9/16/08 Bd. Hrng. _Iten:n 9
Sediment Quality Objectives
Deadline: 9/5/08 by 12:00 p.m.

= CalChamber"

September 5, 2008

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL gcommentletters@waterboards.ca.gov) S L W E
Jeanine Townsend, Clerk to the Board - '

Executive Office ' SEP -5 2008
State Water Resources Control Board

P.C. Box 100 '

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 SWRCB EXECUTIVE

Re:  9/16/08 BOARD MEETING (Public Comment on Agenda Item No. 9: Enclosed
Bays and Estuaries — Part 1 Sediment Quality)

Dear Ms. Townsend:

On behalf of the California Chamber of Commerce (“CalChamber™), General Electric
Company (“GE™), Montrose Chemical Corporation of California (“Montrose™), and National
Steel and Ship Building Company (“NASSCO”), we appreciate the opportunity to submit further
public comments to the State Water Resources Control Board (“SWRCB”) concerning
SWRCB’s draft Water Quality Control Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries (the “proposed
SQOs”) for California’s bays and estuaries.’

A. Previously Submitted Comments Are Part Of The Administrative Record.

SWRCB’s Notice of Public Hearing and Proposed Adoption of Proposed Water Quality
Control Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of California, Part I, Sediment Quality Objectives,
dated July 17, 2008, states:

Please note that the State Water Board’s record for the proposed
Plan includes all comment letters that were previously submitted to
the State Water Board in a timely manner prior to February 19,
2008. Commenters need not resubmit their prior comments but
may simply reference them in any new comment letters.

Consistent with the July 17 notice, we hereinbelow reference previously provided written
and oral public comment on the proposed SQOs. These comments include, without limitation:

e CalChamber, Public Workshop and CEQA Scoping Meeting — Development of
Sediment Quality Objectives for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries, November 28, 2006

We ask that this comment letter and attachments hereto, as well as the letter from Robert
L. Dickson dated September 4, 2008 and attachments thereto, be placed in the
administrative record for this matter. :

1215 K STREET, SUITE 1400 PO. BOX 1736 SACRAMENTOQ, CALIFORNIA 95812-1736
FACSIMILE (916) 325-1272 LEGistaTive {816} 325-1269 BUsINESS SERVICES TELEPHONE (916) 444-6670 WWW.CALCHAMBER.COM




State Water Resources Control Board
September 5, 2008

Page 2

Latham & Watkins LLP, California Chamber of Commerce’s Comments on State
Water Resources Control Board’s Development of Sediment Quality Objectives for
Enclosed Bays and Estuaries (August 17, 2006), November 28, 2006

CalChamber, Public Comment on the State Board's Proposed Water Quality Control
Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of California, Sediment Quality Objectives,
November 30, 2007 : '

Latham & Watkins LLP, Comments on SWRCRB’s Water Quality Control Plan for
Enclosed Bays and Estuaries, Sediment Quality Objectives, September 27, 2007 Staff

. Report, November 30, 2007

Latham & Watkins LLP, Comment Letter — Sediment Quality Objectives, November
30, 2007 :

Latham & Watkins LLP, Appendix to Comments on Proposed Water Quality Control

Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries and Proposed Sediment Quality Objectives for

California’s Bays and Estuaries [and attachments thereto, vols. 1-3], November 30,
2007 ' '

‘Quantitative Environmental Analysis, Review of Draft Staff Report, Water Quality

Control Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries, Part 1. Sediment Quality, November
30, 2007,

Entrix, Evaluation of California State Water Quality Control Board'’s Proposed
Statistical Methods for Determining Sediment Quality Objectives (SQOs) for

Enclosed Bays and Estuaries in California, November 29, 2008

Berkeley Economic Consulting, Inc., Comments on “Economic Considerations of
Proposed Sediment Quality Plan for Enclosed Bays in California,” Prepared by
SAIC, September 18, 2007, November 29, 2007

James Byard, Comments on sediment quality objectives proposed in the SWRCB draft
policy, November 29, 2007

CalChamber, Supplemental Public Comment on the State Board’s Proposed Water
Quality Control Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of California, Sediment
Quality Objectives, February 2, 2008 '
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» Associated General Contractors of California, Bay Planning Coalition, Building
Industry Association of Southern California, Coalition Alliance for Jobs, California
Building Association, California Building Properties Association, California
Cattleman’s Association, California Farm Bureau, California Manufacturers and
Technology Association, Construction Industry Coalition on Water Quality,
Consulting Engineers and Land Surveyors of California, Home Builders Association
of Northern California, Industrial Environmental Association, Regional Counsel of
Rural Communities, and Wine Institute, Comments on the State Board’s Proposed
Water Quality Control Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of California, Sediment
Quality Objectives, February 4, 2008

e Oral Comments provided at February 6, 2008 SQO Hearing
e Oral Comments provided at February 19, 2008 SQO Hearing

In addition, we note that the California Deputy Attorney General, who presently is
representing SWRCB in litigation concerning the SQOs, represented to us on several occasions
that SWRCB will include all previously submitted comments on the SQOs, such as those noted
above, in the administrative record for this proceeding.

B. Supplemental Comments

We ask that the Board review the attached Technical Memorandum prepared by QEA,
dated September 5, 2008. . In brief, this Technical Memorandum indicates as follows:

e While we support using an MLOE approach, the MLOE application proposed by
SWRCB is flawed. While the SQOs are professed to incorporate multiple lines of
evidence in making assessments, in reality a station can be deemed impaired due

- to the results of only a single line of evidence, even when other lines of evidence
show little or no impairment. See QEA, Sept. 5, 2008, at 4-5. The application of
the MLOE needs to be revised so that stations are not deemed to be impaired
based on only a single line of evidence.

e The mechanistic approach should be incorporated in the initial assessment, and
not deferred to the stressor identification phase after a sediment station has
already been deemed impaired. To deem a station impaired prior to application of
a mechanistic approach is incorrect.

¢ The 303(d) listing strategy in the proposed SQOs is inconsistent with the listing
procedures set forth in the Staff Report. A 303(d) listing should not be made
unless and until a stressor identification has been conducted, and a stressor has
been identified.
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e A new peer review article published in April 2008 concludes that sediment effect
concentrations — on which the proposed SQOs rely to make impairment decisions
— should only be used to screen out sediments that are likely not toxic due to
PCBs, and should not be used to make definitive evaluations of sediment toxicity.
Becker and Ginn, Critical Evaluation of the Sediment Effect Concentrations for
Polychlorinated Biphenyls [PCBs], Integrated Environmental Assessment and
Management, vol. 4, no. 2 (April 2008), pp. 156-170 (attached hercto).

C. Office of Administrative Law’s Rejection Of Prior Version Of SOOS.

Submitted under separate cover dated September 4, 2008 are documents we received
from the California Office of Administrative Law (“OAL”) in response to a California Public
Records Act request for all documents concerning OAL’s review of SQOs. As indicated in these
documents, OAL identified a number of deficiencies in the SQOs as adopted by SWRCB on
February 19, 2008. OAL found deficiencies in not only the public notices related to the prior
adoption of the SQOs, but also with the documentation submitted by SWRCB in support of the
SQOs. For example, OAL noted that SWRCB failed to adequately respond to many comments.
Although SWRCB has revised some of its comments, it has not adequately responded to all
comments made by OAL and commenters. We request that SWRCB place all documents
relevant to the submission of the SQOs to the QAL into the administrative record, including the
documents we are submitting.

D. Submission Of Primary Sources

Previously submitted comments prepared by QEA referred to two published articles by
Field, et al. See, e.g., Quantitative Environmental Analysis, Review of Drafi Staff Report, Water
Quality Conirol Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries, Part I. Sediment Quality, Nov. 30, 2007,
at 14-15. QEA noted that the reports by Field ef al. found that total PCBs “provided poorer fits
with the logistic model . . ..” Id. at 14. The two Field, et al reports concluded that the models as
applied to PCBs are questionable. We assume that SWRCB has copies of the Field, ef al. reports
in the administrative record, but, in an abundance of caution, submit copies of them now.

: Please feel free to contact me or Paul Singarella of Latham & Watkins LLP at (714)
540-1235 to discuss this matter further.

Best regards,

Vi

Valerie Nera, Policy Advocate
California Chamber of Commerce

Enclosures

. cC: Paul Singarella, Esq.
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
TO: CalChamber of Commerce DATE: September 5, 2008
General Electric Company
FROM: Elaine B. Darby, P.E. RE: Review of Revised Draft Staff
John P. Connolly, Ph.D., P.E., BCEE Report and Water Quality Control
Plan for Enclosed Bays and
Estuaries, Part |I. Sediment
Quality
CC: JOB#: GENfra:111

Pursuant to your request, Quantitative Environmental Analysis, LLC (QEA) has reviewed the
State of California State Water Resources Control Board’s Revised Draft Staff Report and Water
Quality Control Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries, Part 1. Sediment Quality (SWRCB
2008). The purpose of this memo is to identify and recommend approaches to resolving issues
with the development and application of Sediment Quality Objectives (SQOs) in California. This
memo supplements previous technical reviews of the proposed SQOs and focuses on revised text
in the Staff Report and Control Plan released in July, 2008.

Issues with Application, Implementation, and Development of the Sediment Quality Objectives

Issue 1: Receiving water 303(d) listing procedures are inconsistent between the Staff Report
and the Control Plan. In addition, utilizing the binomial statistic method developed for
water quality assessment is inappropriate for sediment quality assessment.

The Draft Staff Report states “in order to demonstrate an exceedance of the proposed SQO, a
toxic pollutant or pollutants must be identified. Additional studies would be required to identify
the specific cause”. However, Figure 1 of the Control Plan indicates that the water body is to be
listed on the 303(d) list prior to stressor identification studies. The Staff Report position that
stressor identification is necessary before an exceedance is demonstrated is appropriate due to the
uncertainty associated with the three lines of evidence used in the SQOs and their integration for a
station level assessment.

The Staff Report calls for integration of the results of many single station assessments into a
single watershed-based or water body assessment. At each station, sediment quality will be

www.geallc.com
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categorized into one of five ordered categories (Section 5.7.3). The Staff Report recommends
converting each single station assessment into binary yes-or-no type data value. A water body
would then be characterized by a count of the number of exceedances and non-exceedances. A
binomial test would be used to determine if the proportion of exceedances is statistically greater
than 3 percent. This is the approach taken in the State’s current 303(d) listing policy (SWRCB
2004) for water bodies. In that case, the 3 percent refers to sample results collected over time i.e.,
the water quality standard cannot be exceeded more than 3 percent of the time. As such, it is not
a precedent for setting the appropriate frequency of exceedance in space that would constitute a
failure to meet standards. In fact, the 3 percent value is not appropriate for sediment quality
because of the inherent likelihood for false positive results (i.e., declaring a station as impacted,
when it is not).

False positives result because of the quantitative and qualitative variability inherent in benthic
community condition and sediment toxicity evaluations. For example, a robust analysis of
toxicity data by Ingersoll et al. (2000) found significant toxicity at chemical concentrations less
than 10% of the Probable Effects Concentration (PEC), with almost 20% of the samples being
toxic for some tests. This means that at very low contaminant concentrations, (e.g. concentrations
of contaminants in the sediments as approximately 10% of the concentration where toxic effects
are probable) almost 20% of the samples tested resulted in positive toxicity. Similarly, a United
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) analysis of the correlation between sediment
chemical concentration and amphipod toxicity shows that at low chemical concentrations, toxicity
can occur at frequencies as high as 20% (USEPA 2005). Thus, it is likely that some fraction of
the sampled sediments, perhaps as high as 20% in some cases, will exhibit toxicity that is
unrelated to and not caused by chemical contamination of the sediment.

Recommendation

Staff should modify the Control Plan (Figure 1) by moving the listing of the receiving water body
on the State’s 303(d) list after the stressor identification studies are completed. Staff should also
consider evaluating application of the binominal distribution based on a larger threshold number
of samples for the null hypothesis that accounts for the likelihood of false positives. A value in
the range of 20% seems appropriate. In addition, minimum sample size for multi-station
assessment of a single water body and minimum geographical coverage extent for individual
sampling events must be specified.

Issue 2: The Staff Report inappropriately discounts mechanistic approaches for
development of chemistry based sediment quality guidelines (SQGs) and presents a newly
developed benthos-based SQG that has not been thoroughly peer reviewed.

The Staff Report contends that empirical and consensus SQGs are well suited for overall
assessment of impacts and mechanistic approaches on the other hand should be used for
determining cause and effect. The Staff Report states that mechanistic SQGs based on
equilibrium partitioning (EqP) models were found to have no significant correlation with
California sediment toxicity data. However, the reference cited in the Staff Report (page 94) of
Vidal and Bay (2005) indicates that the predictive ability of the EgP for the organics approach
would likely be improved by the inclusion of values for additional organics; data for
www.geallc.com
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polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and pesticides were not used in Vidal and Bay’s (2005)
analyses because acute and chronic SQG values were not available. The inclusion of metals data
also may have improved the predictive ability of the EqP for organics approach. The primary
reason the EgP approach had a poor predictive ability in the Vidal and Bay study was the lack of
data rather than the approach. Mechanistic approaches attempt to quantify causal effects for
contaminants by addressing bioavailability, covariance, chemical interactions and ecological
adaptations. Fuchsman et al. (2006) contend that cause-effects benchmarks instead of empirically
derived thresholds are needed specifically for benthic invertebrates to support both predictive
ecological risk assessments and retrospective evaluations of the causes of observed sediment
toxicity. Becker and Ginn (2008) also question the use of empirically derived thresholds beyond
an initial screening level assessment that would typically precede more direct assessments of
sediment toxicity at individual study sites and recommend that such thresholds not be used to
predict the presence of sediment toxicity.

Without direct cause-effect determinations, evaluations based on empirically derived thresholds
such as the newly-developed SQG presented in the Staff Report may result in predicting lower
concentration thresholds for effects than actually exist in the environment. Mechanistic based
thresholds in many instances are orders of magnitude higher than those derived by correlation.
The correlation-based threshold concentrations for PCB for example are orders of magnitude
lower than those estimated from EgP methods. As listed in the Staff Report, the empirically-
based thresholds are:

e Minimal exposure  <0.32 ppm

e Low exposure 0.32-0.95 ppm

e Moderate exposure  0.95 ppm — 2.8 ppm
e High exposure > 2.8 ppm.

In contrast, a study by Fuchsman et al. (2006) looking at EqP and toxicity studies at several PCB
sites indicates that the minimal exposure threshold is > 300 ppm organic carbon (OC) basis (about
10 ppm at OC values typical of fine sediments).

For low molecular weight (LMW) PAHSs as listed in the Staff Report, the empirically-based
thresholds are:

e Minimal exposure < 1.7 ppm

e Low exposure 1.7-4.1 ppm

e Moderate exposure 4.1 ppm —9.3 ppm
e High exposure > 9.3 ppm.

The USEPA (USEPA 2003) indicates EgP threshold values for LMW PAHSs between 400 and 800
ug/g OC. Using the mid-point and 3% organic carbon sediments, the EqP threshold is 18 ppm.

For high molecular weight (HMW) PAHSs as listed in the Staff Report, the empirically-based
thresholds are:

www.geallc.com
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Minimal exposure < 5.5 ppm

e Low exposure 5.5-12.5 ppm
e Moderate exposure  12.5 ppm — 26.8 ppm
e High exposure > 26.8 ppm.

However, the USEPA indicates threshold values between 800 and 1,400 ug/g OC. Using the mid-
point and 3% organic carbon sediments, the EgP threshold is 33 ppm.

It is interesting to note that in all three of the above comparisons, the EgP thresholds below which
no toxicity is expected are all higher than the high exposure thresholds in the Staff Report.

The Staff’s newly developed approach for chemistry SQGs has had limited peer review by an
external panel. Dr. Di Toro, one of the peer reviewers of the SQO concluded that relying on the
empirical approach without consideration of the mechanistic approach was a substantive flaw that
leaves the sediment chemistry indicator line of evidence incomplete (Di Toro 2008). Becker and
Ginn (2008) point out several factors that limit the usefulness of empirically derived threshold
concentrations in their critical evaluation of published works attempting to correlate PCB
concentrations in sediment to sediment toxicity. These factors include the limitations of the
underlying sediment quality guidelines (SQGSs), inconsistent grouping of SQGs, presence of co-
occurring chemicals, use of unrepresentative databases, inferences related to predictive ability,
inferences related to causation, and site-specific contradictions (Becker and Ginn 2008). Based
on their study, Becker and Ginn (2008) recommend that sediment effect concentrations for PCBs
should be used only in screening-level evaluations.

Recommendation

Staff should continue to revise the chemistry SQG line of evidence and incorporate mechanistic
approach into evaluation of thresholds for predicting sediment toxicity. The analysis and
approach for developing the empirical SQG in the proposed Staff Report and Control Plan should
be sufficiently and completely peer reviewed before it is adopted into a state regulation and
specifically address concerns raised by Becker and Ginn (2008).

Issue 3: Single lines of evidence bias the interpretation of the multiple line of evidence
approach and therefore the SQOs are inconsistent with the key principles set out in the
Staff Report and Control Plan. The revised text on page 78 of the Staff Report lists in detail
the uncertainty inherent in toxicity tests and supports the concern that the toxicity line of
evidence should not be a controlling line of evidence.

The multiple lines of evidence (MLE) approach is fundamentally flawed in that two lines of
evidence indicating a low likelihood of impact are dismissed in favor of the single line of
evidence indicating impact. A station is designated as impacted (i.e., the station assessment is
Possibly Impacted, Likely Impacted or Clearly Impacted) if:

e Benthos community condition and chemistry exposure indicate little or no impact, but
toxicity is high. This is especially inappropriate given that toxicity is the weakest line of
evidence because: 1) factors other than toxic chemicals can cause toxicity; 2) the

www.geallc.com
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laboratory conditions often differ from in-situ conditions; and 3) the specified test
organisms may not occur naturally at the site. The bias towards the Toxicity line of
evidence is obvious in Attachment B of Appendix A, where it can be seen that under
“high” toxicity, the station fails or is inconclusive in all cases regardless of sediment
chemistry exposure or benthic community condition levels.

Toxicity and chemistry exposure indicate little or no impact, but the benthic community is
moderately or highly disturbed.

Designating a station as impacted with the findings in the above bullets is inconsistent with an
MLE approach and with the following key principles set out in Appendix A (p. 17):

Results for a single line of evidence (LOE) shall not be used as the basis for an
assessment.
Evidence of both elevated chemical exposure and biological effects must be present to

indicate pollutant-associated impacts.

The biases towards single LOE findings of impact are illustrated by combining Tables 9, 10, and
11 in the Staff Proposal. As shown in Tables 1 to 3, there are many possible MLE scenarios
where a station can be classified as Possibly Impacted, even under reference and minimal

chemistry exposure or toxicity.

Table 1. Station classification with minimal or low chemistry exposure.

Toxicity
. . Moderate . -
Nontoxic Low Toxicity Toxicity High Toxicity
Reference Possibly
Impacted
Low POSS'nyd Possibly
Disturbance Lo or Impacted
Benthos Inconclusive
Moderate Possibly Possibly Likely
Disturbance Impacted Impacted Impacted
High Possibly Possibly Likely
Disturbance Impacted Impacted Impacted
Table 2. Station classification with reference benthos.
Toxicity
. . Moderate . .
Nontoxic Low Toxicity Toxicity High Toxicity
Minimal Pzl
exposure Impacted s
Inconclusive
Possibly
Chemistry Low exposure Impacted or
Inconclusive
Moderate Possibly
eXDOSUIe Impacted or
p Inconclusive
High exposure - Inconclusive Likely
VWWVWV.UEdIU.CUITI
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Table 3. Station classification with no or low toxicity.

Benthos
Reference Low Moderate High
disturbance disturbance disturbance
Minimal Inconclusive
exposure
. Possibly
Low exposure rnci:sa'fgd Impacted
Chemist i i
emistry Moderate Possibly or Possibly or
exposure Likely el
p Impacted Impacted
] Likely Clearly
High exposure Impacted Impacted

Recommendation

In the original scoping document (SWRCB 2006), “Possibly Impacted” was defined as “sediment
contamination present at the site may be causing significant adverse direct impacts to aquatic life,
but these impacts may be moderate or variable in nature. The LOE may agree in indicating a
minor level of effect, or there may be substantial disagreement among the LOE.” The Staff
Proposal (SWRCB 2007) modified the definition to “sediment contamination at the site may be
causing adverse impacts to aquatic life, but these impacts are either small or uncertain because of
disagreement among LOE.” Under this new definition, “Possibly Impacted” sites should not be
included as impaired and the Staff Report should clearly state that these sites meet the protective
condition until studies demonstrate otherwise. The category of Possibly Impacted should be used
as a trigger for expanded monitoring, rather than the full suite of investigations triggered by a
declaration of impairment.

Conclusions

The Staff’s decision to use the MLE approach to establish SQOs in California is commendable;
however, serious issues exist with the development, implementation, and application of the
proposed SQOs. The Staff should revise the Control Plan (Figure 1 and associated text) to
indicate that an exceedance of a water body is not established until after stressor identification is
completed to avoid unnecessary and unwarranted listings of water bodies on the State’s 303(d).
We recommend that the Staff carefully review the chemical thresholds used in the evaluation and
consider mechanistic approaches and existing background levels prior to setting chemical
thresholds, remove the bias toward a single line of evidence indicating impact, classify “Possibly
Impacted” stations as unimpaired, increase the binomial testing from 3% exceedance to 20%
exceedance for testing the null hypothesis, and specify a minimum number of stations tied to a
minimum sampling density. Staff should include requirements that a survey of all data used in
the site assessment for applicability, relevance, quality assurance, and quality control should be
explicitly required in Appendix A. Where the data provide conflicting evidence, particularly
along a gradient of chemistry, the results should be declared inconclusive.

www.geallc.com

Page 7 of 8



QEA._

Quantitative Environmental Analysis, L.c
Jc/ot

References

Becker, D. S. and T. C. Ginn, 2008. Critical Evaluation of the Sediment Effect Concentrations
for Polychlorinated Biphenyls. Integrated Environmental Assessment and Management.
4 (2):156-170. 2008.

Di Toro, D. M., 2008. Review of Sediment Quality Objectives for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of
California.  Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering.  University of
Delaware. January 3, 2008.

Fuchsman, P.C., T.R. Barber, J.C. Lawton, K.B. Leigh, 2006. An Evaluation of Cause-Effect
Relationships Between Polychlorinated Biphenyl Concentrations and Sediment Toxicity
to Benthic Invertebrates. Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry. 25(10):2601-2612.

Ingersoll, C.G., D.D. MacDonald, N. Wang, J.L. Crane, L.J. Field, P.S. Haverland, N.E. Kemble,
R.A. Lindskoog, C. Severn, and D.E. Smorong, 2000. Prediction of sediment toxicity
using consensus-based freshwater sediment quality guidelines. Report to the USEPA
Great Lakes National Program Office. EPA/905/R-00/007.

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), 2004. Water Quality Control Policy. SWRCB,
Division of Water Quality, State of California. Adopted 2004.

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), 2006. CEQA Scoping Meeting Informational
Document, Development of Sediment Quality Objectives for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries.
SWRCB, Division of Water Quality, State of California. August 17, 2006.

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), 2007. Draft Staff Report and Water Quality
Control Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries. SWRCB, Division of Water Quality, State
of California. September, 2007.

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), 2008. Draft Staff Report and Water Quality
Control Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries. SWRCB, Division of Water Quality, State
of California. July 18, 2008.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), 2003. Procedures for the derivation of
equilibrium partitioning sediment benchmarks for the protection of benthic organisms:
PAH mixtures. EPA-600-R-02-013. Final Report. Washington, DC.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), 2005. Predicting toxicity to amphipods from
sediment chemistry. EPA/600/R-04/030 Final Report. ORD National Center for
Environmental Assessment.

Vidal, D. E. and S. M. Bay, 2005. Comparative Sediment Quality Guideline Performance for
Predicting Sediment Toxicity in Southern California, USA. Environmental Toxicology
and Chemistry. 24(12):3171-3182.

www.geallc.com

Page 8 of 8




Integrated Environmental Assessment and Management — Volume 4, Number 2—pp. 156-170

156 © 2008 SETAC

Critical Evaluation of the Sediment Effect Concentrations for
Polychlorinated Biphenyls
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ABSTRACT

In 2000, a set of sediment effect concentrations (SECs) was published for evaluating the toxicity of polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs) in freshwater, estuarine, and marine sediments. According to the developers, these consensus-based SECs
reconcile existing sediment quality guidelines (SQGs) that have been developed using various approaches, reflect causal
rather than correlative effects, and can be used to determine the spatial extent of injury to sediment-dwelling organisms. In
the present study, a critical evaluation of the SECs was conducted based on the original documents and databases used to
develop the underlying SQGs for the SECs, as well as the original documents and data sets used to determine the predictive
ability of the SECs. Results of the critical evaluation indicated that the SECs are simple mathematical constructs that share the
same limitations as their underlying SQGs. The SECs are questionable “consensus” values, because many of their underlying
SQGs are dissimilar, misclassified, or redundant with other SQGs. Because nearly all of the data sets included in the databases
used to calculate the underlying SQGs, or to validate the SECs, were affected by elevated concentrations of multiple co-
occurring chemicals, it was not possible to conclusively identify PCBs as the cause of any of the observed sediment toxicity.
The SECs, and most of their underlying SQGs, are likely biased by the fact that their underlying databases are composed
primarily of PCB concentrations less than 0.5 mg/kg dry weight. Comparisons between the SECs and bioaccumulation-based
SQGs calculated using the equilibrium partitioning approach provide no information on whether the SECs are causally
related to sediment toxicity. The primary available median lethal concentration (LC50) value for PCBs, determined using
spiked-sediment toxicity tests, has limited applicability to most contaminated aquatic environments, because it was
determined using an unusually low total organic carbon content. Finally, site-specific application of the SECs indicated that
their predictive ability was very low, that concentration—response relationships were not found for a variety of test species
and toxicity endpoints at PCB concentrations greater than the SECs, and that some of the highest survival and growth values
in the toxicity tests were found at PCB concentrations considerably greater than the SECs. Based on the results of this study,
we conclude that the SECs for PCBs should be used only in the screening-level evaluations that typically precede more direct
assessments of sediment toxicity at individual study sites, and should not be used to predict the presence of sediment
toxicity. Contrary to the conclusions of the SEC developers, the SECs do not reconcile existing SQGs, do not reflect causal
effects, and should not be used to determine the spatial extent of injury to sediment-dwelling organisms.

Keywords: Polychlorinated biphenyls Sediment effect concentrations Sediment quality guidelines Sediment toxicity

INTRODUCTION

In 2000, MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000) developed a set
of sediment effect concentrations (SECs) for evaluating the
toxicity of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in freshwater,
estuarine, and marine sediments. According to the authors,
these consensus-based SECs reconcile existing sediment
quality guidelines (SQGs) that have been developed using
various approaches, reflect causal rather than correlative
effects, and can be used to determine the spatial extent of
injury to sediment-dwelling organisms, as well as to evaluate
the need for sediment remediation. However, Fuchsman et al.
(2006) have recently criticized the SECs because they cannot
be used to identify cause—effect relationships between PCB
concentrations and sediment toxicity. Those authors proposed
use of the equilibrium partitioning (EqP) approach as a better
method of developing SQGs for PCBs.

As codevelopers of the apparent effects threshold (AET)
approach for developing SQGs (Barrick et al. 1988; Becker et
al. 1989), we have been involved with sediment quality issues
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for more than 20 y and we agree with Wenning et al. (2005)
that the use of SQGs in screening-level assessments can
provide useful initial information on which sediments are
likely to be nontoxic. However, we also believe that definitive
evaluations of sediment toxicity should be based primarily on
site-specific assessments of biological effects that address such
factors as site-specific bioavailability and the presence or
absence of concentration-response relationships. Laboratory
studies that address potential causality, such as toxicity
identification evaluations and spiked sediment studies, may
also be useful.

Wenning et al. (2005) described how SQGs can be
misused. Given the uses for which MacDonald, DiPinto, et
al. (2000) conclude that the SECs for PCBs are applicable, the
potential exists for the SECs to be given more validity than
the SQGs on which they are based and, in turn, to be used in
a more authoritative and conclusive manner than is justified.
For example, MacDonald Environmental Sciences Ltd.
(MESL 1999) stated that measured concentrations of PCBs
in sediments can be compared to the SECs to determine
whether the concentrations are sufficient to injure sediment-
dwelling organisms. This statement implies that the SECs
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have the scientific merit to be used as stand-alone criteria for
identifying the presence of adverse biological effects related to
PCBs.

In this paper, we present the results of a critical evaluation
of the SECs for PCBs. Specifically, we show that the SECs
represent questionable consensus values, are limited by the
same biased databases as most other SQGs, are strictly
correlative in nature (rather than causative), and can provide
highly erroneous predictions when applied to site-specific
conditions. All concentrations presented in this paper are
expressed on a dry-weight basis.

METHODS AND MATERIALS

MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000) developed the SECs for
PCBs by compiling 30 existing SQGs—17 that are applied
primarily to freshwater sediments, and 13 that are applied
primarily to marine and estuarine (i.e., saltwater) sediments
(Table 1). MacDonald, Ingersoll, et al. (2000) conducted a
similar kind of analysis when developing consensus-based
SQGs for 28 chemicals and chemical groups (including PCBs)
for freshwater sediments. However, in that study, only 2
consensus-based SQGs were developed for each chemical: A
threshold effect concentration (TEC) and a probable effect
concentration (PEC). The TEC and PEC for PCBs identified
by MacDonald, Ingersoll, et al. (2000) were 0.06 and 0.676
mg/kg, respectively.

In determining the SECs for PCBs, MacDonald, DiPinto, et
al. (2000) subdivided the 30 existing SQGs into 3 groups
based primarily on their narrative intent, as defined by their
original developers and interpreted by MacDonald, DiPinto,
et al. (2000; Table 1). The 3 groups of SQGs were then used
to develop 3 kinds of SECs: A TEC, a midrange effect
concentration (MEC), and an extreme effect concentration
(EEQC). Initially, the 3 SECs were calculated separately for
freshwater and saltwater SQGs as the geometric means of the
3 SQG groups. However, because the 3 pairs of freshwater
and saltwater SECs were found to be statistically similar, the
underlying freshwater and saltwater SQGs were combined to
form a single SEC for each of the 3 SQG groups. The final
TEC, MEC, and EEC for PCBs were calculated as 0.04, 0.40,
and 1.7 mg/kg, respectively.

MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000) evaluated the reliability
of the 3 combined SECs for PCBs by 1) determining their
predictive ability to correctly identify sediments as toxic or
nontoxic in 2 independent freshwater and saltwater sediment
toxicity data sets (i.e., validation data sets), 2) comparing
them to concentration-response data from spiked-sediment
toxicity tests, and 3) comparing them with SQGs developed
using the EqP approach, which is a theoretical approach that
identifies toxicity thresholds for nonionic organic chemicals
when they occur alone in sediments. The evaluation of
predictive ability was conducted using matching sediment
chemistry and biological effects data from 10 freshwater and
15 saltwater data sets from throughout the United States
(Table 2; MESL 1999). The primary concentration—response
information used by MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000) was
provided by a spiked-sediment toxicity study conducted by
Swartz et al. (1988), and the SQGs developed using the EqP
approach were those of Bolton et al. (1985) and NYSDEC
(1999).

To conduct the critical evaluation of the SECs for PCBs in
the present study, as many of the following items were
assembled as were available: The original documents and
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databases used to develop the 30 underlying SQGs for PCBs,
and the original documents and data sets for the freshwater
and saltwater data sets used by MacDonald, DiPinto, et al.
(2000) to validate the SECs. All of the original SQG
documents were obtained, and the only SQG databases that
could not be obtained from the original authors were those
for the freshwater and saltwater screening-level concentra-
tions (SLCs) and those for the freshwater lowest effect level
(LEL), severe effect level (SEL), minimal effect threshold
(MET), and toxic effect threshold (TET, Neff et al. 1986,
1987; Environment Canada and Ministere de I’Environment
du Quebec 1992). The only original document and data set
used for validation that could not be obtained was the
freshwater data set for the Trinity River (Dickson et al. 1989).
However, most of the data for that study were available in
Ingersoll and MacDonald (1999).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Based on the evaluations of the consensus-based SECs for
PCBs, their 30 underlying SQGs, the 2 SEC validation data
sets, and the documents associated with the previous items,

we identified 7 major factors that limit the usefulness of the
SECs:

® Limitations of underlying SQGs,

* Inconsistent grouping of SQGs,

® Presence of co-occurring chemicals,

e Use of unrepresentative databases,

e Inferences related to predictive ability,
e Inferences related to causation, and

e Site-specific contradictions.

These factors are discussed in the following sections.

Limitation of underlying SQGs

Because the SECs are simple mathematical constructs based
on their underlying SQGs, they are affected by the same
limitations as the various SQGs on which they are based. In
this section, the major limitations of the SQGs used to
develop the SECs for PCBs are identified, along with the
manner in which the original authors recommended that the
SQGs be used in sediment quality assessments, if such
recommendations were made. The objective of this section is
not to provide an exhaustive review of the approaches used to
develop the SQGs, but to estimate the degree of confidence
that can be placed in each SQG, as well as to identify the kinds
of uses for which each SQG is considered appropriate.

Freshwater and saltwater SLCs—Neff et al. (1986, 1987)
developed the freshwater and saltwater SLCs for PCBs, as
well as analogous values for 14 other chemicals or chemical
groups. These studies were conducted largely as exploratory
evaluations of whether the SL.C approach had merit. Neff et
al. (1986) noted that, because of the preliminary nature of the
effort, the databases used in the study were not subjected to
an intensive quality assurance review. Neff et al. (1987)
subsequently recalculated the saltwater SLCs after conduct-
ing a quality assurance review of the underlying data, but did
not revise the previous freshwater SLCs, including the one for
PCBs. Neff et al. (1986) noted that the SLC approach
assumes no cause-and-effect relationships between chemical
concentrations and adverse biological effects. They also stated
that the observed biological effects were likely the result of
multiple chemicals, rather than the chemical of interest,
resulting in SLCs that tend to be lower than they would be if
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Table 1. Summary of the freshwater and saltwater SQGs used to develop the SECs for PCBs?

[

SQG Total PCBs (mg/kg dry wt) SEC category® Reference

Freshwater SQGs

SLC 0.003 TEC Neff et al. (1986)

ERL 0.050 TEC Long and Morgan (1991)

ERM 0.40 MEC

LEL 0.070 TEC Persaud et al. (1993)

SEL 5.3 EEC

MET 0.20 TEC Environment Canada and Ministere
de I'Environment du Quebec (1992)

TET 1.0 EEC

TEL 0.034 TEC Smith et al. (1996)

PEL 0.277 MEC

TEL 0.032 TEC Ingersoll et al. (1996)

ERL 0.050 TEC

PEL 0.24 MEC

ERM 0.73 MEC

NEC 0.19 MEC

LAET-WA 0.021 TEC Cubbage et al. (1997)

PAET-WA 0.45 MEC

HAET-WA 0.82 EEC

Saltwater SQGs

SLC 0.043 TEC Neff et al. (1987)

Microtox AET-PS 0.13 TEC Barrick et al. (1988)

Benthic AET-PS 1.0 MEC

Oyster AET-PS 1.1 MEC

Amphipod AET-PS 3.1 EEC

Bivalve AET-CA 0.088 TEC Becker et al. (1989)

Benthic AET-CA 0.36 MEC

Amphipod AET-CA 0.96 EEC

ERL 0.023 TEC Long et al. (1995)

ERM 0.18 MEC

TEL 0.022 TEC MacDonald et al. (1996)

PEL 0.189 MEC

SEC-SC 0.835 MEC MacDonald (1997)

AET = apparent effects threshold; CA = California; EEC = extreme effect concentration; ERL = effects range-low; ERM = effects range-
median; HAET = highest apparent effects threshold; LAET = lowest apparent effects threshold; LEL = lowest effect level; MEC = midrange
effect concentration; MET = minimal effect threshold; NEC = no-effect concentration; PAET = probable apparent effects threshold; PCB =
polychlorinated biphenyl; PEL = probable effect level; PS = Puget Sound = WA; SC = Southern California; SEC = sediment effect
concentration; SEL = severe effect level; SLC = screening-level concentration; SQG = sediment quality guideline; TEC = threshold effect
concentration; TEL = threshold effect level; TET = toxic effect threshold; WA = Washington State.

® From MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000).



Sediment Effect Concentrations for PCBs—Integr Environ Assess Manag 4, 2008

159

Table 2. Summary of the freshwater and saltwater data sets used to validate the SECs for PCBs?

Location
Freshwater data sets

Grand Calumet River and Indiana Harbor, IN

Lower Fox River and Green Bay, WI

Potomac River, DC

Saginaw River, Ml
Trinity River, TX
Upper Mississippi River, MN/MO

Waukegan Harbor, IL
Saltwater data sets

Hudson-Raritan Estuary and Newark Bay, NY/NJ

Long Island Sound, NY
Biscayne Bay, FL

Boston Harbor, MA
Virginian Province (EMAP)

Narragansett Bay, RI

Puget Sound, WA

San Diego Bay, CA

San Francisco Bay, CA

San Pedro Bay, CA

South Carolina and Georgia

Tampa Bay, FL

TOC
Nr. of samples (% dry wt) Reference

13 14 Hoke et al. (1993)
USEPA (1996)

13 4.5 Call et al. (1991)

15 4.3 Schlekat et al. (1994)
Velinsky et al. (1994)
Wade et al. (1994)

9 1.9 USEPA (1996)

72 ND Dickson et al. (1989)
51 1.9 Kemble et al. (1998)
USEPA (1996, 1997)
22 3.9 USEPA (1996, 1999)
235 2.1 Rice et al. (1995)
Long et al. (1996a)
63 1.7 Wolfe et al. (1994)
105 2.5 Long et al. (1998)
30 1.6 Long et al. (1996b)
388 1.7 Strobel et al. (1995)
Schimmel et al. (1994)
19 ND Munns et al. (1991)
15 1.5 Pastorok and Becker (1990)
119 ND Fairey et al. (1996)

9 1.7 Chapman et al. (1987)
44 ND Sapudar et al. (1994)
63 ND Long et al. (1998)

61 2.5 Long et al. (1994)

@ EMAP = Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Program (US Environmental Protection Agency); ND = no data available; SEC =

sediment effect concentration; TOC = total organic carbon.

only the chemical of interest were present. Although the SLC
approach was also used to develop the freshwater LEL, SEL,
MET, and TET (Environment Canada and Ministere de
I'Environment du Quebec 1992; Persaud et al. 1993), it has
rarely been used since that time. In addition, Von Stackelberg
and Menzie (2002) described how statistical artifacts asso-
ciated with use of presence and absence information on
benthic macroinvertebrate taxa can provide misleading
conclusions regarding relationships between chemical con-
centrations and biological effects.

Freshwater LEL, SEL, MET, and TET—The freshwater LEL,
SEL, MET, and TET were developed for 35 chemicals by
Persaud et al. (1993) and Environment Canada and Ministere
de I'Environment du Quebec (1992), using the SLC approach
originated by Neff et al. (1986), and a database composed of
benthic macroinvertebrate community data from the Great
Lakes. Environment Canada and Ministere de I'Environment

du Quebec (1992) concluded that the SQGs are tools for

assessing sediment contamination that provide indications of
the necessity for conducting more detailed analyses. They also
specified that when the MET is exceeded, sediment toxicity
tests should be conducted to determine whether the affected
sediments are toxic. Persaud et al. (1993) concluded that if
the SEL is exceeded, sediment toxicity tests are required to
assess whether the sediment is acutely toxic.

Great Lakes SQGs—Ingersoll et al. (1996) developed 5
kinds of SQGs for PCBs (referred to herein as the Great Lakes
SQGs), and for 26 other chemicals, for use in evaluating
sediment samples from the Great Lakes, including a threshold
effect level (TEL) and probable effect level (PEL) analogous
to those developed by Smith et al. (1996) and MacDonald et
al. (1996), an effects range-low (ERL) and effects range-
median (ERM) analogous to those developed by Long and
Morgan (1991) and Long et al. (1995), and a no-effect
concentration (NEC) analogous to the AETs developed by
Barrick et al. (1988). Although the sample sizes used to
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calculate these SQGs for 21 of the 26 other chemicals were
greater than 50, only 29 sediment samples were used to
calculate the SQGs for PCBs. In addition, of the 29 PCB
concentrations used to calculate the SQGs, only 9 were
greater than the TEC of 0.04 mg/kg. Furthermore, because
only 5 of the 29 sediment samples were designated as toxic
after an initial screening step, the 5 Great Lakes SQGs were
developed using only 5 data points where biological effects
were associated with detected PCB concentrations. This value
is well below the minimum level of 20 specified by Smith et
al. (1996) and MacDonald et al. (1996) for development of
the freshwater and saltwater TELs and PELs. Because
Ingersoll et al. (1996) arbitrarily specified that a minimum
of 5 toxic samples had to be present for the SQGs to be
calculated for a particular chemical, the SQGs for PCBs were
calculated using the minimum amount of effects data
specified by the authors.

The small number of samples used to develop the Great
Lakes SQGs for PCBs adds considerable uncertainty to the
validity of these SQGs. This uncertainty is highlighted by the
fact that the NEC of 0.19 mg/kg is less than the PEL of 0.24
mg/kg, and almost 4 times as low as the ERM of 0.73 mg/kg.
Because the NEC is defined as the highest no-effect value in a
database, it would typically be greater than the PEL and ERM.
The fact that the NEC is less than the PEL and ERM for the
Great Lakes database is likely an artifact of the small number
of samples used to develop those SQGs.

Ingersoll et al. (1996) concluded that the Great Lakes
SQGs should be used to predict the potential for sediment
toxicity and to provide guidance for identifying sites that
require further investigation. The authors also concluded that
the SQGs should not be used independently to establish
cleanup levels for sediments. Finally, Ingersoll et al. (1996)
cautioned that the Great Lakes SQGs represent concentra-
tions that are associated with adverse effects, but do not
necessarily cause the effects. They noted that because field-
collected sediments typically contain complex mixtures of
chemicals, additional information is needed to identify the
specific chemicals that were actually responsible for any
observed toxicity.

Freshwater TEL and PEL—Smith et al. (1996) developed
the freshwater TEL and PEL for PCBs, as well as analogous
values for 22 other chemicals or chemical groups. The authors
also conducted an evaluation of the predictive ability of the
SQG:s for the 23 chemicals. They found that the prevalence of
toxicity above the PEL for PCBs was only 50%, which is well
below the minimum value of 75% used by others (e.g., Long
et al. 1995, 1998; MacDonald, Ingersoll, et al. 2000) to
identify reliable PELs and ERMs. This indicates that the PEL
has limited predictive value for identifying a station as toxic or
nontoxic.

Smith et al. (1996) cautioned that the database used to
develop the freshwater SQGs was biased toward reference
and slightly contaminated areas, and that data from contami-
nated sites were generally underrepresented. They therefore
recommended that the underlying database of the freshwater
TEL and PEL be refined and expanded in the future to
represent a broader range of contaminated conditions. Smith
et al. (1996) concluded that their SQGs are screening tools
that provide one type of information for sediment assess-
ments, and emphasized the importance of using these values
in conjunction with other kinds of information, such as
biological assessments.
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Freshwater ERL and ERM—Long and Morgan (1991)
developed the freshwater ERL and ERM for PCBs, as well
as analogous values for 30 other chemicals or chemical
groups. Although the database used to calculate the ERL and
ERM included data from both freshwater and saltwater
sediments, these values have been used primarily to assess
freshwater sediments, following the development of the
saltwater ERL and ERM by Long et al. (1995). Long and
Morgan (1991) did not conduct quantitative evaluations of
the reliability of the SQGs. The authors stated that the
various ERLs and ERMs were informal guidelines that were
not intended for use in regulatory decisions or any other
similar applications, and that they should not be construed as
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration standards
or criteria. The authors concluded further that more data are
needed to reduce the uncertainty associated with most of the
SQGs, including that for PCBs.

Saltwater TEL and PEL—MacDonald et al. (1996) devel-
oped the saltwater TEL and PEL for PCBs, as well as
analogous values for 33 other chemicals or chemical groups.
The authors also conducted reliability evaluations of the
SQGs for the 34 chemicals. They found that the prevalence of
toxicity above the PEL for PCBs was only 55%, which is
similar to the value of 50% found by Smith et al. (1996) for
the freshwater PEL for PCBs, and well below the minimum
value of 75% used by others (e.g., Long et al. 1995, 1998;
MacDonald, Ingersoll, et al. 2000) to identify reliable PELs
and ERMs. This indicates that the use of the PEL to identify a
station as toxic or nontoxic has limited predictive value.
MacDonald et al. (1996) concluded that the overall reliability
of the PEL for PCBs was low. In fact, the PELs for nearly all
(i-e., 31) of the other 33 chemicals evaluated by MacDonald
et al. (1996) had higher reliability scores.

MacDonald et al. (1996) cautioned that the weight-of-
evidence approach used to develop the saltwater TEL and
PEL does not fully support quantitative evaluation of cause-
and-effect relationships between chemical concentrations and
adverse biological effects, because it is largely based on
associations between chemical concentrations and biological
effects. They noted further that various other factors,
including co-occurring chemicals, could have been responsible
for the observed effects. Finally, the authors concluded that
the saltwater TEL and PEL should not be used as stand-alone
sediment quality criteria.

Saltwater ERL and ERM—Long et al. (1995) developed the
saltwater ERL and ERM for PCBs, as well as analogous values
for 27 other chemicals or chemical groups. The authors also
conducted an evaluation of the predictive ability of the SQGs
for the 28 chemicals, and concluded that the prevalence of
effects was relatively low at PCB concentrations greater than
the ERM. Because the prevalence was only 51%, it was well
below the minimum value of 75% specified by the authors as
indicative of reliable ERMs. The ERMs for nearly all (i.e., 24)
of the other 27 chemicals evaluated by Long et al. (1995)
were found to be more reliable than the ERM for PCBs.

The authors concluded that the saltwater ERLs and ERMs
should be used as informal screening tools in environmental
assessments, and that they were not intended to preclude the
use of toxicity tests or other measures of biological effects.

Long et al. (1998) evaluated the predictive ability of the
saltwater ERM, as well as the saltwater PEL of MacDonald et
al. (1996), using a database that consisted of 1,068 samples of
saltwater sediments collected from throughout the United
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States. They found that the predictive ability of the ERM for
PCBs was only 51% (i.e.,, the lowest of the 27 ERMs
evaluated), and the predictive ability of the PEL was only
49% (i.e., the 3rd lowest value of the 31 PELs evaluated). In
addition to being among the lowest values of predictive ability
observed, both values were well below the minimum value of
75% specified by the authors as indicative of reliable PELs and
ERMs. Long et al. (1998) noted that these SQGs were
prepared as informal (nonregulatory) benchmarks and were
not based on experiments in which causality was determined,
and that SQGs in general are most useful when accompanied
by data from in situ biological analyses, sediment toxicity
tests, or other interpretive tools.

Freshwater and saltwater AETs—The AET approach for
developing SQGs is based largely on data from specific water
bodies or geographic regions. The resulting AETs, therefore,
have a high degree of site-specific relevance, but questionable
relevance for use on a larger (e.g., national) scale. In their
review of the AET approach, USEPA (1989) concluded that
it contained sufficient scientific merit to establish SQGs for
use at specific sites, but that it should not be used to develop
general, broadly applicable SQGs. Separate sets of AETs
have been developed for Puget Sound sediments (Barrick et
al. 1988), saltwater sediments of California (Becker et al.
1989), and freshwater sediments of Washington State
(Cubbage et al. 1997). Because the reliability of each of
these sets of AETs has been determined for suites of
chemicals (i.e., rather than for individual chemicals), no
evaluations of the independent reliability of the AETs for
PCBs have been conducted. Although the Puget Sound AETs
have been promulgated as sediment quality standards for
Washington State (Chapter 173-204 WAC), the state
guidance specifies that sediment toxicity tests or evaluations
of benthic macroinvertebrate communities can be used to
confirm the presence of sediment toxicity when the stan-
dards are exceeded.

Summary of SQG limitations—In summary, the information
presented above indicates that many of the original devel-
opers of SQGs for PCBs recognized the limitations of the
SQGs, and recommended that they be used primarily as
screening values, with their predictions being confirmed using
site-specific biological evaluations. Many of the developers
also recognized that the various SQGs were based on
correlative, rather than cause-and-effect, information. Finally,
the reliability of the freshwater and saltwater PELs and ERMs
for PCBs in identifying the presence of sediment toxicity was
relatively low (i.e., approximately equal to a coin toss) for
studies that quantitatively evaluated predictability of those
SQGs (i.e., Long et al. 1995, 1998; MacDonald et al. 1996;
Smith at al. 1996).

Inconsistent grouping of SQGs

MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000) stated that because the
SECs for PCBs represent the central tendency of their
underlying SQGs, they reconcile differences among the
SQGs. In this section, the 3 groups of SQGs are evaluated
to determine the degree to which the 3 SECs can be
considered “consensus” values. Emphasis was placed on
determining the degree to which the SQGs within each
group are similar to each other, whether the SQGs were
grouped correctly, and whether the groups contain redundant
SQGs that provide an unwarranted enhancement of apparent
agreement among the various SQGs.

Numerous authors, including MacDonald, DiPinto, et al.
(2000), have used a factor of 3 to identify SQGs that are
considered comparable (Long et al. 1995; MacDonald et al.
1996; Smith et al. 1996; MacDonald, Ingersoll, et al. 2000). If
this same quantitative criterion is applied to the SEC
categories used by MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000), all of
the categories span a range greater than a factor of 3,
indicating that many of the SQGs within each category
should not be considered comparable. For example, the
minimum and maximum PCB concentrations for the TEC,
MEC, and EEC differ by factors of 67, 6.1, and 6.5,
respectively.

Inspection of the classification of the various freshwater and
saltwater SQGs used to develop the SECs for PCBs shows
that 2 freshwater SQGs were misclassified as MECs, when
according to their definitions, they should have been classified
as EECs: The Great Lakes NEC and the probable AET for
Washington State (PAET-WA). As defined by their devel-
opers, both of these SQGs are representative of concen-
trations above which adverse effects are always or nearly
always observed and, as such, should be classified as EECs.
MacDonald, Ingersoll, et al. (2000) made this same dis-
tinction for the NEC and PAET-WA in describing why those 2
values were not used to develop the consensus-based PECs for
PCBs and other chemicals. If these 2 SQGs are correctly
classified as EECs, the range of those values would extend
from 0.19 to 5.3 mg/kg, and the level of apparent agreement
among those values would decline further, because the
maximum and minimum PCB concentrations would differ
by a factor of 28, rather than 6.5.

In deriving the consensus-based TECs and PECs for 28
chemicals in freshwater sediments, MacDonald, Ingersoll, et
al. (2000) avoided redundancies when compiling the various
underlying SQGs. For example, the authors stated that the
Great Lakes ERLs and ERMs of Ingersoll et al. (1996) were
not used, because they were developed from the same data
that were used to derive the Great Lakes TELs and PELs (i.e.,
from several areas of concern in the Great Lakes). However,
this criterion was not used in calculating the SECs for PCBs,
where a number of the underlying SQGs were developed
from the same databases and are therefore redundant, using
the criteria of MacDonald, Ingersoll, et al. (2000). The
inclusion of these values in the set of SQGs used to develop
the SECs provides an unwarranted enhancement in the
apparent degree of agreement among the various SQGs.
The various redundancies are as follows:

® The Great Lakes ERL and ERM for PCBs were used along
with the Great Lakes TEL and PEL, even though this
redundancy was identified and avoided by MacDonald,
Ingersoll, et al. (2000).

® The freshwater MET and TET and the freshwater LEL
and SEL are largely redundant, because they were
developed using the same SLC approach that was applied
to the same database on benthic macroinvertebrate
communities from the Great Lakes, with only minor
modifications of the critical percentages of the benthic
macroinvertebrate species they were designed to protect
(i.e., 15% and 90%, as opposed to 5% and 95%,
respectively).

e The freshwater PAET-WA and highest AET for Wash-
ington State are largely redundant, because they are both
based on the same database collected in Washington State
for the amphipod Hyalella azteca, with only minor
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modifications of the critical no-effect level (i.e., 95th
percentile and maximum, respectively).

e The saltwater ERL and ERM are largely redundant with
the saltwater TEL and PEL, because they were developed
using the same biological effects database for sediments,
and this redundancy is consistent with that identified by
MacDonald, Ingersoll, et al. (2000) for the analogous
Great Lakes ERL, ERM, TEL, and PEL.

The result of the redundancies described above is that 7 of
the 30 SQGs used to develop the SECs for PCBs (i.e., 23% of
the SQGs) are considered redundant with other SQGs, and
therefore should not have been used in the development of
the SECs. The most obvious examples of this redundancy are
the saltwater TEL (0.022 mg/kg) and ERL (0.023 mg/kg), as
well as the saltwater PEL (0.189 mg/kg) and ERM (0.180 mg/
kg), because the 2 sets of values are nearly equal.

In summary, the evaluation of the SQG groupings used by
MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000) showed that many SQGs
within the 3 SEC groups were dissimilar, misclassified, and/or
largely redundant with other SQGs in the groups. These
factors considerably reduce the apparent degree of agreement
of SQGs within the 3 groups, and call into question the
conclusion of MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000) that the
SECs reconcile differences among the SQGs.

Limitations related to co-occurring chemicals

As discussed previously, many of the developers of the
SQGs for PCBs recognized that most contaminated sediments
contain complex mixtures of chemicals that can increase the
difficulty of developing SQGs and of determining which
chemicals are actually responsible for any observed toxicity
(e.g., Neff et al. 1986; Long et al. 1995; Ingersoll et al. 1996;
MacDonald et al. 1996). In addition, Long et al. (1998)
concluded that their nationwide experience indicates that
toxicants often covary with each other to a large degree. As
discussed previously, MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000)
evaluated the predictive ability of the SECs for PCBs using
2 validation data sets, one based on freshwater studies and the
other based on saltwater studies. In this section, the degree to
which these predictive evaluations may have been con-
founded by the presence of co-occurring chemicals is
evaluated, by examining the conclusions of the authors of
the individual studies that make up the 2 SEC validation
databases, if such conclusions were made.

Freshwater studies—

¢ Grand Calumet River and Indiana Harbor—Hoke et al.

(1993) concluded that sediments contained a multitude
of chemicals, and that toxicity appeared to be related
primarily to ammonia, metals, PAHs, and petroleum
hydrocarbons. Ingersoll and MacDonald (1999) also
evaluated sediments in the Grand Calumet River and
concluded that the chemicals causing or contributing to
sediment injury include ammonia, metals, phenol, PAHs,
PCBs, and pesticides. However, the authors cautioned
that because all of these chemicals are present at
concentrations sufficient to cause or substantially con-
tribute to sediment toxicity, it was difficult to assign a
relative priority to them.

¢ Indiana Harbor and Saginaw River—USEPA (1993)

concluded that a broad range of contaminant concen-
trations were measured in the sediments, but because of
the potential for contaminant interactions, the observed
sediment toxicity could not be attributed to any specific
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chemical. The authors concluded further that sediment
toxicity was related to the sum of the concentrations of
metals and PAHs.

Potomac River—Schlekat et al. (1994) concluded that
sediment toxicity was associated most strongly with
ammonia, PAHs, PCBs, and chlordane.

Waukegan Harbor—USEPA (1999) concluded that sedi-
ment toxicity was likely associated with elevated concen-
trations of metals, PCBs, and PAHs. For the same water
body, Ingersoll and Nelson (1990) concluded that each
sediment sample they evaluated contained a complex
matrix of measured inorganic contaminants, organic
contaminants, and numerous unidentified compounds,
and that laboratory toxicity studies that test single
compounds spiked into the sediment would be required
to more directly determine the specific contaminants that
may have caused a toxic response.

Saltwater habitats—

® Hudson—Raritan Estuary—Rice et al. (1995) found that
sediment toxicity was associated with concentrations of 6
metals, PAHs, and PCBs. However, the authors stated
that conclusive identification of specific causal relation-
ships between contaminants and biological effects was not
possible, primarily because of the complexity of the
chemical mixtures in the sediments. Long et al. (1996a)
also evaluated sediments in the Hudson—Raritan Estuary
and found that sediment toxicity in various parts of the
estuary correlated with concentrations of metals, PAHs,
PCBs, pesticides, and dioxins. However, the authors noted
that because many of these chemicals covaried with each
other, the correlations alone did not provide great insight
into the potential causes of the observed toxicity.

¢ Narragansett Bay—Munns et al. (1991) concluded that
the major risks to benthic macroinvertebrate commun-
ities were related primarily to selected metals, PAHs,
PCBs, and pesticides.

¢ San Pedro Bay—Sapudar et al. (1994) found that
sediment toxicity to amphipods was correlated most
strongly with concentrations of 3 metals and PAHs.
However, the authors noted that because the study was
not designed to determine cause—effect relationships, the
data were useful only for evaluating associations between
chemical concentrations and biological effects.
Boston Harbor—Long et al. (1996b) concluded that the
chemicals that most likely contributed to sediment
toxicity were ammonia, several metals, PAHs, PCBs,
and other chlorinated hydrocarbons. However, the
authors concluded that a highly complex toxicity
identification evaluation procedure would be required
to specifically identify which chemicals caused the
observed toxicity.
Long Island Sound—Wolfe et al. (1994) concluded that
although sediment toxicity tended to correlate with
elevated chemical concentrations in sediments, the
various chemicals covaried relatively strongly, so that
toxicity could not be readily attributed to any particular
chemical.

e Tampa Bay—Long et al. (1994) concluded that the
concentrations of ammonia, numerous metals, PAHs,
PCBs, and pesticides were highly correlated with sedi-
ment toxicity. However, they also noted that those
correlations did not establish cause—effect relationships,
and that considerably more research would be needed to
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establish the causes of the observed toxicity. They noted
further that the most toxic sediments frequently con-
tained high concentrations of mixtures of chemicals, any
one of which could have caused or contributed to the
toxicity.

In summary, the information provided above indicates that
sediments evaluated in most of the individual studies that
make up the freshwater and saltwater SEC validation data sets
were contaminated with numerous chemicals, in addition to
PCBs. Most of the studies also recognized that conclusive
determinations of which chemicals caused the observed
sediment toxicity would require additional kinds of evalua-
tions. These results indicate that use of these data sets to
determine the predictive ability of the SQGs for a single
chemical or group of chemicals such as PCBs is questionable,
particularly if the results of this analysis are used to suggest
that PCBs were the cause of any observed toxicity. In a number
of cases, PCBs were not even identified by the original authors
as a potential major contributor to sediment toxicity, even
though they were present in the sediment samples.

Unrepresentative databases

Most of the databases used to generate the SQGs for PCBs
or to validate the SECs were composed primarily of low
concentrations of PCBs, with relatively few samples having
elevated concentrations of PCBs (Table 3). It is likely that this
pattern would result in the calculation of SQGs that are lower
than the SQGs that would be calculated using databases that
included greater percentages of elevated PCB concentrations.
This result would likely be most apparent for those SQGs
that are based on the overall distributional properties of
databases, such as median values and various other percentiles
of the data. Those SQGs include any based on the method-
ologies used to calculate an ERL, ERM, TEL, PEL, or SEC. As
discussed previously, Smith et al. (1996) recognized that the
database used to develop the freshwater LEL and PEL was
generally biased toward reference and slightly contaminated
areas, and concluded that the database should be expanded to
represent a broader range of contaminated conditions.

By contrast with the SQGs based on the overall distribu-
tional characteristics of their underlying databases, AETs and
NECs are usually based only on the maximum no-effect value
in a database. However, a single exception is the PAET-WA,
which is calculated as the 95th percentile of the no-effects
data. The AETs and NECs should therefore be less affected by
the overall distributions of their underlying databases.
However, even the maximum no-effect values can be biased
toward low values if there are few elevated PCB concen-
trations in a data set, particularly when concentrations of
other chemicals covary with PCBs and cause or contribute to
toxicity at elevated PCB concentrations, making no-effect
data rare at elevated PCB concentrations.

For all but one of the SQG databases presented in Table 3,
PCB concentrations less than 0.5 mg/kg accounted for more
than 68% of the underlying databases. The only exception was
the database used to calculate the SEC for Southern
California. This pattern was particularly strong for the
saltwater ERL, ERM, TEL, and PEL, the Great Lakes SQGs,
and the California AETs, for which PCB concentrations in
85% or more of the underlying databases were less than 0.5
mg/kg. Taken together, those SQGs account for 12 of the 30
SQGs (40%) used by MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000) to
calculate the SECs for PCBs.
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With respect to the freshwater and saltwater data sets used
by MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000) to validate the SECs for
PCBs, both were composed primarily of low PCB concen-
trations, with 69% to 89% of those databases having
concentrations less than 0.5 mg/kg (Table 3). The saltwater
validation data set was particularly affected, because almost
90% of the data set was composed of PCB concentrations less
than 0.5 mg/kg, and concentrations in only 2.4% of its 1151
samples exceeded the EEC of 1.7 mg/kg for PCBs.

The results of the above analyses indicate that, in general,
the potential toxicity of PCBs at sediment concentrations
greater than the EEC has not been well characterized in past
studies, and has not been well represented in the databases
used in the development and testing of available SQGs for
PCBs. For example, the combined databases used to calculate
the freshwater ERL, ERM, TEL, and PEL, the saltwater ERL,
ERM, TEL, PEL, and the SEC for Southern California contain
more than 450 samples, but PCB concentrations exceed the
EEC in only 54 of those samples. This relative scarcity of
information on elevated concentrations of PCBs adds un-
certainty to the validity of existing SQGs. It is therefore
possible that if the SQG databases contained a better
representation of elevated PCB concentrations, the resulting
SQGs would be considerably greater than they are at present.
For example, 24 of the 54 samples (44%) with PCB
concentrations exceeding the EEC in the combined SQG
databases identified above are nontoxic. This fact clearly calls
into question the validity of the EEC as an indicator of
extreme effects.

Inferences related to predictive ability

As discussed previously, MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000)
determined the predictive ability of the SECs for PCBs in
identifying the presence or absence of sediment toxicity using
the freshwater and saltwater SEC validation data sets. The
authors used criteria adapted from those of Long et al. (1998)
to determine whether the SECs were reliable. Using those
criteria, the MEC and EEC were considered reliable if their
predictive abilities exceeded 50% and 75%, respectively. The
observed predictive abilities of the MEC for the freshwater
and saltwater validation data sets were 68.3% and 55.9%,
respectively, and the predictive abilities of the EEC for the 2
validation data sets were 82.5% and 85.7%, respectively.
MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000) therefore concluded that
both the MEC and EEC were accurate tools for predicting the
presence or absence of toxicity in field-collected sediments.

Although the evaluations of predictive ability conducted by
MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000) document that the values
observed for the MEC and EEC exceeded the specified
performance criteria of 50% and 75%, respectively, these
evaluations do not demonstrate that PCBs are causally related
to the observed toxicity in the SEC validation data sets. As
discussed previously, the sediments evaluated in most of the
individual studies that make up the SEC validation data sets
contained numerous co-occurring chemicals, such that PCBs
either were not or could not be identified as the cause of any
observed toxicity by the original investigators.

Aside from issues related to causality, the predictive
abilities of the MEC and EEC observed by MacDonald,
DiPinto, et al. (2000) cannot be placed into a context relative
to most other chemicals, because comparable SECs have been
developed only for total PAHs (Swartz 1999). If SECs were
available for many of the other chemicals found in the studies
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that make up the SEC validation data sets, it is possible that
their predictive abilities would be greater than the values
found for PCBs. For example, MacDonald, Ingersoll, et al.
(2000) calculated predictive abilities for the 27 chemicals that
have PECs and found that the predictive abilities of all but 3
of the PECs were greater than the value of 82.3% found for
the PEC for PCBs.

In summary, the predictive abilities of the MEC and EEC
observed by MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000) do not
demonstrate that PCBs are causally related to the observed
toxicity in the SEC validation data sets, or that those SECs are
necessarily the best predictors of toxicity in those data sets.
The meaning of the predictive abilities calculated by
MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000) is therefore uncertain.

Inferences related to causation

MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000) compared the SECs for
PCBs with 2 sets of SQGs developed using the EqP approach.
The 2 sets of EqP-based SQGs included the freshwater and
marine chronic SQGs for benthic aquatic life in New York
State (USA; NYSDEC 1999) and the SQG developed by
Bolton et al. (1985) to evaluate sediment quality conditions in
freshwater and saltwater sediments throughout the United
States. Assuming 1% organic carbon, the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation values for fresh-
water and saltwater sediments convert to 0.19 and 0.41 mg/kg
on a dry-weight basis, and the value derived by Bolton et al.
(1985) converts to 0.07 mg/kg on a dry-weight basis.
MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000) concluded that because
the TEC of 0.04 mg/kg and the MEC of 0.40 mg/kg were
similar to the EqP-based SQGs, confidence is increased in the
2 SECs. The authors also state that, to the extent that such
chronic toxicity thresholds are causally based, the consensus-
based SECs also reflect the concentrations of PCBs that are
likely to cause, or substantially contribute to, sediment
toxicity.

A review of the basis for each of the EqP-based SQGs
described above showed that none of them was based on
sediment toxicity to benthic macroinvertebrates. This fact
was also noted by Fuchsman et al. (2006). The freshwater
SQG of 0.19 mg/kg developed by NYSDEC (1999) and the
SQG of 0.07 developed by Bolton et al. (1985), and based on
JRB (1984), were derived from the final residue value (FRV)
identified by USEPA (1980) for protection of wildlife from
consumption of contaminated fish. That FRV was developed
using the lowest permissible tissue concentration for protec-
tion of mink (Mustela vison; Platonow and Karstad 1973) and
a bioconcentration factor based on salmonid fishes. The
saltwater SQG of 0.41 mg/kg developed by NYSDEC (1999)
was derived from the FRV identified by USEPA (1980) for
protection of the marketability of fish for human consump-
tion. That FRV was developed using the US Food and Drug
Administration’s historical action level of 5.0 mg/kg for PCBs
and a bioconcentration factor based on fish species consumed
by humans. Given that all 3 of the EqP-based SQGs are based
on bioaccumulation of PCBs in fishes, they have no relevance
for assessing the validity of the SECs for use as indicators of
sediment toxicity to benthic macroinvertebrates. As noted by
MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000), the SECs do not consider
the potential for bioaccumulation of PCBs in aquatic
organisms. The conclusion of MacDonald, DiPinto, et al.
(2000) that the EqP-based SQGs increase confidence in the
SECs is therefore invalid.
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MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000) also describe spiked-
sediment toxicity tests conducted by Swartz et al. (1988),
where the marine amphipod Rhepoxynius abronius was
exposed for 10 d to various concentrations of Aroclor 1254,
and an LC50 of 8.8 mg/kg was determined. To convert the
10-d LC50 value to a chronic value, MacDonald, DiPinto, et
al. (2000) applied an acute to chronic ratio of 11 that was
reported for the freshwater amphipod Gammarus pseudolim-
naeus by USEPA (1980), and derived an estimated chronic
toxicity value of 0.8 mg/kg. MacDonald, DiPinto, et al.
(2000) concluded that, because the MEC and EEC for PCBs
were comparable to the estimated chronic toxicity value,
confidence is increased that the 2 SECs are representative of
the PCB concentrations that are likely to cause or substan-
tially contribute to sediment toxicity.

A review of the spiked-sediment study conducted by
Swartz et al. (1988) showed that the sediments used in the
toxicity tests had an unusually low organic content, compared
to conditions commonly found in contaminated aquatic
sediments in the field. The sediments were collected from
Yaquina Bay (OR, USA), a relatively uncontaminated marine
embayment. The organic content of the sediments was
estimated by Swartz et al. (1988) as percent total volatile
solids (TVS), which was measured as percent weight loss after
drying the sediments at 550 °C for 1 h. The authors stated
that total organic carbon (TOC) typically represents 17.3% of
the TVS content of sediments at the Yaquina Bay sediment
collection site. The value of TVS measured in the sediments
used for the toxicity study ranged from 1.28% to 1.49%, with
a mean value of 1.39%. The mean TOC content of the
sediments can therefore be estimated as 0.24%. This TOC
value is unusually low relative to the values typically found in
contaminated aquatic sediments. For example, the overall
mean TOC content in the water bodies included in the
freshwater SEC validation data set used by MacDonald,
DiPinto, et al. (2000) was approximately 5%, with a range of
1.9% to 14% for specific water bodies (Table 2). For the
saltwater SEC validation data set, overall mean TOC content
was approximately 2%, with a range of 1.5% to 2.5% for
specific water bodies (Table 2).

Swartz et al. (1988) acknowledged that because of the low
amount of TVS (and therefore low TOC content) in the test
sediment, the concentrations of test chemicals in porewater
during the toxicity testing may have been high relative to
contaminated sites. The implication of this experimental
limitation is that the LC50 value for Aroclor 1254 deter-
mined by Swartz et al. (1988) may underestimate the LC50
values that would be found using sediments with TOC
contents comparable to those found at most contaminated
sites. A 2nd experiment conducted by Swartz et al. (1988)
supports this conclusion.

In the 2nd experiment, Swartz et al. (1988) evaluated
amphipod toxicity at 2 TVS concentrations: 1.30% and
1.72%. The estimated TOC concentrations associated with
the TVS values would be 0.22% and 0.30%, respectively. The
authors evaluated concentrations of Aroclor 1254 of 4.8 and
2.1 mg/kg with the lower TVS, and found amphipod survival
of 89% and 95%, respectively. They also evaluated concen-
trations of Aroclor 1254 that were approximately twice as
high (i.e., 9.4 and 4.6 mg/kg) with the higher TVS level, and
found that amphipod survival increased to 91% and 97%,
respectively, despite the higher concentrations of Aroclor
1254. These results show that the toxicity of Aroclor 1254
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was reduced with increased TVS levels, and presumably TOC
concentrations as well. It is noteworthy that although the
higher concentration of 9.4 mg/kg tested with a TVS level of
1.72% approximated the LC50 value of 8.8 mg/kg deter-
mined in the 1st experiment with a TVS level of 1.49%,
amphipod survival (i.e., 91%) was substantially greater than
50%. These results provide additional evidence that the
toxicity of Aroclor 1254 declined with increasing levels of
TVS, and presumably TOC.

If the EqP approach (DiToro et al. 1991) is used to estimate
the LC50 value that would have been observed using
sediments with a TOC content of 2% (i.e., the approximate
mean and minimum value found in the saltwater and
freshwater SEC validation data sets, respectively), the
estimated LC50 value would be approximately 73 mg/kg.
Using the acute to chronic ratio of 11 employed by
MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000), the estimated chronic
toxicity value would be approximately 6.6 mg/kg, which is
considerably greater than the EEC of 1.7 mg/kg. These
results, and the information presented above, indicate that the
estimated chronic toxicity value of 0.8 mg/kg derived by
MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000) is unusually low as a result
of the low TOC content of the test sediments used by Swartz
et al. (1988). Therefore, the conclusions of MacDonald,
DiPinto, et al. (2000) with respect to the implications of the
agreement between the estimated chronic value of 0.8 mg/kg
and the SECs are invalid with respect to their applicability to
most contaminated sediments.

In summary, the comparisons made by MacDonald,
DiPinto, et al. (2000) between the SECs and SQGs based
on the EqP approach do not indicate that the SECs for PCBs
are causally related to sediment toxicity, because the SQGs
are based on bioaccumulation in fishes rather than toxicity to
benthic macroinvertebrates. In addition, the LC50 for PCBs
determined by Swartz et al. (1988) has limited applicability
to sediments in most contaminated aquatic environments,
because it was determined using sediments with an unusually
low TOC content, estimated as 0.24%.

Site-specific contradictions

As discussed previously, most contaminated sediments
contain elevated concentrations of multiple chemicals, mak-
ing it difficult to reach definitive conclusions regarding the
toxicity of single chemicals. However, 2 of the freshwater
validation data sets used by MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000)
were collected in water bodies where PCBs were the primary
chemicals found at elevated concentrations: Fox River-Green
Bay (WI, USA; Call et al. 1991) and Waukegan Harbor (IL,
USA; USEPA 1999). In this section, the results of those 2
studies are used to demonstrate how application of the SECs
for PCBs to site-specific conditions can result in erroneous
predictions of sediment toxicity. In addition, the results of
those studies are used to evaluate potential concentration—
response relationships between sediment toxicity and con-
centrations of PCBs.

Concentrations of PCBs at the 13 stations sampled in Fox
River-Green Bay by Call et al. (1991) exhibited a relatively
wide range (i.e., 0.09-6.8 mg/kg), with concentrations at 11
stations exceeding the MEC and concentrations at 7 of those
stations also exceeding the EEC. Sediment toxicity (i.e., based
on percent survival) was evaluated using the 10-d chironomid
test with Chironomius riparius and the 10-d mayfly test with
Hexagenia limbata. Although comparison of PCB concen-
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trations with the MEC and EEC predicts that 11 and 7 stations
should be toxic, respectively, only 1 station for each sediment
toxicity test was identified as toxic in the SEC validation data
set (MESL 1999). Therefore, the site-specific predictive
ability of the MEC was only 9% for each toxicity test, and
the site-specific predictive ability of the EEC was only 14% for
each test. These values are well below the target accuracies for
those 2 SECs of 50% and 75%, respectively, as specified by
MacDonald, DiPinto, et al. (2000), and demonstrate that use
of the SECs to predict the presence of sediment toxicity in Fox
River-Green Bay would result in the erroneous identification
of numerous sediment samples as toxic.

For Waukegan Harbor, concentrations of PCBs at the 18
stations sampled by USEPA (1999) also exhibited a relatively
wide range (i.e., 0.9-8.9 mg/kg), with concentrations exceed-
ing the MEC and EEC at 18 and 17 stations, respectively.
Sediment toxicity was evaluated using the 28-d amphipod
test with Hyalella azteca. According to USEPA (1999),
significant reductions (p < 0.05) in survival and growth were
found at 6 and 17 stations, respectively, based on statistical
comparisons with results for the negative controls (i.e., a
formulated sediment). However, USEPA (1999) noted that
mean survival in 4 of the 6 samples that were significantly
different (p < 0.05) from the mean value of 100% found in
the formulated sediment ranged from 84% to 88%, and were
greater than the minimum negative control value of 80% for
test acceptability. Mean amphipod survival in the 2 remaining
samples was 79% and 66%. USEPA (1999) concluded that the
sediments from Waukegan Harbor were generally not lethal
to the amphipods.

Although significant reductions (p < 0.05) in amphipod
growth were found at 17 of the 18 stations sampled in
Waukegan Harbor, the fact that the statistical comparisons
were made with results from negative controls composed of
formulated sediments, rather than sediment from a reference
area, may have unduly influenced the results. Because the
formulated sediment had few similarities to the sediments
from Waukegan Harbor, the meaning of the apparent
reductions in growth, and survival as well, is uncertain. For
example, concentrations of TOC (1.6%) and fine-grained
material (i.e., silt and clay; 27%) in the formulated sediment
were considerably lower than the values found in the test
sediments (i.e., 2.2%-7.8% and 47%-98%, respectively). In
addition, at the initiation of toxicity testing, the concentration
of dissolved oxygen in porewater of the formulated sediment
(9.6 mg/L) was substantially greater than concentrations in
the test sediments (1.6-5.2 mg/L), and concentrations of total
ammonia (0.39 mg/L) and total sulfide (<1 pg/L) in
porewater of the formulated sediment were considerably
lower than concentrations in the test sediments (4.3-63 mg/L
and 4-330 pg/L, respectively). Given these relatively large
dissimilarities between many of the characteristics of the
formulated and test sediments, it is possible that those
differences alone resulted in subtle differences in amphipod
growth between the 2 kinds of sediment. Furthermore,
although the range of observed mean amphipod lengths in
the test sediments (3.5-4.3 mm) was lower than the mean
value of 4.6 mm found in the formulated sediment, they were
all greater than the performance level for negative control
sediments (3.2 mm) used by USEPA (2000) to evaluate
laboratory performance of the 28-d H. azteca test.

Based on the information on Waukegan Harbor sediments
presented above, it is clear that lethal toxicity was not
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Figure 1. Relationship between sediment toxicity endpoints for the 10-d Chironomus riparius and Hexagenia limbata tests and concentrations of total PCBs

from Fox River—Green Bay (WI, USA).

widespread in the samples. Although statistical differences in
amphipod length were found for all but one of the sediment
samples, it is questionable whether those differences were
related to chemical toxicity or to differences in other
sediment characteristics between the formulated and test
sediments. The determination of whether the growth results
are indicative of chemical toxicity is important, because 17 of
those values account for 52% of the toxic samples with PCB
concentrations greater than the EEC in the freshwater SEC
validation data set (MESL 1999). If those 17 values were
reclassified as nontoxic, the predicative ability of the EEC
would drop from the value of 82.5% presented in MacDon-
ald, DiPinto, et al. (2000) to only 55%. Furthermore, if the 4
survival values of 84% to 88% were reclassified as nontoxic
because survival exceeded the minimum allowable negative
control value, the predictive ability of the EEC would decline
further to 45%. These examples demonstrate how sensitive
the predictive ability of the EEC is to the single data set for
Waukegan Harbor, and therefore call into question the
robustness of the calculated predictive ability.

Given the uncertainties described above regarding the
designation of stations in Waukegan Harbor as toxic or
nontoxic, an evaluation of potential concentration-response
relationships between the toxicity endpoints and concen-
trations of PCBs is particularly valuable, because the
interpretations of the results do not depend on comparisons
with negative controls or reference sediments. In addition,
evaluations of concentration-response relationships can
sometimes help reduce interpretive difficulties associated
with multiple co-occurring chemicals. That is, if a chemical is
the primary cause of the observed sediment toxicity, one
would expect to find relatively monotonic toxic responses in
relation to increasing concentrations of the chemical, regard-
less of the presence of co-occurring chemicals. If such a
response is not found, it is likely that the chemical is not a
major contributor to toxicity.

For Fox River-Green Bay, concentration—response relation-
ships were not found for either the 10-d Chironomus riparius

test or the 10-d Hexagenia limbata test, because percent
survival did not exhibit a consistent negative relationship with
increasing concentrations of PCBs (Figure 1). In addition,
survival of C. riparius exceeded the minimum allowable
negative control value of 80% for all but 1 sample, including
the value of 95% found for the highest PCB concentration of
6.8 mg/kg. Survival of H. limbata exhibited a wider range
along the gradient of PCB concentrations. Although survival
was less than the minimum acceptable control value of 80% at
approximately half the stations, values as high as 100% were
found at PCB concentrations as high as 3.1 and 4.0 mg/kg.

For Waukegan Harbor, no consistent concentration-re-
sponse relationships were found for the Hyalella azteca test
across the range of PCB concentrations evaluated, based on
either the 28-d or 42-d exposure periods evaluated by USEPA
(1999; Figure 2). However, percent survival began to exhibit a
decline at PCB concentrations of 6 to 8 mg/kg for both
exposure periods. For the 28-d exposure period, amphipod
survival exceeded the minimum allowable negative control
value of 80% for all but 1 sample, including the value of 90%
found at a PCB concentration as high as 7.7 mg/kg. Survival
was substantially reduced only at the highest PCB concen-
tration of 8.9 mg/kg, for which a value of 66% was found. For
the 42-d exposure period, amphipod survival exceeded 80%
for all but 3 samples, including the value of 95% found at a
PCB concentration as high as 7.4 mg/kg. Survival was
substantially reduced only at the highest PCB concentration
of 8.9 mg/kg, for which a value of 63% was found. For the
growth endpoints in both the 28- and 42-d exposure periods,
amphipod length showed no evidence of a negative relation-
ship with increasing PCB concentrations, and the highest
length values for the 28- and 42-d tests (i.e., 4.3 and 4.6 mm,
respectively) were found at PCB concentrations of 7.4 and 7.3
mg/kg, respectively.

In summary, the evaluations described in this section for
Fox River-Green Bay and Waukegan Harbor indicate that use
of the SECs for PCBs to identify the presence of sediment
toxicity on a site-specific basis can result in highly erroneous
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Figure 2. Relationship between sediment toxicity endpoints for the 42-d Hyalella azteca test and concentrations of total PCBs in Waukegan Harbor (IL, USA).

conclusions, because the predicative ability of the MEC and
EEC were both less than 15% when applied to sediments
from Fox River-Green Bay. In addition, although all but 1
station sampled in Waukegan Harbor were identified as toxic
by USEPA (1999), most of those designations may be largely
an artifact of the use of a negative control sediment that had
little similarity to the test sediments, because survival in 4 of
the 6 toxic stations based on that endpoint exceeded the
minimum allowable negative control value, and all of the
length values for the toxic stations exceeded the performance
level for negative control sediments used by USEPA (2000).
Aside from statistical determinations of the presence or
absence of significant (p < 0.05) toxicity, evaluations of
concentration-response relationships between the various
sediment toxicity endpoints and concentrations of PCBs in
both Fox River-Green Bay and Waukegan Harbor showed
that there was no consistent negative relationship between
toxicity and PCB concentrations, and that some of the highest
values of survival and growth in the toxicity tests were found
at PCB concentrations as high as 7.3 to 7.7 mg/kg, casting
considerable doubt on the validity of the 1.7 mg/kg EEC as an
indicator of extreme effects.

CONCLUSIONS

Results of this critical evaluation of the SECs for PCBs
indicate that the SECs are simple mathematical constructs
that share the same limitations as their underlying SQGs. The
SECs are questionable “consensus” values, because many of
their underlying SQGs are dissimilar, misclassified, or
redundant with other SQGs. Because nearly all of the data
sets included in the databases used to calculate the underlying
SQGs, or in the 2 data sets used to validate the SECs, are
affected by elevated concentrations of multiple co-occurring
chemicals, it is not possible to conclusively identify PCBs as
the cause of any of the observed sediment toxicity. The SECs,
and most of their underlying SQGs, are likely biased by the
fact that their underlying databases are composed primarily of
PCB concentrations <0.5 mg/kg, and contain relatively few
samples with PCB concentrations greater than the EEC.
Comparisons between the SECs and bioaccumulation-based
SQGs calculated using the EqP approach provide no
information on whether the SECs are causally related to
sediment toxicity. The primary available LC50 value for PCBs
conducted using spiked-sediment toxicity tests has limited
applicability to most contaminated aquatic environments,



Sediment Effect Concentrations for PCBs—Integr Environ Assess Manag 4, 2008

169

because it was determined using sediment with an unusually
low TOC content. Finally, site-specific application of the
SECs indicated that the predictive ability of both the MEC
and EEC was very low, that concentration-response relation-
ships were not found between PCBs and a variety of test
species and toxicity endpoints, and that some of the highest
values of survival and growth in the toxicity tests were found
at PCB concentrations more than 4 times as great as the EEC,
casting considerable doubt on the validity of that SEC as an
indicator of extreme effects.

Based on the results of this study, we conclude that the
SECs for PCBs should be used only in the screening-level
evaluations that typically precede more direct assessments of
sediment toxicity at individual study sites, and should not be
used to predict the presence of sediment toxicity. In such
screening-level assessments, measured sediment concentra-
tions that are less than the TEC can likely be assumed to be
nontoxic with respect to PCBs, because of the very low
concentration of that SEC. However, conclusions concerning
the existence of significant sediment toxicity related to PCBs
should be based primarily on site-specific assessments of
biological effects that address such factors as site-specific
bioavailability and the presence or absence of concentration—
response relationships. Laboratory studies that address po-
tential causality, such as toxicity identification evaluations and
spiked sediment studies, may also be useful.

Most contaminated sediment sites, especially those in
urban areas, contain complex mixtures of chemicals in the
sediments. At such sites, both the kinds of co-occurring
chemicals and their relative concentrations can vary consid-
erably, reducing the utility of any kind of SQG expressed as
the concentration of a single chemical or chemical group.
The inherent complexity introduced by co-occurring chem-
icals does not lend itself to simplified predictive relation-
ships based on a single chemical or chemical group, such as
PCBs.

Given the limitations of the SECs for PCBs identified in
this paper, we conclude that these values cannot be used alone
to reliably identify PCBs as the cause of any toxicity observed
in the kinds of sediments typically found at contaminated
sites. Contrary to the conclusions of MacDonald, DiPinto, et
al. (2000), the SECs for PCBs do not reconcile existing SQGs,
do not reflect causal effects, and should not be used to
determine the spatial extent of injury to sediment-dwelling
organisms.
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