probability for contaminant effects.

Rules designed to make this group exclusive, so that only stations with evidence of alow
probability for effects would be classified into this level.

Primarily supports characterizing segment as Areas With Low Probability of Adverse
Effects.

Level 4

Indicates data are insufficient or inconclusive to place the station into one of the other
levels, due to the absence of any data, the absence of appropriate thresholds for data that
have been collected, conflicting or inconclusive data, or data of unknown quality.
Primarily supports characterizing segment as Areas with Insufficient or Inconclusive
Data.
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Water Column Contaminant Concentration Data

Observed ambient water column chemical contaminant concentrations were compared
with relevant chemical contaminant concentrations known to be protective of most aquatic
organisms (i.e., EPA aguatic life criteria, respective state water quality standards) or with other
relevant thresholds above which adverse effects to aguatic organisms have been observed and
documented (i.e., laboratory-based chemical specific toxicity tests). In the event where EPA
criteriadiffered from state standards or standards differed among states, the Workgroup decided
on which threshold was most appropriate to use. The threshold sets used for interpreting the
water chemistry data are listed below with the thresholds having typically higher values listed
first. Sub-level designations were given based on the Workgroup’ s judgement of the severity of
exceedences of different thresholds. For example, an exceedence of an acute criterion (Level
1.A.) was considered more serious than an exceedence of the lower chronic criterion value (Level
1.B.).

Thresholds
e Setl: EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria or State Standard
e Set 2. EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteriaor State Standard

Decision Rules
Level 1
A. Exceedence of Set 1 threshold for any chemical.
B. Exceedence of Set 2 threshold for any chemical.

Level 2
Exceedences of threshold Sets 1 and 2 can provide evidence for either probable or
potential contaminant effects. No additiona appropriate thresholds were available
for aLevel 2 designation. In the absence of EPA criteriafor measured chemicals,
data were compared to benchmarks in the AQUIRE database (a source of
empirically-based bioconcentration factors and quantitative structure activity
relationship (QSAR) predicted bioconcentration factors [19,20]). Oftentimes
these benchmarks were not appropriate for estuarine environments and
exceedences of these benchmarks did not drive any characterizations. Therefore,
these threshol ds were removed from the analysis until more appropriate and
relevant threshol ds are determined.

Level 3

A. No exceedences of any Set 1 or Set 2 thresholds for any chemical.
Level 4

A. Above detection limit data without thresholds for comparison.

B. Below detection limit data without thresholds for comparison.

C. No water contaminant concentration data collected at station.

Note:
Anytime a freshwater threshold was used, in the absence of a saltwater/estuarine
threshold, the results were “flagged” in the data analysis tables.
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Sediment Contaminant Concentration Data

Observed ambient sediment contaminant concentrations were compared with contaminant
threshold concentrations associated with adverse biological effects. Sediment quality threshold
values were compiled from peer-reviewed literature and technical reports, summarized in a
sediment threshold compendium [12] and stored on the Chesapeake Bay Program Toxics
Database. The most appropriate (i.e., higher level of certainty and most applicable to the Bay
region estuarine organisms) threshold values were selected for comparison to sediment
contaminant data.

The threshold sets used for interpreting the sediment chemistry data are listed below with
the thresholds having typically higher values listed first. Sub-level designations were given
based on the Workgroup’s level of confidence in the ability of the threshold to predict effects or
protect living resources. For example, an exceedence of aNOAA ER-M would be given a higher
level designation (2.A.) than an exceedence of the lower value NOAA ER-L (2.B.). A
“concentration:threshold” ratio (hereafter Ratio) was used as a measure of the magnitude of an
exceedence and was calculated by dividing the measured concentration by the threshold value. If
the concentration was greater than or equal to two, the workgroup’ s confidence that the threshold
was actually exceeded was higher. Since the Workgroup’ s confidence in an exceedence of
threshold Set 1, Set 1a, and Set 2 (where Ratio > 2) was the same and they could not distinguish
between the severity of the exceedences, an exceedence of these thresholds was given the same
Level 1.A. designation. See Appendix C for actual threshold values.

Thresholds

e Setl: EPA Equilibrium Partitioning-based Sediment Quality Criteria
(EgP based SQC) [21]

e Set la EPA Equilibrium Partitioning-based Sediment Quality Advisory Level
(EgP-based SQAL) [22]

o Set2: Lowest of the NOAA Effects Range-Median (ER-M), Environment
Canada Probable Effects Level (PEL), and MacDonald PEL [23,24,25]

e Set3: Lowest of the NOAA Effects Range-Low (ER-L), Environment Canada
Threshold Effects Level (TEL), and the MacDonald TEL [23,24,25].

Decision Rules
Level 1
A.1 Exceedence of Set 1 threshold for any chemical.
A.2 Exceedence of Set 1lathreshold for any chemical.
A.3 Exceedence of Set 2 threshold for any chemical, Ratio > 2.

Level 2
A. Exceedence of Set 2 threshold for any chemical, Ratio < 2.
B. Exceedence of Set 3 threshold for any chemical, Ratio > 2.
C. Exceedence of Set 3 threshold for any chemical, Ratio < 2.



Level 3

A. No exceedences of any threshold for any chemicals.

Level 4
A. Above detection limit data without thresholds for comparison.
B. Below detection limit data without thresholds for comparison.
C. No sediment contaminant concentration data collected at station.
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Evaluating Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) in Sediment

The sum of the PCB arochlors and the sum of the PCB congenors were compared to the
total PCB thresholds listed below. In the cases where multiple concentration values were
reported for the same PCB arochlor or congenor for the same study, date, and location (i.e.,
replicates or split samples), the geometric mean of these values was calculated first, and then the
concentrations for all PCB arochlors or congenors were summed and compared to the thresholds.
This analysis was conducted for three different scenarios where any below detection limit values
were (1) set to zero, (2) set to one-half the detection limit, and (3) set to the detection limit.

Thresholds
« NOAA ER-M for total PCBs (180 ppb)
« NOAA ER-L for total PCBs (22.7 ppb)

Decision Rules
Leve 1
o Exceedence of NOAA ER-M for total PCBs.

Leve 2
o Exceedence of NOAA ER-L for total PCBs.

Leve 3
¢ No exceedence of NOAA ER-L or ER-M for total PCBs..
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Finfish/Shellfish Tissue Chemical Contaminant Concentration Data

M easurements of the edible portion of finfish tissue contaminant concentrationsin
resident, non-migratory species and shellfish tissue contaminant concentrations were compared
with thresholds associated with the protection of human health. Available human health
consumption threshold values were compiled from national and worldwide literature and
government documents and summarized in a fish tissue threshold compendium [13] and stored
on the Chesapeake Bay Program Toxics Data Base. The most appropriate (i.e., higher level of
certainty) threshold values were selected for comparison to fish tissue contamination data.
Existing chemical contaminant-related fish consumption advisories and bans were also used as
evidence in making a characterization.

The threshold sets used for interpreting the finfish/shellfish tissue data are listed below
with the thresholds having typically higher valueslisted first. Sub-level designations were given
based on the Workgroup’s level of confidence in the ability of the threshold to predict effects or
protect living resources. When the Workgroup’ s confidence in an exceedence of threshold was
indistinguishable (as in the case of an exceedence of a Set 2 and Set 3 threshold), the same sub-
level designation was used (Level 2.A.). See Appendix C for actual threshold values.

Thresholds
e Set1: Food and Drug Administration (FDA) Action Levels[13]*
* Set2: Food and Drug Administration (FDA) Levels of Concern [13]*
e Set 3: Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Screening Levels[26]?

Decision Rules
Level 1
A.1  Exceedence of FDA Action Leve for any chemical

Level 2
A.1  Exceedence of FDA Level of Concern for any chemical.
A.2  EPA Screening Level for any chemical.

Level 3

A. No exceedences of any FDA or EPA thresholds for any chemical.
Level 4

A. Above detection limit data without thresholds for comparison.

B. Below detection limit data without thresholds for comparison.

C. No finfish/shellfish chemical contaminant data collected at station.

See reference [13] for assumptions made in calculating threshold.
Assumes adult population weight of 70 kg, 70 year life time, mean daily consumption rate of 6.5 g/day.
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Note: If agiven chemicals has a 90" percentile FDA levels of concern and amean FDA
levels of concern, the 90™ percentile level was used. For those chemicals that
have more than one threshold for different ages of finfish/shellfish, the lowest
threshold was used. Unless the threshold specifies, the threshold was applied to
all tissue types (finfish and shellfish).



Evaluating Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) in Fish Tissue

The sum of the PCB arochlors and the sum of the PCB congenors were compared to the
total PCB thresholds listed below. In the cases where multiple concentration values were
reported for the same PCB arochlor or congenor for the same study, date, and location (i.e.,
replicates or split samples), the geometric mean of these values was calculated first, and then the
concentrations for all PCB arochlors or congenors were summed and compared to the thresholds.
This analysis was conducted for three different scenarios where any below detection limit values
were (1) set to zero, (2) set to one-half the detection limit, and (3) set to the detection limit.

Thresholds
» FDA Action Level for total PCBs (2.0 ppm)
o EPA Screening Level for total PCBs (0.01 ppm)

Decision Rules
Leve 1
o Exceedence of FDA Action Level for total PCBs.

Level 2
» Exceedence of EPA Screening Level for total PCBs.

Level 3
» No exceedence of FDA Action Level or EPA Screening Level for total PCBs.
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Benthic Community Data

Benthic community data (i.e., species number, species diversity, and biomass) collected
for the Bay Program were summarized into a Benthic Index of Biotic Integrity (B-I1BI) that
indicates benthic community health [14,15,16]. A B-IBI of greater than 3 indicates the benthic
community meets or exceeds the restoration goal (a benthic community characteristic of a non-
degraded bottom habitat in Chesapeake Bay); an index of 2 to 3 indicates a degraded benthic
community; and an index of less than 2 indicates a severely degraded benthic community. Only
datafor regions where low dissolved oxygen conditions could be eliminated as the principle
cause of benthic community degradation were used as supportive evidence in making a
characterization. Sub-level designations were given based on the B-1BI score. For example, aB-
IBI score indicating a degraded community was given a sub-level of 2.A. while a B-1BI score
indicating amarginal community was given a sub-level of 2.B.

Thresholds
* Benthic Index of Biotic Integrity (B-1BI) Restoration Goals

Decision Rules
Level 1
A. Severely Degraded (B-1BI <=2), sufficient dissolved oxygen.

Level 2
A. Degraded (B-1BI: 2-<2.6), sufficient dissolved oxygen.
B. Marginal (B-IBI: 2.6-<3), sufficient dissolved oxygen.

Leve 3
. Meets Goal (B-IBI: > 3)
Level 4
. No benthic data available at station.
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Ambient Toxicity Test Data

Ambient water column and bottom sediment toxicity data from the Chesapeake Bay
Ambient Toxicity Assessment Program have already been interpreted by assigning a*“ degree of
toxicity” to asampled area. These degrees of toxicity are used in interpreting the data.
Workgroup members also evaluated the sediment and water toxicity index values which provide
arelative measure of toxicity of a given site compared to all other sites sample during the
program. Toxicity data collected through other programs were evaluated for statistically
significant differences between the observed adverse effects (i.e., survival, growth, reproduction)
and reference area or control toxicity test results.

Degrees of Toxicity

The “degree of toxicity” of water and sediment for the Chesapeake Bay Ambient Toxicity
Assessment Program was determined by a “weight of evidence” approach based on the toxicity
index value, the percentage of significant toxic impairments observed (i.e., endpoints such as
survival, growth, and reproduction that were significantly different from the control), and
whether or not chemical contaminants measured were above certain thresholds.

Great toxicity: Those areas with “great” toxicity have the highest toxicity index values,
roughly a quarter of the endpoints are significantly different from controls,
and chemical contaminants that exceed thresholds.

Low to Moderate toxicity: ~ Those areas with low to moderate toxicity have lower toxic index
values than areas with great toxicity, but still show a substantial
percentage of endpoints that are significantly different from
controls, and oftentimes some of the chemical contaminant
measured exceed thresholds.

Low but Significant toxicity: Those areas that exhibit toxicity that is statistically significant, but
are not thought to be ecologically significant.

No Significant toxicity: Those areas where chemical contamination does not appear to be a
problem.

Thresholds

» For the Chesapeake Bay Ambient Toxicity Assessment Program (ATP) results:
reported “ degree of toxicity.”

» For other available toxicity test results: percentages of endpoints significantly different
from reference, or statistical comparison of toxicity test results with control/reference
test.
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Decision Rules

Leve 1
A.

Level 2

Leve 3
A.
B.

Level 4

“Great” sediment AND water column toxicity (ATP) or at least 2
significant sediment and water tests each (non-ATP).

“Great” sediment OR water column toxicity (ATP) or at least 2 significant
sediment or water tests (non-ATP).

“Low to Moderate” sediment AND water column toxicity (ATP) or any
one significant sediment and water test each (non-ATP).

“Low to Moderate” sediment OR water column toxicity (ATP) or any one
significant sediment or water test each (non-ATP).

“Low but Significant” sediment AND water column toxicity (ATP).
“Low but Significant” sediment OR water column toxicity (ATP).

“No Significant” sediment AND water column toxicity observed.
“No Significant” sediment OR water column toxicity observed.

No toxicity data available at station.
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APPENDIX C: Chemical Thresholds Used to Interpret Data for Characterization

The Regional Focus Workgroup used a number of different threshold sets against which
to compare the exposure data to in conducting the characterization, as described in the decision
rules (Appendix B). This appendix includes the comprehensive list of all available thresholds
listed in Appendix B for water, sediment, and fish tissue data. These threshold listsinclude al
available thresholds, regardless of whether there are corresponding data in the Chesapeake Bay
Toxics Database for each of the chemicals.

There are 2 sets of water column thresholds:
. Set 1 - EPA/State acute water quality criteria
. Set 2 - EPA/State chronic water quality criteria

There are 4 sets of sediment thresholds:

. Set 1 - SQCs - EgP based thresholds

. Set 1a- SQALSs - EqP based thresholds
. Set 2 - ERMS/PELS

o Set 3- ERLYTELS

There are 4 sets of fish tissue thresholds:

. Set 1 - FDA action levels

. Set 2a - FDA levels of concern - 90" percentile
. Set 2b - FDA levels of concern - mean

. Set 3 - EPA Screening levels

The threshold sets listed above are included in this appendix as a separate table. Each of
the tables are presented in a similar manner:

. The chemical isidentified by chemical name and then by Chemical Abstract Service
number (CAS Number).

. The threshold is then listed, followed by the units. 1t should be noted that the thresholds
are not all expressed in the same units.

. The type of water for which the threshold was derived isidentified as freshwater,
saltwater, estuarine. A footnote appears at the bottom of each table explaining all valid
entries for this column.

. Water column thresholds only - please note that where available, saltwater water quality
criteriawere selected over freshwater water quality criteriafor comparison against water
column datain the Chesapeake Bay rivers. In the absence of a saltwater water quality
criteria, afreshwater water quality criteria was chosen and the value was flagged.

. Fish tissue threshold only - the species for which the threshold is considered valid is
presented (e.g., Crustacea, Finfish, Mollusca).

. The source of threshold is identified.
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1Threshol ds used for conparison to data in the Toxi cs Database 08:55 Friday, April 16, 1999 1
Water Thresholds, Set 1. EPA/State Acute Water Quality Criteria
Threshol ds sel ected for saltwater

Wat er
Cheni cal CAS Threshol d Type Fl ag Threshol d
Nane Nunber Val ue Units (1) (2) Sour ce
Acenapht hene 000083329 970 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Acrol ein 000107028 55 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Acrylonitrile 000107131 7550 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Aldrin 000309002 1.3 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Ant i nony 007440360 1500 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Arsenic |11 022569728 69 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Arsenic V 017428410 2319 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
BHC 000680731 0. 34 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Benzene 000071432 5100 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Benzi di ne 000092875 2500 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Beryl | ium 007440417 130 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Cadmi um 007440439 43 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Carbon Tetrachl ori de 000056235 50000 U@ L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Chl or dane 000057749 0.09 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Chl ori de CAS000337 860000 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Chl ori nat ed Benzenes 160 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Chl ori ne 007782505 13 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Chl orof orm 000067663 28900 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Chl or ophenol 2- 000095578 4380 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Chl or ophenol 4- 000106489 29700 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Chl or ophenol 4- Met hyl - 3- 000059507 30 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Chl orpyri fos 002921882 0.01 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Chromium (I11) 016065831 10300 U@ L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Chrom um (V) 007440473 1100 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Copper 007440508 6.1 UG L S MD Acute State Water Quality Criteria
Cyani de 000057125 1 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
DDD 4, 4- 000072548 3.6 Uq L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
DDE 000072559 14 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
DDT 000050293 0.13 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Di - 2- Et hyl hexyl phthal ate 000117817 400 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Di chl or obenzenes 025321226 1970 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Di chl or oet hane 1, 2- 000107062 113000 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Di chl or oet hyl enes 025323303 224000 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Di chl or ophenol 2, 4- 000120832 2020 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Di chl or opr opane 026638197 10300 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Di chl or opr opene 026952238 790 U@ L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Dieldrin 000060571 0.71 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Di net hyl phenol 2, 4- 000105679 2120 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Di ni t rophenol 025550587 7 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Di ni trophenol 2,4 000051285 7 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Di ni trotol uene 025321146 590 U@ L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Di ni trotol uene 2, 4- 000121142 330 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Di phenyl hydrazi ne 1, 2- 000122667 270 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Endosul f an 000115297 0.03 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Endosul fan a- 000959988 0.03 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Endosul fan b- 033213659 0.03 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Endrin 000072208 0.03 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Et hyl benzene 000100414 430 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Fl uor ant hene 000206440 40 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria

1 - Water type values include: freshwater (F) and saltwater (S)
2 - Freshwater criterion was used in the absence of a saltwater criterion



1Threshol ds used for conparison to data in the Toxi cs Database 08:55 Friday, April 16, 1999 2
Water Thresholds, Set 1. EPA/State Acute Water Quality Criteria
Threshol ds sel ected for saltwater

Wat er

Cheni cal CAS Threshol d Type Fl ag Threshol d

Nane Nunber Val ue Units (1) (2) Sour ce
HEXACHLOROCYCLOHEXANE - BETA 000319857 0.16 U@ L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
HEXACHLOROCYCLOHEXANE - GAMVA 000058899 0.16 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
HEXACHLOROCYCLOHEXANE - TECHNI 000319868 0.16 U@ L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Hal oet hers CAS000409 360 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Hept achl or 000076448 0.05 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Hept achl or epoxi de 001024573 0. 05 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Hexachl or obenzene 000118741 6 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Hexachl or obut adi ene 000087683 32 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Hexachl or ocycl opent adi ene 000077474 7 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Hexachl or oet hane 000067721 940 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
| sophor one 000078591 12900 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Lead 007439921 220 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Mer cury 007439976 2.1 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Napht hal ene 000091203 2350 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Ni ckel 007440020 75 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Nitrate 014797558 8 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Ni t robenzene 000098953 6680 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Ni t rosam nes 035576911 3300000 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
PCB- 1016 ( PCB) 012674112 2 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
PCB- 1221 ( PCB) 011104282 2 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
PCB- 1232 ( PCB) 011141165 5 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
PCB- 1248 ( PCB) 012672296 6 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
PCB- 1254 ( PCB) 011097691 1 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
PCB- 1260 ( PCB) 011096825 5 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
PCBs 001336363 10 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Par at hi on 000056382 0. 06 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Pent achl or oet hane 000076017 390 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Pent achl or ophenol 000087865 13 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Phenant hr ene 000085018 7.7 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Phenol 000108952 5800 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Pht hal ate esters CAS000407 2944 U@ L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Pol ynucl ear aromatic hydrocarb CAS000340 300 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Sel eni um 007782492 300 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Silver 007440224 2.3 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
TCDD 2, 3,7,8- (dioxin) 001746016 0.01 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
TRI CHLOROPHENCOL, 2, 4, 5- 000095954 240 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Tetrachl or oet hane 1,1, 2, 2- 000079345 9020 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Tetrachl or oet hanes 025322207 9320 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Tet rachl or oet hyl ene 000127184 10200 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Tet rachl or ophenol 2, 3,5, 6- 000935955 440 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Thal I'ium 007440280 2130 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Tol uene 000108883 6300 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Toxaphene 008001352 0.21 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Trichl oroet hane 1,1, 1- 000071556 31200 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Tri chl or oet hanes 025323891 18000 UG L F 1 EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Trichl or oet hyl ene 000079016 2000 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria
Zinc 007440666 95 UG L S EPA Acute Water Quality Criteria

1 - Water type values include: freshwater (F) and saltwater (S)
2 - Freshwater criterion was used in the absence of a saltwater criterion



1Threshol ds used for conparison to data in the Toxi cs Database

Water Threshol ds, Set 2: EPA/State Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Threshol ds sel ected for saltwater

Cheni cal
Nane

Acenapht hene

Acrol ein

Acrylonitrile

Ant i nony

Arsenic |11

Benzene

Beryl I'i um

Cadni um

Chl or dane

Chl ori de

Chl ori nat ed Benzenes

Chl ori ne

Chl orof orm

Chl orpyri f os

Chromium (I11)

Chrom um (VI)

Copper

Cyani de

DDT

Derret on

Di - 2- Et hyl hexyl phthal ate
Di chl or obenzenes

Di chl or oet hane 1, 2-

Di chl or ophenol 2, 4-

Di chl or opr opane

Di chl or opr opene

Dieldrin

Di ni trotol uene

Di ni trotol uene 2, 4-
Endosul f an

Endosul fan a-

Endosul fan b-

Endrin

Fl uor ant hene

Gut hi on
HEXACHLOROCYCLOHEXANE - BETA
HEXACHLOROCYCLOHEXANE - GAMVA
HEXACHLOROCYCLOHEXANE - TECHN
Hal oet hers

Hept achl or

Hept achl or epoxi de
Hexachl or obenzene

Hexachl or obut adi ene
Hexachl or ocycl opent adi ene
Hexachl or oet hane

Hydr ogen sul fide

Iron

Lead

Mal at hi on

- Water type val ues include:

freshwat er

CAS
Nunber

000083329
000107028
000107131
007440360
022569728
000071432
007440417
007440439
000057749
CAS000337

007782505
000067663
002921882
016065831
007440473
007440508
000057125
000050293
008065483
000117817
025321226
000107062
000120832
026638197
026952238
000060571
025321146
000121142
000115297
000959988
033213659
000072208
000206440
000086500
000319857
000058899
000319868
CAS000409
000076448
001024573
000118741
000087683
000077474
000067721
007783064
007439896
007439921
000121755

Threshol d

Val ue

eeoe

710
21
2600
500

1000
8.5
0.1

(F) and saltwater

Units

(S)

Wt er
Type
(1)

MOTOTTTTOOTTTTOOOOONOOTOOTOTTTOOOTTOTOTOOTOOTOONTTW®

1
2 - Freshwater criterion was used in the absence of a saltwater criterion

Fl ag
(2))

(RN

P

[

PR R e

A

[y

Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni
Chr oni

OO0OO0O00O0OO0O0O000000000000000000000000000000000000000O0O0

08: 55 Friday, April

Threshol d
Sour ce

\Wat er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
Vat er
Wt er
Wt er
\\at er
Wt er
\Wat er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
Vat er
Wt er
Vat er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
Vat er
Wt er
Vat er
Wt er
Wt er
\at er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
Wt er
\at er
Wt er
Vat er
Wt er

Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality
Quality

Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
Criteri
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1Threshol ds used for conparison to data in the Toxi cs Database 08:55 Friday, April 16, 1999 4
Water Threshol ds, Set 2: EPA/State Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Threshol ds sel ected for saltwater

Wat er

Cheni cal CAS Threshol d Type Fl ag Threshol d

Nane Nunber Val ue Units (1) (2)) Sour ce

Mer cury 007439976 0. 02 UG L S EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Met hoxychl or 000072435 0.03 UG L S EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
M rex 002385855 0. 001 UG L S EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Napht hal ene 000091203 620 UG L F 1 EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Ni ckel 007440020 8.3 UG L S EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
PCBs 001336363 0.03 UG L S EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Par at hi on 000056382 0.01 UG L F 1 EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Pent achl or oet hane 000076017 281 UG L S EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Pent achl or ophenol 000087865 7.9 UG L S EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Phenant hr ene 000085018 4.6 UG L S EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Phenol 000108952 2560 UG L F 1 EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Phosphorus (el enental) 007723140 0.1 UG L S EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Pht hal ate esters CAS000407 3.4 UG L S EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Sel eni um 007782492 71 UG L S EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Silver 007440224 0.92 UG L S EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
TCDD 2, 3,7,8- (dioxin) 001746016 0. 00001 UG L F 1 EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
TRI CHLORCPHENQL, 2, 4, 5- 000095954 11 UG L S EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Tetrachl oroet hane 1,1, 2, 2- 000079345 2400 UG L F 1 EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Tet rachl or oet hyl ene 000127184 450 UG L S EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Thal i um 007440280 40 UG L F 1 EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Tol uene 000108883 5000 UG L S EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Toxaphene 008001352 0. 0002 UG L S EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Trichl oroet hane 1,1, 2- 000079005 9400 UG L F 1 EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Trichl or oet hyl ene 000079016 21900 UG L F 1 EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Trichl orophenol 2,4, 6- 000088062 970 UG L F 1 EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria
Zi nc 007440666 86 UG L S EPA Chronic Water Quality Criteria

1 - Water type values include: freshwater (F) and saltwater (S)
2 - Freshwater criterion was used in the absence of a saltwater criterion



1Threshol ds used for conparison to data in the Toxi cs Database 10: 34 Friday, April 16, 1999
Sedi nent Thresholds, Set 1: SQCs - EqP based threshol ds

Wat er
Cheni cal CAS Threshol d Units Type Threshol d
Narme Nunber Val ue QUAL (1) (2) TOCFLAG Sour ce
ACENAPHTHENE 000083329 230 <= U@ GoC SwW EPA (1993), EqP, ACEN
DI ELDRI N 000060571 20 <= Ud GoC S EPA (1993), EqP, DI ELDRIN
ENDRI N 000072208 0.76 <= UG GoC SW EPA (1993), EqP, ENDRIN
FLUORANTHENE 000206440 300 <= Ud GoC SwW EPA (1993), EqP, FLUOR
PHENANTHRENE 000085018 240 <= U@ GoC SwW EPA (1993), EqP, PHEN

1 - Wen necessary, thresholds have been converted to PPB assum ng 2% total organic carbon
2 - Water type values include: freshwater (FW, saltwater (SW, estuarine (E), fresh and saltwater (FS), fresh and estuarine (FE),
and estuarine and salt (ES).



1Threshol ds used for conparison to data in the Toxi cs Database

Sedi nent Thr eshol ds,

Cheni cal
me

£

- TRI CHLORCETHANE
2- TETRACHLOROETHANE
- TRI CHLOROBENZENE

DI CHLOROBENZENE

DI CHLOROBENZENE

, 4- DI CHLOROBENZENE

4- BROVOPHENYL PHENYL ETHER
BENZENE

BHC, DELTA

BHC, GAMVA (LI NDANE)

Bl PHENYL

BUTYL BENZYL PHTHALATE
CHLOROBENZENE

Dl - N- BUTYL PHTHALATE

DI AZI NON

DI BENZOFURAN

Dl ETHYL PHTHALATE
ENDCSULFAN M XED | SOVERS
ENDOSUL FAN- ALPHA
ENDOSULFAN- BETA
ETHYLBENZENE

FLUGORENE

HEXACHL ORCETHANE

MALATHI ON

METHOXYCHLOR

NAPHTHALENE

PENTACHL ORCBENZENE
TETRACHLOROETHENE
TETRACHL OROVETHANE
TOLUENE

TOXAPHENE

TR BROVOVETHANE

TRI CHLOROETHENE

XYLENE, M

1
, 2
4

1,1
1,1
1,2
1,2
1,3
1,4

1 - \When necessary,

2 - Water type val ues include:

Set 1A: SQALs -

CAS
Nunber

000071556
000079345
000120821
000095501
000541731
000106467
000101553
000071432
000319868
000058899
000092524
000085687
000108907
000084742
000333415
000132649
000084662
000115297
000959988
033213659
000100414
000086737
000067721
000121755
000072435
000091203
000608935
000127184
000056235
000108883
008001352
000075252
000079016
000108383

freshwat er

EqP based threshol ds

Threshol d

(FW,

Val ue

17
160
920

34
170

35
130
5.7

13

0.37
110
1100
82
1100
0.19
200
63
0.54
0.29
1.4
480

sal t wat er

threshol ds have been converted to PPB assum ng 2%t ot al

(sw,

and estuarine and salt (ES).

Wat er
Type Threshol d

(2) Sour ce

FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs
FS EPA (1996), SQALs

estuarine (E),

organi c carbon

fresh and sal twater

10: 34 Fri day,

(FS),

April 16, 1999

fresh and estuarine (FE),

2



1Threshol ds used for conparison to data in the Toxi cs Database 10: 34 Friday, April 16, 1999 3
Sedi nent Threshol ds, Set 2: ERM PELs

Wat er
Cheni cal CAS Threshol d Units Type Threshol d
Narme Nunber Val ue (1) (2) Sour ce
2- METHYLNAPHTHALENE 000091576 201 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
ACENAPHTHENE 000083329 88.9 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
ACENAPHTHYLENE 000208968 128 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
ANTHRACENE 000120127 245 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
ARSENI C 007440382 41.6 ud G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
BENZQ( A) ANTHRACENE 000056553 693 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
BENZQ( A) PYRENE 000050328 763 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
BHC, GAMVA (LI NDANE) 000058899 0.99 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
Bl S( 2- ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE 000117817 2647 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
CADM UM 007440439 4.21 ud G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
CHLORDANE 000057749 4.79 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
CHROM UM 007440473 160 (Veie FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
CHRYSENE 000218019 846 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
COPPER 007440508 108 Ud G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
DDD- P, P 000072548 7.81 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
DDE- P, P 000072559 27 NG G SE NOAA (1995), ERM
DDT, TOTAL CAS000111 46. 1 NG G SE NOAA (11995), ERM
DDT- P, P 000050293 4. 77 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
DI BENZ( A, H) ANTHRACENE 000053703 135 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
DI ELDRI N 000060571 4.3 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
ENDRI N 000072208 62.4 NG G Fw ENVI RONVENT CANADA (1996) PEL
FLUORANTHENE 000206440 1494 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
FLUORENE 000086737 144 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
HEPTACHLOR EPOXI DE 001024573 2.74 NG G FW ENVI RONVENT CANADA (1996) PEL
LEAD 007439921 112 uqd G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
MERCURY 007439976 0. 69 ud G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
NAPHTHALENE 000091203 391 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
NI CKEL 007440020 42.8 ud G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
PAH, H GH MOLECULAR VEI GHT CAS000460 6676 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
PAH, LOW MOLECULAR VEI GHT CAS000461 1442 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
PAHS, TOTAL 000061789 16770 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
PCBS, TOTAL 001336363 180 NG G SE NOAA (1995), ERM
PHENANTHRENE 000085018 544 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
PYRENE 000129000 1398 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
SI LVER 007440224 1.77 ud G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL
ZI NC 007440666 271 uqd G FS MACDONALD (1994), PEL

1 - Wen necessary, thresholds have been converted to PPB assum ng 2% total organic carbon
2 - Water type values include: freshwater (FW, saltwater (SW, estuarine (E), fresh and saltwater (FS), fresh and estuarine (FE),
and estuarine and salt (ES).



1Threshol ds used for conparison to data in the Toxi cs Database 10: 34 Friday, April 16, 1999 4
Sedi nent Threshol ds, Set 3: ERL/TELs

Wat er
Cheni cal CAS Threshol d Units Type Threshol d
Narme Nunber Val ue (1) (2) Sour ce
2- METHYLNAPHTHALENE 000091576 20.2 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
ACENAPHTHENE 000083329 6.71 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
ACENAPHTHYLENE 000208968 5.87 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
ANTHRACENE 000120127 46.9 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
ARSENI C 007440382 7.24 ud G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
BENZQ( A) ANTHRACENE 000056553 74.8 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
BENZQ( A) PYRENE 000050328 88.8 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
BHC, GAMVA (LI NDANE) 000058899 0.32 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
Bl S( 2- ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE 000117817 182 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
CADM UM 007440439 0.676 U@ G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
CHLORDANE 000057749 2.26 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
CHROM UM 007440473 52.3 (Veje FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
CHRYSENE 000218019 108 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
COPPER 007440508 18.7 (Veje FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
DDD- P, P 000072548 1.22 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
DDE- P, P 000072559 2.07 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
DDT, TOTAL CAS000111 1.58 NG G SE NOAA (1995), ERL
DDT- P, P 000050293 1.19 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
DI BENZ( A, H) ANTHRACENE 000053703 6.22 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
DI ELDRI N 000060571 0. 715 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
ENDRI N 000072208 2.67 NG G Fw ENVI RONVENT CANADA (1996) TEL
FLUORANTHENE 000206440 113 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
FLUORENE 000086737 19 NG G SE NOAA (1995), ERL
HEPTACHLOR EPOXI DE 001024573 0.6 NG G FwW ENVI RONVENT CANADA (1996) TEL
LEAD 007439921 30.2 ud G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
MERCURY 007439976 0.13 ud G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
NAPHTHALENE 000091203 34.6 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
NI CKEL 007440020 15.9 ud G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
PAH, H GH MOLECULAR VEI GHT CAS000460 655 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
PAH, LOW MOLECULAR VEI GHT CAS000461 312 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
PAHS, TOTAL 000061789 1684 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
PCBS, TOTAL 001336363 21.5 NG G SW ENVI RONVENT CANADA (1996) TEL
PHENANTHRENE 000085018 86.7 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
PYRENE 000129000 153 NG G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL
SI LVER 007440224 0.73 uqd G SW ENVI RONVENT CANADA (1996) TEL
ZI NC 007440666 124 uqd G FS MACDONALD (1994), TEL

1 - Wen necessary, thresholds have been converted to PPB assum ng 2% total organic carbon
2 - Water type values include: freshwater (FW, saltwater (SW, estuarine (E), fresh and saltwater (FS), fresh and estuarine (FE),
and estuarine and salt (ES).



1Threshol ds used for conparison to data in the Toxi cs Database

Ti ssue Threshol ds,

Cheni cal
Nanme

ALDRI N

CHLORDECONE ( KEPONE)
CHLORDECONE ( KEPONE)
CHLORDECONE ( KEPONE)
DDE

DDE

DDE

DDT

DDT

DDT

DI ELDRI N

DI ELDRI N

DI ELDRI N

HEPTACHLOR
HEPTACHLOR
HEPTACHLOR
HEPTACHLOR EPOXI DE
HEPTACHLOR EPOXI DE
HEPTACHLCR EPOXI DE
MERCURY

NERCURY

MERCURY

1 - Water type val ues include:

Set

1:

FDA Action Levels

CAS Threshol d

Nunber Val ue
000309002 300
000309002 300
000309002 300
000057749 300
000057749 300
000057749 300
000143500 300
000143500 300
000143500 300
000072559 5000
000072559 5000
000072559 5000
000050293 5000
000050293 5000
000050293 5000
000060571 300
000060571 300
000060571 300
000076448 300
000076448 300
000076448 300
001024573 300
001024573 300
001024573 300
007439976 1
007439976 1
007439976 1
002385855 100
002385855 100
002385855 100
000072548 5000
000072548 5000
000072548 5000

freshwater (FW,

Units

NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
Ud G (PPM
Ud G (PPM
U@ G (PPM
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)

sal t wat er

(sw,

and estuarine and salt (ES).

10: 34 Friday, April 16, 1999
Wat er
Type Speci es Thr eshol d

(1) Type Sour ce

FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS FI NFI SH USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS FI NFI SH USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS FI NFI SH USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS FI NFI SH USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS FI NFI SH USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS FI NFI SH USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS FI NFI SH USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS FI NFI SH USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS FI NFI SH USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS FI NFI SH USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS FI NFI SH USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS
FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, ACTI ON LEVELS

estuarine (E),

fresh and sal twater

(FS), fresh and estuarine (FE)

1



1Threshol ds used for conparison to data in the Toxi cs Database 10: 34 Friday, April 16, 1999
Ti ssue Threshol ds, Set 2A: FDA Levels of Concern - 90th Percentile

Wat er
Cheni cal CAS Thr eshol d Type Speci es Threshol d
Narme Nurnber Val ue Units (1) Type Sour ce
ARSENI C 007440382 43.0 Ud G (PPM FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, 90TH, ARSEN C
ARSENI C 007440382 55.0 Ud G (PPM FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, 90TH, ARSEN C
CADM UM 007440439 3.0 Ud G (PPM FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, 90TH, CADM UM
CADM UM 007440439 3.0 Ud G (PPM FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, 90TH, CADM UM
CHROM UM | ||, TOTAL 016065831 11.0 Ud G (PPM FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, 90TH, CHROM UM
CHROM UM | I |, TOTAL 016065831 11.0 Ud G (PPM FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, 90TH, CHROM UM
LEAD 007439921 0.6 U@ G (PPM FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, 90TH, LEAD
LEAD 007439921 0.8 U@ G (PPM FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, 90TH, LEAD
NI CKEL 007440020 70.0 U@ G (PPM FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, 90TH, NI CKEL
NI CKEL 007440020 80.0 UG G (PPM FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, 90TH, NI CKEL

1 - Water type values include: freshwater (FW, saltwater (SW, estuarine (E), fresh and saltwater (FS), fresh and estuarine (FE),
and estuarine and salt (ES).



1Threshol ds used for conparison to data in the Toxi cs Database
Ti ssue Threshol ds, Set 2B: FDA Levels of Concern - Mean

Cheni cal CAS

Narme Nurnber

ARSENI C 007440382
ARSENI C 007440382
CADM UM 007440439
CADM UM 007440439
CHROM UM I I I, TOTAL 016065831
CHROM UM I I I, TOTAL 016065831
LEAD 007439921
LEAD 007439921
NI CKEL 007440020
NI CKEL 007440020

Threshol d

Val ue

86.
110.
6.
5.
22.
17.
1.
1.
130.
120.

1 - Water type values include: freshwater
and estuarine and salt (ES).

OQOUINOOOOOO

(FW,

Units

Ud G (PPM
Ud G (PPM
Ud G (PPM
Ud G (PPM
Ud G (PPM
Ud G (PPM
U@ G (PPM
Ud G (PPM
U@ G (PPM
Ud G (PPM

sal twater (SW,

Wat er

Type Speci es Thr esho
(1) Type Sour ce
FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, MEAN,
FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, MEAN,
FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, MEAN,
FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, MEAN,
FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, MEAN,
FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, MEAN,
FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, MEAN,
FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, MEAN,
FS CRUSTACEA USFDA, MEAN,
FS MOLLUSCA USFDA, MEAN,

estuarine (E),

fresh and sal twater

10: 34 Friday, April 16, 1999

Id

ARSENI C

(FS), fresh and estuarine (FE),



1Threshol ds used for conparison to data in the Toxi cs Database 10: 34 Friday, April 16, 1999 4
Ti ssue Thresholds Set 3: EPA Screening Levels

Wat er

Cheni cal CAS Threshol d Type Speci es Threshol d

Nare Nunber Val ue Units (1) Type Sour ce

CADM UM 007440439 10.0 Ud G (PPM FS CRUSTACEA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
CADM UM 007440439 10.0 U@ G (PPM FS FI NFI SH USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
CADM UM 007440439 10.0 Ud G (PPM FS MOLLUSCA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
CARBOPHENOTHI ON 000786196 1000.0 NG G ( PPB) FS CRUSTACEA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
CARBOPHENOTHI ON 000786196 1000.0 NG G ( PPB) FS FI NFI SH USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
CARBOPHENOTHI ON 000786196 1000.0 NG G ( PPB) FS MOLLUSCA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
CHLORDANE 000057749 80.0 NG G ( PPB) FS CRUSTACEA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
CHLORDANE 000057749 80.0 NG G ( PPB) FS FI NFI SH USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
CHLORDANE 000057749 80.0 NG G ( PPB) FS MOLLUSCA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
CHLORPYRI FOS 002921882 30000. 0 NG G ( PPB) FS CRUSTACEA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
CHLORPYRI FOS 002921882 30000. 0 NG G ( PPB) FS FI NFI SH USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
CHLORPYRI FOS 002921882 30000. 0 NG G ( PPB) FS MOLLUSCA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
DDT ( TOTAL) CAS000111 300.0 NG G (PPB) FS CRUSTACEA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
DDT ( TOTAL) CAS000111 300.0 NG G (PPB) FS FI NFI SH USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
DDT ( TOTAL) CAS000111 300.0 NG G ( PPB) FS MOLLUSCA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
DI AZI NON 000333415 900.0 NG G ( PPB) FS CRUSTACEA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
DI AZI NON 000333415 900.0 NG G ( PPB) FS FI NFI SH USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
DI AZI NON 000333415 900.0 NG G ( PPB) FS MOLLUSCA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
DI COFOL 000115322 10000. 0 NG G ( PPB) FS CRUSTACEA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
DI COFCL 000115322 10000. 0 NG G ( PPB) FS FI NFI SH USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
DI COFCL 000115322 10000. 0 NG G (PPB) FS MOLLUSCA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
DI ELDRI' N 000060571 7.0 NG G ( PPB) FS CRUSTACEA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
DI ELDRI N 000060571 7.0 NG G ( PPB) FS FI NFI SH USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
DI ELDRI' N 000060571 7.0 NG G ( PPB) FS MOLLUSCA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
DI OXI NS 001746016 700.0 NG G ( PPB) FS CRUSTACEA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
DI OXI NS 001746016 700.0 NG G (PPB) FS FI NFI SH USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
DI OXI NS 001746016 700.0 NG G ( PPB) FS MOLLUSCA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
DI SULFOTON 000298044 500.0 NG G ( PPB) FS CRUSTACEA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
DI SULFOTON 000298044 500.0 NG G ( PPB) FS FI NFI SH USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
DI SULFOTON 000298044 500.0 NG G ( PPB) FS MOLLUSCA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
ENDCSULFAN 000115297 20000.0 NG G ( PPB) FS CRUSTACEA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
ENDOSUL FAN 000115297 20000.0 NG G ( PPB) FS FI NFI SH USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
ENDCSULFAN 000115297 20000.0 NG G ( PPB) FS MOLLUSCA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
ENDRI N 000072208 3000.0 NG G ( PPB) FS CRUSTACEA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
ENDRI N 000072208 3000.0 NG G ( PPB) FS FI NFI SH USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
ENDRI N 000072208 3000.0 NG G ( PPB) FS MOLLUSCA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
ETH ON 000563122 5000.0 NG G ( PPB) FS CRUSTACEA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
ETH ON 000563122 5000. 0 NG G ( PPB) FS FI NFI SH USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
ETH ON 000563122 5000. 0 NG G ( PPB) FS MOLLUSCA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
HEPTACHLOR EPOXI DE 001024573 10.0 NG G ( PPB) FS CRUSTACEA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
HEPTACHLOR EPOXI DE 001024573 10.0 NG G ( PPB) FS FI NFI SH USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
HEPTACHLOR EPOXI DE 001024573 10.0 NG G ( PPB) FS MOLLUSCA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
HEXACHL ORBENZENE 000118741 70.0 NG G ( PPB) FS CRUSTACEA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
HEXACHL ORBENZENE 000118741 70.0 NG G ( PPB) FS FI NFI SH USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
HEXACHL ORBENZENE 000118741 70.0 NG G ( PPB) FS MOLLUSCA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
LI NDANE 000058899 80.0 NG G ( PPB) FS CRUSTACEA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
LI NDANE 000058899 80.0 NG G ( PPB) FS FI NFI SH USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
LI NDANE 000058899 80.0 NG G ( PPB) FS MOLLUSCA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
MERCURY 007439976 0.6 Ud G (PPM FS CRUSTACEA USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES
MERCURY 007439976 0.6 ud G (PPM FS FI NFI SH USEPA, SCREENI NG VALUES

1 - Water type values include: freshwater (FW, saltwater (SW, estuarine (E), fresh and saltwater (FS), fresh and estuarine (FE),
and estuarine and salt (ES).



1Threshol ds used for conparison to data in the Toxi cs Database
Ti ssue Thresholds Set 3: EPA Screening Levels

Cheni ca
Nanme

MERCURY

M REX

M REX

M REX

OXYFLUORFEN

OXYFLUORFEN

OXYFLUORFEN

PCBS ( TOTAL PCLYCHLORI NATED BI
PCBS ( TOTAL POLYCHLORI NATED BI
PCBS ( TOTAL PCLYCHLORI NATED BI
SELENI UM

SELENI UM

SELENI UM

TERBUFCS

TERBUFCS

TERBUFCS

TOXAPHENE

TOXAPHENE

TOXAPHENE

1 - Water type val ues include

CAS Thr eshol d
Nunber Val ue
007439976 0.6
002385855 2000.0
002385855 2000.0
002385855 2000.0
042874033 800.0
042874033 800.0
042874033 800.0
001336363 10.0
001336363 10.0
001336363 10.0
007782492 50.0
007782492 50.0
007782492 50.0
013071799 1000.0
013071799 1000.0
013071799 1000.0
008001352 100.0
008001352 100.0
008001352 100.0
freshwater (FW, saltwater

and estuarine and salt (ES)

(sw,

Units

U@ G (PPM
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
U@ G (PPM
U@ G (PPM
Ud G (PPM
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)
NG G ( PPB)

Wt er
Type
(1)

estuarine (E),

10
Speci es
Type

MOLLUSCA USEPA,
CRUSTACEA USEPA,
FI NFI SH USEPA,
MOLLUSCA USEPA,
CRUSTACEA USEPA,
FI NFI SH USEPA,
MOLLUSCA USEPA,
CRUSTACEA USEPA,
FI NFI SH USEPA,
MOLLUSCA USEPA,
CRUSTACEA USEPA,
FI NFI SH USEPA,
MOLLUSCA USEPA,
CRUSTACEA USEPA,
FI NFI SH USEPA,
MOLLUSCA USEPA,
CRUSTACEA USEPA,
FI NFI SH USEPA,
MOLLUSCA USEPA,

fresh and sal twater

(FS),

34 Friday, Apri

Threshol d
Sour ce

SCREENI NG VALUES
SCREENI NG VALUES
SCREENI NG VALUES
SCREENI NG VALUES
SCREENI NG VALUES
SCREENI NG VALUES
SCREENI NG VALUES
SCREENI NG VALUES
SCREENI NG VALUES
SCREENI NG VALUES
SCREENI NG VALUES
SCREENI NG VALUES
SCREENI NG VALUES
SCREENI NG VALUES
SCREENI NG VALUES
SCREENI NG VALUES
SCREENI NG VALUES
SCREENI NG VALUES
SCREENI NG VALUES

16, 1999

fresh and estuarine (FE)

5



APPENDI X D: Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee Review of Characterization

June 1, 1999

Mr. Robert Summers

Chair, Toxics Subcommittee

Maryland Department of the Environment
2500 Broening Highway

Baltimore, MD 21224

Dear Mr. Summers:

In response to the request from the Implementation Committee, the Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee
(STAC) conducted an expedited, independent technical review of the Toxics Subcommittee' s publication Targeting
Toxics: A Characterization Report - A Tool for Directing Management and Monitoring Actions in the Chesapeake
Bay's Tidal Rivers, and its Technical Workplan. The results of this review process are described in the attached
report.

The review panel for this effort, chaired by Dr. Jonathan Phinney from the Center for Marine Conservation, was
charged with three tasks: (1) evaluate the protocol used for the characterization, and its utility as a management tool,
(2) determine of the protocol was properly implemented, and (3) recommend how this information can be more
effectively communicated in the future. Each of these charges are addressed in detail in the attached report. A
presentation and discussion with the subcommittee of the findings of the review panel can be arranged, if requested.

In general, the review panel found the protocol used for this toxics characterization, and its implementation given
the available data sets, to be appropriate. They commended the Toxics Subcommittee for pulling together so many
disparate datasets to be effectively used for asingle purpose. However, despite the large number of data sets used
in the characterization, significant information gaps exist for the Bay’ stidal rivers. Assuch, the reviewers
recommend that the results of this characterization be used primarily to direct future toxics research and monitoring
efforts.

The attached report recommends some specific changes to the characterization report and its technical workplan.
STAC reguests that the Toxics Subcommittee respond to those recommendations, identifying how they were
implemented or clarifying why such changes were not feasible and/or appropriate, by June 18, 1999. After the
responses are received, STAC will submit the technical review report to the Implementation Committee.

STAC appreciates the opportunity to participate in the review of the toxics characterization report. If you have any
guestions or need further information, please feel free to contact myself or Caryn Boscoe, STAC Coordinator.

Sincerely,

Richard L. Jachowski
Chair, Scientific & Technical Advisory Committee

CC: Kelly Eisenman, TSC Coordinator
Carrie McDaniel, TSC Fellow
Joe Winfield, Regional Focus Workgroup Chair
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Technical Review
of

Targeting Toxics: A Tool for Directing Management and
Monitoring Actions in the Chesapeake Bay’s Tidal Rivers
Public Report & Technical Workplan

Junel, 1999

Conducted by the Scientific and Technical Advisory
Committeeto the Chesapeake Bay Program

Review Panel Members

Jonathan Phinney (chair); Center for Marine Conservation
Richard Coffin; Naval Research Laboratory

Dan Dauer; Old Dominion University

Dennis Suszkowski; Hudson River Foundation

Caryn Boscoe (coordinator); Chesapeake Research Consortium
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| ntr oduction

In April 1999, the Chesapeake Bay Program’ s Implementation Committee requested that the
Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee establish areview panel to conduct an expedited,
independent, technical review of two publications produced by the Toxics Subcommittee:
Targeting Toxics: A Characterization Report - A Tool for Directing Management & Monitoring
Actions in the Chesapeake Bay's Tidal Rivers and the characterization’s Technical Workplan.
The ad hoc review panel was charged with the following three tasks:

1 Evaluate the scientific merit of the protocol and criteria used in the characterization of
any designated region of the tidal Chesapeake, as detailed in the 1999 Technical
Workplan. Address the suitability of this protocol as a management tool.

2. Provide an assessment of whether the protocol was properly used to categorize tributary
segments described in the workplan and the report.

3. Recommend how future reports on characterization of contaminant-related impacts can
most effectively and accurately communicate information about habitat status.

Foremost, the Toxics Subcommittee and its Regional Focus Workgroup is to be commended for
weaving together the many databases used in the characterization into a centralized, useable
system. Formatting so many disparate sources such that they can be used to address asingle
problem isasignificant challenge. In addition, the successful coordination of the many agencies
and individuals involved in the Workgroup’ s development of the protocol and the
characterizationsis a major accomplishment in itself.

The data available for use in the development of this characterization posed a considerable
challenge to the Regional Focus Workgroup. Information was collected from awide variety of
research and monitoring efforts which tested for different compounds at different time scales,
using arange of sampling protocols. The result of this collection is a dataset with uncoordinated
and incomplete spatial and temporal (historic and seasonal) coverage. As such, thistoxics
characterization has limitationsin the level of detail at which it can classify toxicity, aswell as
identify sources and primary contaminantsin a system. This paucity of data should be
emphasized in the report, both for an accurate understanding of the limitations and to encourage
further, coordinated monitoring efforts. The review panel makes some specific recommendations
about future research and monitoring later in this report.

Review Process

Reviewers were chosen to represent expertise in arange of toxicological disciplines. Following
the review of the two documents and the datasets used by the Regional Focus Workgroup to
characterize the Chester River segment, the review panel submitted written comments to Caryn
Boscoe, who drafted the initial report. Based on three group discussions of the pertinent issues,
reviewers made revisions to two subsequent redrafts before completion of the final report.
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1. Scientific Merit of the Protocol and Criteria

In general, the review panel found the protocol used in the Technical Workplan to be suitable for
the limited dataset presently available, and should be considered afirst attempt to characterize
the toxicity in the Bay’ stidal rivers and to direct future monitoring efforts. The characterization
protocol presented alogical series of stepsthat involved identifying and compiling relevant data,
interpreting the datain light of established endpoints, and then characterizing river segmentsinto
qualitative categories.

Categories. Given the present level of data and information, the four categories used in
the characterization are appropriate: (1) Region of Concern, (2) Areaof Emphasis, (3)
Areawith Low Probability for Adverse Effects, and (4) Areawith Insufficient or
Inconclusive Data. The review panel recommends that descriptions and figures
(particularly Figure 3) for each of the segmentsin Category 4 specify whether the data
available were insufficient or inconclusive. Insufficient data requires more general
monitoring, while inconclusive data calls for focused research and/or monitoring.

Endpoints. The endpoints, or thresholds, used to characterize the level of contamination
in each segment were generally appropriate. Those used to evaluate water quality were
found to be conservative and appropriate guidelines. The thresholds for sediment
analyses are currently a subject of scientific debate, but appropriately based on current
information.

Management Tool: Asamanagement tool, the protocol is useful as an initial assessment
of the Bay’stidal tributaries and provides agood model for other estuary programs to
utilize. 1t summarizes existing data and sets up priority segments for future analysis. The
greatest strength of the characterization may beitsrole as a scientifically sound meansto
identify future sites and issues for study and monitoring, and should be used to direct
upcoming efforts.

The current characterization presents two potential problems related to management
actions and public interpretation of the results: (a) it may overstate problems because the
rel ationships between cause and effect in the segments are not well established, or (b)
they may understate problems because data are limited or lacking altogether. These
information gaps limit the ability of the characterization to identify specific locations
and/or contaminants which require regulation or management. This qualification should
be considered when using the characterization as a management tool.

2. Protocol |mplementation

The reviewers examined the datasets available from the Chester River as a case study for the
implementation of the characterization protocol. Based on thisinformation, the reviewers felt
that the consensus process utilized by the Workgroup successfully implemented the criteria and
decision rules described in the technical workplan. The panel would like to reemphasize a point
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made in the workplan, that making a characterization is not a standardized or reproducible
process. Rather, the Workgroup members had to apply their best professional judgement and
group consensus in the characterization of each of the segments.

The review panel recommends the following revisions to the Technical Workplan and Public

Report:

. The segment profilesin the public report make statements about the toxicity levelsin the
tributaries which are inappropriate and/or misleading, particularly when based on a
limited number of presumably uncoordinated toxicity tests. For example, the Chester
River profiles states “ The sediment in the upper portions of the Chester River was found
to be highly toxic...to Chesapeake Bay organisms...” The panel recommends that
descriptors such as “highly toxic” be changed to more neutral language (e.g. “adverse
effects’) unless detailed definitions are included for such classifications.

. Areas with Low Probability for Adverse Effects: the report should emphasi ze that just
because thereis not a chemical contaminant-related problem does not mean that the
tributary is healthy, requiring no further management or restoration efforts. Other
environmental factors, such aslow dissolved oxygen, may impact chemical fates and
transport times, having future implications for the segment. A notation of this caveat
could also be included in the figures (especially Figure 3).

. Include more information about the datasets used in the characterization. For example:
(1) Discuss the temporal coverage of the water column data. Were samples collected
seasonally? Monthly? Coordinated with precipitation events? (2) What does the toxicity
data consist of ? What species are used? What are the degrees of toxicity?

. The public report mentions the “Workgroup’s confidence” or “level of confidence.”
From a scientific perspective, the report should clarify the level of uncertainty, where
possible, in making a decision about the potential toxic effects in a segment, thus
illustrating the possibility of an incorrect (either positive or negative) classification.

. The major purpose of the characterization is to prompt action when problems are found -
or yet to befound. Thereisvery little detail about the types of actions that might be
taken. Though it may be premature to describe detailed remedies, it is likely that ongoing
inputs will be problematic in areas of concern. What will be done to investigate the
sources of the pollutants? If multiple sources are discovered, then some relative
significance will have to attached to the various sources. If thisisthe case, loadings will
have to quantified and models may be necessary to link the loads with observed
conditions in water, sediment and biota. 1s modeling planned? Will sources be
quantified? Will the existing data support model development?

. Pollution Prevention is stated as an option, however, this form of contaminant reduction
may not be appropriate to deal with problematic compounds like PCBsand DDT --
chemicals that were banned years ago. What about TMDLSs or other regulatory tools?

3. Future Research and Monitoring

As stated earlier, the greatest utility of the toxics characterization is to direct and influence future
chemical contaminant research and monitoring programs. It isclear from the inconsistenciesin
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the present dataset that a focused, coordinated monitoring program would allow a much more
detailed, comprehensive analysis of the toxicity problemsin the Chesapeake Bay ecosystem. The
following are afew specific recommendations for consideration in future monitoring and
research programs, in anticipation of an updated characterization project.

. | dentifying those contaminants which have significant adverse effects on living resources
would allow the prioritization of monitoring and restoration efforts. Genetic and tissue
toxicity assays can demonstrate the contaminant effects at multiple levels of the food web
and be beneficial in setting priorities. (See References)

. Continuing studies on the impact of low level, long-term exposure to ambient toxicity
should be encouraged.
. Future work for assessing habitats in the segments would benefit from a more thorough

analysis of spatial and seasonal variations in contaminant concentrations and the
contaminant turnover time. For example, sampling should be coordinated with pesticide
applicationsin the spring.

. Repeated measurement of chemicals which are no longer in use (e.g. DDT) may be of
limited utility for regulation and prevention, particularly in areas where new introductions
are unlikely. If initial surveys demonstrate that these chemicals are not present or in
harmless amounts, monitoring should be shifted to incorporate chemicals and pesticides
currently used in the watershed.

. As data availability improves, the guidelines and criteria used for the characterizations
should also be updated. For example, EPA’s Acute and Chronic Water Quality
Guidelines are outdated and do not take into account advances in toxicity assessment
such as AV S measurement of sediment toxicity, speciation measurements, and synergism
between toxicants. The Guidelines should be used as a first assessment of a potential
problem that could require follow-up speciation and toxicity tests.

. Public health implications of chemical contaminants would seem to be of paramount
importance, and should have greater emphasisin future characterizations. Specifically,
(1) highlight fish tissue data and associated health advisoriesin future reports, (2) in
conjunction with state organizations, conduct a Bay-wide assessment of contaminantsin
edible species, with an emphasis on organics, (3) considering the movement of
contaminants in fish, reassess the characterization of the mainstem Bay as free of toxics
impacts.

Textual Comments

Reviewers identified specific questions and comments about the text of the documents, detailed
below.

Overview comments/ questions

. Throughout the report, the distinction between “exposure” and “ effects’ is unclear.
Recommend changing to “concentration” and “toxicity” (or other appropriate terms).
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How will PCBs be quantified? The Workplan states that arochlors and congeners will be
summed. Will the 18 or so congeners be combined to obtain a measure of total PCBs? If
so, thistotal will likely be afactor of 2 too low. Why was the Workgroup’ s confidence in
using atotal PCB threshold...fairly low?

Are there other endpoints that have management implications that could be used in the
characterizations? For instance, is dredged material analyzed in relationship to any toxics
endpoints? If so, these endpoints would be useful to include. The more endpoints that
have specific management implications, the better.

Page-specific comments/ guestions

Pg 2 para 2 bullet 1. Change sentence to read Better identify and conduct risk assessment
analysisin the Areas of Emphasis. As written, “implement necessary pollution prevention
action” is premature given that thereislittle data available in some areas of emphasis.
More direct field studies would be the logical next step.

Pg 4: the mainstem of the Bay is not characterized because contaminant levels are low.
The sentence about technique devel opment implies that there are possible effects in the
mainstem (or also in the tributaries) which can not be detected. Is this statement based
upon caution or suspected cases in the data set where toxicity effects were found but no
measured levels of contamination?

Pg 4, bottom: “... spatially or temporally insufficient.... inconclusive... data..” A bit vague
and never resolved. Possibly thisis an outcome of the shear size and complexity of the
task at hand.

Pg 5: “... limited or no evidence for arelationship...” “... Strong evidence for alinkage...”
Vague.

Pg 5 para4: drop “pollution prevention actions’ replace with better characterization of
toxicity using speciation, risk assessment, other tools. See explanation first bullet.

Pg 6 para 1: “Chemical contaminants entering the tidal riverstend to get trapped....” This
indicates that a mass balance of input relative to dilution from river and tidal energy has
been accomplished. If this has not been done this needs to be restated.

Pg 7 para 1: Table 1 need to have sources embedded in alegend, so the reader doesn’t
have to interpret Appendix B. For instanced, water column contaminant data
concentrations could include EPA’s Acute and Chronic Toxicity Guidelines.

Pg 8 para 4, line 2: What was the QA/QC on data going back to 19767 For trace metals,
“clean techniques’ were devel oped during that period and not implemented for another10
years or so. There should be added emphasis on screening of data sets.

Pg 9 para 2, line 2: “water exposure”’ should be changed to “water concentration.”
Exposure is a nebulous term and the data are generally reported in concentration units.

Pg 9 para 2 line 4: Define “ adequate spatial coverage”: 50 % of tributary? other?

Pg 10 para 2 line 5: “no random benthic sampling data were available for Virginia
waters..” A benthic monitoring program has been in place in Virginia since 1996.
Statement in the report needs to clarify that the data from this program were just not used
in the characterization.

Pg 11, bottom: Last sentence about “absence of data” and inference from expectationsis
troublesome.
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. Pgs 12-13: List the actual data sets used in the guidelines. It is done in some sections
such as water Column Concentration-(e.g. EPA aguatic life criteria) ,but not Bottom
Sediment or Finfish/Shellfish. Just listing the Chesapeake Bay Program Toxic Databases
is not enough; list NOAA’s ER-L/ER-M threshold document and others.

. Pg 13: benthic B-1BI criteria conflict with those in Appendix B, page 10.

. Figure 6 shows locations of benthic community samples used in the report. There were
hundreds of EMAP locations that are not indicated here. Were EMAP data used? In
1996 the Virginia Benthic Monitoring Program began random sampling at 100 locations
each year. There are 200 random Virginian locations that were available for the period
1996-1997. Were these data used?
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Chesapeake Bay Program

410 Severn Avenue, Suite 109, Annapolis, Maryland 21403 « 410-267-5700 « FAX 410-267-5777+ Toll free 800-

968-7229

June 15, 1999

Richard L. Jachowski

Chair, Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee
U.S. Geologica Survey

11410 American Holly Drive

Laurel, MD 20708-4015

On behalf of the Toxic Subcommittee, | would like to thank you for coordinating such a comprehensive
STAC technical review of the toxics characterization effort. The review panel’s

in depth review of the scientific merit of the protocol and criteria used in the characterization, the
application of the protocol, and communication of the results has helped us to strengthen thisinitial
characterization and will provide insight on how to improve the characterization in future updates.

Attached is our response to the STAC review which details how we have responded to the
recommendations and issues that were raised. We would be happy to meet with the STAC review panel
and the entire Committee to discuss the review in more detail if desired. Y ou will note throughout our
response, that we highlight several areas where follow up discussions and further coordination with
STAC would be beneficial, particularly in acting on the review panel’ s recommendations for future
research and monitoring. We would like to continue this dialogue with the broader scientific community
as we undergo reevaluating and revising the 1994 toxics strategy this year, particularly at the upcoming
“science forum” in September.

The reviews that the STAC has conducted over the years on key Toxics Subcommittee products and
budget proposals have been invaluable. We look forward to continuing these discussions and
interactions with the STAC and the broader scientific community as we plot our course for the year 2000
and beyond.

Sincerely,
Bob Summers
Chair, Toxics Subcommittee

Maryland Department of the Environment

Attachment
ccC: Jonathan Phinney, Chair of Review Panel/Caryn Boscoe, STAC
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Toxics Subcommittee Responseto the STAC Technical Review of
Targeting Toxics: A Tool for Directing Management and Monitoring
Actionsin the Chesapeake Bay's Tidal Rivers
Public Report & Technical Workplan

This report represents the formal response from the Toxics Subcommittee to the

Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee (STAC) review report of the characterization
(Attachment A). The STAC recommendations are listed under heading topics used in the STAC
review report in the order they appear in the review report. The Toxics Subcommittee' s response
follows each recommendation and includes a combination of actions (in bold text) and further
explanations. The “workgroup” refers to the Toxics Subcommittee’ s Regional Focus Workgroup
which was charged with conducting the toxics characterization.

I ntroduction

RE:

Data Limitations: “ This paucity of data should be emphasized in the report, both for an
accurate understanding of the limitations and to encourage further, coordinated
monitoring efforts.”

Agreed. We appreciate that the review panel recognized one of the more important
limitations to our efforts. It isimportant to emphasize that the database used in this
characterization is from awide range of research and monitoring programs[sic:
uncoordinated efforts] that provide inadequate descriptions of the presence of
contaminants and their potential or actual impacts for much of the Bay [sic: incomplete
gpatial and temporal (historic and seasonal) coverage]. This characterization islimited in
the level of detail at which it can classify problemsrelated to contamination [sic:
toxicity]. It should be apparent that a better understanding and more clear picture of the
problems can only be provided by enhanced and coordinated monitoring efforts at all
levels within the Chesapeake Bay Program. Thislimitation is clearly stated in the
technical workplan (Section 111.A.5. Data Limitations and Section VI. Recommendations
for Future Updates). We have added the following section in the public report
“Limitations of Data” (Section I1) to ensurethat thislimitation is clearly stated:

“ Limitations of Data: It isimportant to note that, to date, there is no Baywide monitoring
program designed to characterize toxics conditions in the Chesapeake Bay’ stidal rivers
on the scale necessary to perform comparable assessments of all rivers. Information used
for this characterization was collected for awide variety of studies that were conducted
for different purposes. The result of this collection is a dataset with uncoordinated and
incompl ete spatial and temporal coverage. The workgroup was faced with the challenge
of piecing together these different datasets and devel oping a consistent set of decision
rules for how to interpret this information in making a characterization. Assuch, this
characterization has limitationsin the level of detail at which it can characterize toxic
effects on the Bay’ s living resources. Through increased funding, intensified
coordination with federal and state toxics monitoring and research efforts, and intentional
collaboration between Bay Program signatory states at the governmental and academic
level to address Bay-wide issues, the gaps in data coverage will befilled.” We have also
added the following sentence in Section VI Recommendations:. “Only through
increased funding, intensified coordination with al Federal and State toxics monitoring
and research efforts, and intentional collaboration between the Signatory states at the
governmental and academic level to address Bay-wide issues, will the gapsin data
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coverage and gaps in our knowledge of the distribution and extent of toxic effects be
filled.”

1. Scientific Merit of the Protocol and Criteria

RE:

RE:

RE:

“... should be considered afirst attempt to characterize toxicity in the Bay’ stidal rivers
and to direct future monitoring efforts.”

Agreed. Prior to future updates to the characterization, an accounting of the “lessons
learned” would be useful for future refinements and the next characterization to be
performed in 3 years (see 1994 Chesapeake Bay Basinwide Toxics Reduction and
Prevention Strategy) or for periodic updates as new data become available (an alternative
strategy to triennial updates).

“The review panel recommends that descriptions and figures ... for each of the segments
in Category 4 specify whether the data available were insufficient or inconclusive.”

We agr ee that distinguishing between areas with insufficient data versus areas with
inconclusive dataisimportant. Initialy, the Regional Focus Workgroup (hereafter,
workgroup) was working with only the category of “insufficient” and found that in some
cases it was difficult to classify a segment because the data, although of adequate
gpatial/temporal coverage, were considered “inconclusive” or conflicting for one or more
reasons. “Insufficient” was considered just too little data to interpret for the spatial scale
of the segment. In developing a consensus, the workgroup “lumped” these two categories
together because the best professional judgement was that any additional monitoring or
research in these areas would have to be directed at answering one question: what is the
level of impairment due to toxics, if any? The workgroup has not devel oped specific
definitions or decision rules to distinguish segments with insufficient data from segments
with inconclusive data and therefore cannot provide extra detail on the map. We have
clearly indicated when data wer e spatially or temporally insufficient versus
inconclusivein the summary section of each segment profilein the public report.

It is obvious that the two strategies suggested by STAC (“more general monitoring” vs.
“focused research and/or monitoring™) are good approaches for resolving the
classification uncertainties. The Toxics Subcommittee will continue to usethe more
detailed information in the segment profiles and the data used to makethe
characterizationsto set its characterization prioritiesin the Areas with I nsufficient
or Inconclusive Data. It may be appropriate for STAC and the Toxics Subcommittee to
work together in the process of setting specific objectives for the research and monitoring
programs. That is, the Toxics Subcommittee should recognize the differences among the
Areas with Insufficient or Inconclusive Data and decide the appropriate monitoring
strategy with STAC review so that the uncertainties can be resolved at a management and
scientific level, respectively.

Endpoints

Concur.
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RE:
1% 9

2nd ﬂ

Management Tool

RE: “model for other estuary programs’ and “greatest strength of the characterization
may beitsrole as a scientifically sound meansto identify future sites and issues for study
and monitoring.”

Concur.

(a) “two potential problems related to management actions”

We agree that the “ greatest strength of the characterization may beitsroleasa
scientifically sound means to identify future sites and issues for study and monitoring,
...". We also agree that there are limitations in how this characterization can be used for
targeting management activities. We believe that thisinitial characterization can serve as
avaluable planning tool to help the Bay Program to better target its voluntary
management actions in the watershed. We have always pursued two goals: to improve
our understanding of toxic impacts in the Bay, while concurrently acting with the
knowledge we have now to ensure that we are reducing and preventing chemical
contamination in the Bay. Asour understanding increases, we will be able to better target
our management actions. This characterization will alow the Chesapeake Bay Program to
determine the areas in which to focus its voluntary pollution prevention and reduction
efforts and the areas in which to focus its preservation/conservation efforts. For example,
in the Areas of Emphasis where point source loadings of chemicals of concern are
substantial (based on the recently published 1999 Chesapeake Bay Basinwide Toxics
Loading and Release Inventory) we could target businesses in those watersheds for
further voluntary chemical reductions through the voluntary pollution prevention
program, Businesses for the Bay. The characterization gives the State/District partners
base information to allow them to conduct the more site specific analysis and source
assessment studies necessary for implementing regulatory programs called for in the
Clean Water Act.

We agree that we need to clearly state the utility of this characterization, highlighting its
primary value as atool for targeting monitoring and carefully describing how it can be
used for targeting voluntary management activities. To clarify the utility of the
characterization, we have added the following paragraph into the public report
(Section 111: What will be done with this characterization effort) and in Technical
Workplan (Section V. Implications of the Characterization): “The primary value and
utility of the characterization isin identifying areas that need additional monitoring and
assessment to better characterize the status of toxic effects on living resources inhabiting
those areas. This characterization can also serve as a planning tool to help the
Chesapeake Bay Program determine the areas in which to focus its voluntary pollution
prevention and reduction efforts and the areas in which to focus its voluntary
preservation/conservation efforts. The characterization gives the State/District partners
base information to allow them to conduct site specific analysis and source assessment
studies which may be necessary before regulatory actions can be taken.”
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29 (b) RE: “overstate problems’

2ndﬂ

The workgroup made every effort to be conservative in characterizing an area as an Area
of Emphasis. However, due to the limitations of the data, it is possible that some
problems may be overstated either in degree or extent of contamination. Uncertainty in
the characterizations has been detailed in the caveats in the segment profilesin the public
report. It isimportant to note that the burden of proof for an Area of Emphasis does not
require a demonstrated cause and effect relationship. It may be argued that, with few
exceptions, direct cause and effect relationships are impossible to define when working
with ambient exposure and effects data. Only where there are site-, contaminant- or
effects-specific studies with the objective to identify causative agents and to confirm their
actions against target species, populations or communities is there a chance for some
level of confidence in defining causality. We intentionally restricted our effortsto
looking at ambient data and not data from known “hot spots’ for contaminants or effects
to ensure that we were characterizing an entire segment rather than letting a known
problem (hopefully under responsi ble management attention such as the implementation
of TMDLs or remediation efforts) drive the classification for a segment. Also, we “raised
the bar” for our use of the “disputed” thresholds or benchmarks to reduce the likelihood
of overstating problems because of the concern for unwarranted alarm or management
action.

(c) RE: “understate the problem”

Agree. Thisisan issue that the workgroup struggled to address. We are highly
concerned about overlooking a problem where current data “ suggest” that thereisno
problem and giving the managers and public a false sense that the entire segment is clean
or safe from either a natural resources, habitat, or human health perspective. We have
addressed any limitations or caveatsin the characterizationsin the segment profiles
in Section 1V of the public report.

2. Protocol I mplementation

RE: CASE STUDY: Chester River “...the reviewers felt that the consensus process utilized
by the Workgroup successfully implemented the criteria and decision rules described in
the technical workplan.”

Concur.
Bullet 1. “The panel recommends that descriptors such as ‘highly toxic’ be changed to

more neutral language (e.g. ‘adverse effects’) unless detailed definitions are
included for such classifications.”

Agreethat amore globally understood term or terms be used throughout the report to
describe results of toxicity tests. The author of the source document for these data used
words such as “highly toxic” and “low to moderately toxic” to indicate the severity of
toxicity observed based on the number of toxicity tests and endpoints showing toxic
effects. Sincethesewordsarenot in and of themselves descriptive, we have replaced
them with text which describesthat an adver se effect occurred and gives an
indication of the severity of toxicity. An example of the changeinwordingis: “the
[sediment/water] was found to cause adverse effects on Chesapeake Bay organisms
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exposed to the [sediment/water] in the laboratory. In laboratory studies, sediment from
[location] was more toxic to animals that live in the sediments than almost all other
sediments tested in the Bay (ranking third [for example] out of 46 stations sampled in 16
rivers Baywide).” Where the author provided inferences regarding what chemical
contaminants may be contributing to the toxicity, we have provided that information as
well. For those people wanting more detail on the toxicity test results, the number of
endpoints significantly different from the controls, the toxicity index, etc. we have
included thefollowing referencein Section IV. For More Information of the public
report: “For electronic copies of the data evaluated by the workgroup, please refer to the
Bay Program Home Page at http://www.chesapeakebay.net or contact the Bay Program
Office at 1-800 YOUR BAY. Note that where feasible, links are made to the actual
datasets or summary reports/abstracts.”

Bullet 2: “... the report should emphasize that just because there is not a chemical
contaminant-related problem does not meant that the tributary is hedlthy...”

Agreed, but assessing impacts due to non-anthropogenic substances was beyond our
charge-of-duties and beyond our capacity to evaluate with the available data. We did take
into consideration in situ effects measures where low dissolved oxygen levels may have
been a causative factor for reduced benthic indices because the data were available. Itis,
however, very important to describe other factors that can influence the survival of living
resources by affecting the toxicity of substancesin the environment. We have
mentioned thisin the Section 111.A.5 of the Technical Workplan.

Bullet 3: “Include more information about the datasets used in the characterization...”

Agree that the more detailed information regarding the purpose of the study, the sample
design, the species used in toxicity tests, etc. is necessary to fully evaluate the
characterization. It was beyond the Regional Focus Workgroup’s charge to develop a
narrative summary of the numerous datasets it evaluated in conducting the
characterization. However, we understand that many users of the characterization are not
as familiar with the data as the workgroup is and need background information. The
characterization reports, supporting data, and references for all data evaluated will be
published on the Chesapeake Bay Program homepage. Wher e feasible, we will provide
linksfrom thereferencetableto the actual studiesto ensure that the mor e detailed
information about the study can be accessed. We haveindicated thisin Section V.
For More Information of the public report. We are hopeful that we will have the
cooperation of the scientific community in making their datasets, reports, and abstracts
available viathe web.

Bullet 4. “The report should clarify the level of uncertainty, where possible, in making a
decision about the potential toxic effects in a segment,...”

Agreethat the level of uncertainty in making a characterization isimportant to stressin
thereport. The level of confidence by the workgroup is an expression of the magnitude,
frequency and extent (or distribution) of the contaminants or effects measured. The level
of confidence cannot be numerically quantified in the sense of a quantitative risk
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assessment process for ambient concentration gradients about a source, but it can be
expressed in terms of how convincing or compelling the data were when carefully
weighed and subjected to the best professional judgement by the individuals and
confirmed through a consensus process. The Regional Focus Workgroup has clearly
indicated the overall uncertainty in the characterization effort in the technical workplan
(Section A.5. Limitations of Data, B.6. Limitationsin Data Interpretation, V1.
Recommendations for Future Updates to Characterization) and in the way the decision
rules were set up to account for uncertainty in the data and thresholds used (see Section
B.2. Decision Rulesfor Interpreting Data and Appendix B.). The workgroup’slevel of
uncertainty in individual characterizationsis stated in the limitations and caveats section
of each of the segment profiles. To ensurethat uncertainty ismore directly addressed
in the public report, we added a statement in thefirst paragraph of Section IV to
point thereader to the caveat/limitations section of each of the segment profilesfor
mor e description on thelevel of uncertainty for each characterization.

Bullet 5: “What will be done to investigate the sources of pollutants?’

Agree in concept, however, identifying sources and recommending actionsto take in
certain areas is beyond the workgroup’ s charge-of-duties and greatly exceeds the level of
effort available for thisreport. Actions can be taken on two fronts; 1) regulatory and 2)
voluntary. To recommend regulatory actions may overstep our relationships with the
States. Voluntary programs underway can benefit from some of the information in the
characterization and more detailed segment profiles. For example, for voluntary
programsin an area classified as an Area with Low Probability for Adverse Effects, the
participants can encourage preservation and good stewardship of an impacted resource.
Point and nonpoint source chemical contaminant loads to the Bay and its major tidal
rivers have been quantified in the 1999 Chesapeake Bay Basinwide Toxics Loading and
Release Inventory. The characterization, coupled with the loadings inventory, will
provideinitial information to enable managers, scientists, and stakeholdersto target their
toxics reduction and prevention activities towards specific source categories and
chemicals. Further assessments may be necessary to elucidate the problems and sources,
before regulatory actions can be taken. With respect to the data supporting model
development, only the modelers will know if the data meet their assumptions and needs
(Seerelated responsesin Section 1. Scientific Merit re: management tool, Bullet 6 of this
section, Section IV. Page Specific Textual Comments, Bullet 1).

Bullet 6: “What about TMDLSs or other regulatory tools?’

It was beyond the scope of the Regional Focus Workgroup to determine the specific
activities and remedies that should be taken in each of the characterized segments. The
report outlines general actions that the Chesapeake Bay Program can take in each of the
four categories which originated from the 1994 Chesapeake Bay Basinwide Toxics
Reduction and Prevention Strategy. We agree that pollution prevention activities will not
address contamination problems that are due to historically used chemicals that are
banned, yet persistent. Regulatory programs at both the federal and state level are
necessary to address the intractable problems of sediment contaminated with historically
used persistent bioaccumulative chemicals. The Chesapeake Bay Program’srolein
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toxics management is to supplement the regulatory programs with voluntary actions
where necessary. We believe it will take a combination of both regulatory and voluntary
actions to effectively address chemical contaminant impactsin the Bay. Itisup to the
Chesapeake Bay Program and its partners to determine the next steps that need to be
taken to prevent and reduce chemical contaminant impacts in the Bay and to protect and
conserve areas in the Bay from future harm.

3. Future Research and Monitoring
Many of the recommendations for future research and monitoring were incorporated into
the FY 2000 Request for Proposal for Toxics Subcommittee funding for chemical
contaminant characterization efforts. As part of the Toxics Strategy Reevaluation and
Revision, the Bay Program will hold a forum in September with the scientific community
to discuss many of these issues and recommendations. We are working with STAC to
ensure that this dialogue with the scientific community continues so that we can develop
actions to deal with these information gapsin order to better target our management
actions.

Bullet 1: “Genetic and tissue toxicity assays can demonstrate the contaminant effects...”

The endpoints suggested must be shown to be important and relevant to the stakehol ders.
That is, resource managers and the public should fully understand the meaning of the
endpoints for genetic and tissue toxicity assays. For resource managers, these endpoints
must relate to some decision point in their regulatory programs.

Bullet 2: “Continuing studies on the impact of the low level, long term exposure to ambient
toxicity should be encouraged.”

Concur. The Toxics Subcommittee is working closely with the NOAA Chesapeake Bay
Environmenta Effects Committee’s Toxics Research Program to ensure that the funded
research addresses management questions. Although the focus of the research program
for the next 5 yearsis on contaminated sediment in the three Regions of Concern, impacts
from low levelswill also be addressed. It may be necessary for STAC and the Toxics
Subcommittee to partner with other such research programsto leverage additional funds
to more thoroughly address thisissue.

Bullet 3: “...more thorough analysis of spatial and seasonal variations...”
Concur. Although resource limited, a subset of this problem is addressed in the FY 2000
Request for Proposals for Toxics Subcommittee funding which solicit projects to assess
the effects of pesticides in the Eastern Shore rivers by coordinating sampling with
pesticide applications in the spring.

Bullet 4. “Repeated measurements of chemicals which are no longer in use...may be of
limited utility...”

Concur. However, it isimportant to note that some of these banned chemicals (i.e.,
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PCBs and chlordane) are continuing to have an impact and accumulate in aquatic life,
resulting in fish consumption advisories and potentially other problems.

Bullet 5: “Asdataavailability improves, the guidelines and criteria used for
characterizations should also be updated.”

Concur. However, if we do not use the US EPA Acute and Chronic Water Quality
Criteriafor surface waters (or the States' standards) what does STAC recommend?
Updating existing criteria and developing criteria for additional chemicals and media(i.e.,
sediment) isalong standing issue. We cannot expect to improve our characterization
unless our interpretative tools improve. We will address thisissue as part of the Toxics
Reevaluation and Revision with STAC and the broader scientific community and other
stakeholders in our Toxics Revaluation and Revision “ science forum” that will be held in
September.

Bullet 6: “...(1) highlight fish tissue data and associated health advisories in future reports,
(2) in conjunction with state organizations, conduct a Bay-wide assessment of
contaminants in edible species... and (3) reassess characterization of the mainstem
of Bay...”

Concur with all 3 itemslisted. However, each and every endpoint must be matched to a
regulatory decision framework or decision endpoint to ensure that something will be done
if aproblem isdiscovered. We will need to rely on the States and EPA to declare human
health advisories from fish consumption to use in future characterizations. It isimportant
to note that this characterization is not a human health assessment. Where human health
concerns already have been identified by the states, appropriate fish consumption
advisories or other warnings have been issued. Please note: The Toxics Characterization
did not assess the mainstem as free of toxic impacts. The mainstem was not

characterized due to historically low levels of chemical contaminants. We are
considering formally characterizing the mainstem of the Bay in subsequent updates.

4. Textual Comments
Overview Comments/Questions

Bullet 1: “...the distinction between ‘exposure’ and *effects’ is unclear.”

Wewill clarify the distinction between “ exposure” and “ effects’ in thereport. We
will replace “ exposure” with “ concentration” when describing the data that was
used in the characterization and will provide the definition stated below. We will
continueto usetheword “effects’” for thereason stated below. “Concentration” data
refer to a method-defined value derived from a measurement by an instrument or other
direct observations. It does not necessarily express the bioavailable form of the
contaminant measured and the pathway by which the contaminant has an effect on an
individual organism, population, or community. “Effects’ coversall potential and actual
impacts to living resources as opposed to “toxicity” which suggests that we can attribute
the impairment to a substance, eliminating al other potential and real causes.
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Bullet 2: “How will PCBs be quantified? ... Why was the Workgroup’ s confidence in using
atotal PCB threshold fairly low?’

The Workgroup’ s confidence in using atotal PCB benchmark was fairly low because the
confidence of the authors who developed the total PCB benchmark was low (Long et al.,
1995). The process for how PCB levelsin sediment and fish tissue were evaluated is
described in the Decision Rules (Technical Workplan, Appendix B, pages B-6 and B-9).
Because the confidence of this approach was fairly low, PCB data were used to support a
characterization and did not drive a characterization unless they were the cause of an
existing fish consumption advisory. The reviewers mention that the sum of the congenors
“will likely be afactor of 2 too low” but did not provide areference for us to review so
we cannot respond directly to that statement.

Bullet 3: “...isdredged material analyzed in relationship to any toxics endpoints?’

Datafor or from site-specific problems or biased study areas (e.g., dredge material
assessments, investigations at “hot spots’) were not evaluated since we were attempting
to characterize large areas (segments). Information or data concerning dredge material
was not used since the material was probably targeted for removal and the problems, if
any, may be resolved or will be resolved in the near future at the test site (don’t know
what will happen at the location where contaminated sediments will be placed). Also, we
choose to use the most relevant and important management and characterization
endpoints that we could find and that had some level of quality control and had passed
some form of quality assurance. The workgroup felt that relevant endpoints were
important since neither management or the public will listen to any description of a
problem unlessit is relevant and important to their respective interests.

Page-Specific Comments/Questions
Bullet 1:

It isimportant to note that the verbiage used in the technical workplan and the public
report regarding actions that the Bay Program will take in the four different areas comes
directly from the 1994 Chesapeake Bay Basinwide Toxics Reduction and Prevention
Strategy. By classifying a segment as an Area of Emphasis we have determined by
weighing the evidence and applying best professional judgement that there is sufficient
datato say thereis a problem and that actions are necessary now. The Bay Program can
use this characterization to act now to target voluntary actions in these areas. Further
studies may be necessary to better €lucidate the problem and its sources before regulatory
actions such as developing TMDL s are implemented by the States/District.

As mentioned in section 1 of thisresponse, we have added the following par agraph
to both the public report and technical workplan to explain thelimited utility of the
characterization for guiding management actions. “The primary value and utility of
the characterization isin identifying areas that need additional monitoring and assessment
to better characterize the status of toxic effects on living resources inhabiting those areas.
This characterization can also serve as a planning tool to help the Chesapeake Bay
Program determine the areas in which to focus its voluntary pollution prevention and
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reduction efforts and the areas in which to focus its voluntary preservation/conservation
efforts. The characterization gives the State/District partners base information to allow
them to conduct the more detailed risk assessment analysis, site specific anaysis, and
source assessment studies which may be necessary before regulatory actions can be
taken.”

Bullet 2:

The statement is based upon our lack of knowledge of the potential for low levels of
contaminants in the mainstem to have subtle yet important impacts on living resources
throughout the Bay and tributaries. Our current arsena of toxicity assessment tests do not
allow usto adequately assess the impacts of the low levels of contaminants on living
resources. Endocrine disruptors alone at extremely low concentrations have the potential
for affecting population dynamics and community assemblages in the plankton found in
the mainstem.

Bullet 3:

The Regional Focus Workgroup did not develop set rules for defining how much datais
enough to make a characterization because the size and attributes of each segment and the
available data for each segment varied agreat deal. Adequate spatial coverage was an
issue that was resolved by visually integrating the distribution of stations within a
segment, the complexity of the watershed, and amount of data for each mediatype (water,
sediment, and tissue) and contaminant class (metals, organic compounds). The
determination of adequate coverage was treated in a weight of evidence fashion by each
member of the workgroup and decided by best professional judgement. Reading through
the segment profiles and the supporting datais a good way to get afeel for how much
datawas enough to make a characterization, when data were insufficient, and when data
were inconclusive.

Bullet 4.
It isunclear why the review panel thinks these terms are vague. A good way to illustrate
the difference between “strong evidence for alinkage” and “limited or no evidence for a
relationship” isto compare data from a Region of Concern with an Area of Emphasis.
Bullet 5:
See explanation in Bullet 1.
Bullet 6:
The reference provided for this statement in the public report is the 1999 Chesapeake Bay

Basinwide Toxics Loading and Release Inventory which summarizes a preliminary mass
balance conducted by Dr. David Velinsky, ANS, and Dr. Joel Baker, UMD-CBL.
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Bullet 7:

We are describing the data we used and not the thresholds. Thresholds are referenced in
Appendix B of the Technical Workplan.

Bullet 8:

Table 2 refers to the dates for which the Chesapeake Bay Program has data stored in its
toxics database. Only a subset of these data were evaluated for the toxics characterization
asdescribed in Table 3. Weclarified thisin the Technical Workplan (Sections|111.A.3
and 111.B.3.1) with the following text: “Of particular concern is the issue of methods for
the measurement of metalsin water. Older data did not use the “clean techniques’ for
measuring metals. It isbelieved that historical studies report metals that are bound and
freely dissociated in the water column, while it is known that the more toxic form of a
metal isthe freely dissociated ion. The historical data were used with caution by the
workgroup and were customarily used to confirm suggestions of concentrations in other
media (sediments or tissue) that metals were a problem in a segment.”

Bullet 9:

Agree. We replaced the term “exposure”’ with “chemical contaminant concentration”.

Bullet 10:

We will include the following definition of “adequate spatial coverage”: “Adequate
gpatial coverage was an issue that was resolved by visually integrating the distribution of
stations within a segment, the complexity of the watershed, and amount of datafor each
mediatype (water, sediment, and tissue) and contaminant class (metals, organic
compounds). The determination of adequate coverage was treated in aweight of
evidence fashion by each member of the workgroup and decided by best professional
judgement.”

Bullet 11:

Y ou are correct that additional data are available for the Virginia waters that,
unfortunately, were not considered in the characterization. The 1996 and 1997 benthic
data from random sitesin Virginia waters were not provided to the workgroup for usein
theinitial characterization. We will ensurethat we acquir e these data and evaluate
them in future updates to the char acterization.

Bullet 12:

To clarify this sentence we added the following text: “(e.g., lack of pesticide datain
highly agricultural areas would tend to drive a classification towards an Area with
Insufficient or Inconclusive Data.)”
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Bullet 13:

Appendix B provides the complete set of decision rules and outlines the threshol ds used
and how they were interpreted. By listing the thresholds in a summary paragraph in the
workplan as suggested, we run the risk of the reader assuming that we took these
thresholds at face value. Therefore, we continued to list them only in the decision
rulesin Appendix B. Itisimportant to note that although our characterization approach
will stay more or less the same, it islikely that we will update the list of thresholdsin
future characterizations as our interpretative tools improve.

Bullet 14:

We edited thetext in section B.1. to be consistent with the correct text in the decision
rulesin Appendix B.

Bullet 15:
See Bullet 11 for response.
Additional Actions:

We haveincluded a copy of the STAC review and the Toxics Subcommittee
response as an Appendix to the characterization report.
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