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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

There are many types and sources of chemicals - both natural and manmade - in our
environment. For example, chemicals such as metals and pesticides are released into the
environment from natural processes and/or human activities. Although many chemicals do not
pose athreat, certain types and levels of chemicals found in waterbodies have the ability to affect
the reproduction, development and, ultimately, the survival of living resources. By living
resources we mean the fish, shellfish, crabs, worms, grasses and other creatures. These
chemicals are called toxics or chemical contaminants.

Chemical contamination in water, sediment and/or in animal tissue is an important issue
for people everywhere. 1n the Chesapeake Bay region, scientists and managers have been
carrying out a multi-step effort to assess the Bay’ stidal rivers and identify, or characterize, areas
that are either free of chemical contamination or show early warning signs of chemical
contamination. The result of that effort isthisreport: Targeting Toxics: A Characterization
Report - A Tool for Directing Management & Monitoring Actions in the Chesapeake Bay's Tidal
Rivers. At the same time, scientists have been working to identify the sources of chemical
contamination in the Bay’stidal rivers. That study resulted in arelated report: the 1999
Chesapeake Bay Basinwide Toxics Loading and Release Inventory (TLRI). Theinformation in
these reports will help Chesapeake Bay Program decision makers target specific tidal riversfor
management and monitoring efforts.

Development of the Results

It isimportant to note that this report is the Bay Program’ s first comprehensive attempt to
characterize the Bay’ s tidal rivers. It givesthe most up-to-date picture possible based on
available data. The panel of experts who characterized the rivers, the Regional Focus
Workgroup of the Bay Program’s Toxics Subcommittee, underwent an extensive three-year
effort to weigh all available chemical contaminant data for each river segment and, based on their
best professional judgement, developed consensus on the final characterization.

The Chesapeake Bay Program’s Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee (STAC)
technically reviewed the technical workplan and the public report and provided a very favorable
and constructive review, indicating that thisinitial assessment of the Bay’stidal rivers “provides
agood model for other estuary programsto utilize” (See Appendix A for the STAC review and
the Toxics Subcommittee’ s response).

Top Findings
Of the 38 river segments that the Bay program characterized for the report, there were no
new Regions of Concern. The report supported previous conclusions about chemical
contaminant-related problems, including where they were suspected. The effort also highlighted
areas needing additional data. Overall, the Bay Program panel identified:
. No New Regions of Concern (hot spots) - Three areas were designated in 1993 and still
remain. These are areas where available data indicate that there is a probable chemical
contaminant-related problem.



. Eight Areaswith Low Probability for Adverse Effects (clean bill of health/no known
problemswith chemical contamination) - These are areas where available data indicate
that it isunlikely that there is a chemical contaminant-related problem.

. 10 Areas of Emphasis (early war ning signs/ar eas wher e living resour ces may be
affected by chemical contamination) - These are areas where available dataindicate
that there isasignificant potential for achemical contaminant-related problem.

. 20 Areaswith Inconclusive or I nsufficient Data - Available data are inconclusive or
insufficient for characterizing the region into any of the three previous categories. Either
the data are too limited temporally and/or spatially, do not provide a sufficient mix of
concentration and effects data, are inconclusive or conflicting, or are not of good enough
quality to characterize the region. These regionswill be given high priority for future
characterization.

Human Health

This report was designed to identify areas where chemical contaminant effects on the
Bay’ s living resources occur or have the potential to occur. Human health impacts from
contaminated air, soil and drinking water are not addressed. However, because potential human
health impacts are an important issue, state agencies have already |ooked at human health issues
in the tidal rivers of the Bay. Where human health concerns already have been identified,
appropriate fish consumption advisories or other warnings have been issued. This report should
not alter the current recreational or commercial uses of any of therivers. If swimming, fishing
and boating are allowed now, they should continue.

Context of the Characterization Effort

The Bay Program’s Toxics Strategy calls for voluntary toxics reduction and prevention
actions that are consistent with, and supplement, the requirements under the Clean Water Act.
These Bay Program efforts build upon the ongoing state and federal regulatory programs to
ensure the protection of the Bay’s living resources and human health. This characterization
report of the Bay’ stidal rivers augments the state assessments of impaired waters required under
the Clean Water Act by identifying areas with potential contaminant problems, areas with no
known contaminant problems, and areas needing more data. Thisreportisafirst cut at
characterizing the status of chemical contaminant effects on the living resources inhabiting the
Bay’stidal rivers.

This report gives the most up-to-date picture possible based on available data; however,
there are specific limitations to what the report isand is not.

What the Char acterization Report IS:

. | Sthe most compr ehensive characterization to date of the chemical contaminant-
related problemsthat could affect living resourcesin thetidal riversof the Bay.
This characterization is more comprehensive than any other effort in the region. It goes
beyond the state’ simpaired waters lists by identifying the areas with early warning signs
where living resources may be affected by chemical contamination (Areas of Emphasis),
areas that do not have any known contamination problems (Areas with Low Probability
for Adverse Effects) and areas where the data are insufficient or inconclusive (Areas with
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Insufficient or Inconclusive Data). This report enhances the picture of the status of
chemical contaminant-related problemsin the Bay’stidal rivers.

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

. | S a supporting document to assist the Bay Program in reevaluating and revising
the 1994 Chesapeake Bay Basinwide Toxics Reduction and Prevention Strategy. The
characterization report will be used to help formulate future goals to direct chemical
contaminant reduction and prevention and to direct management and monitoring in the
appropriate areas beyond the year 2000.

What the Char acterization Report ISNOT:

. ISNOT abarometer for measuring the potential impacts on human health. This
report was designed to identify areas where chemical contaminant effects to the Bay’s
living resources occur or have the potential to occur. Human health impacts from
contaminated air, soil and drinking water are not addressed. However, because potential
human health impacts are an important issue, state agencies have already looked at human
health issuesin the tidal rivers of the Bay. Where human health concerns already have
been identified, appropriate fish consumption advisories or other warnings have been
issued. Thisreport should not alter the current recreational or commercial uses of any of
therivers. If swimming, fishing and boating are allowed now, they should continue.

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



. ISNOT aranking of thetidal riversin the Bay based on chemical contamination.
Thisreport is not intended to determine which river has the highest chemical
contamination relative to al others. The report was designed to classify the Bay’stidal
riversinto one of four categories based on the severity of chemical contaminant-related
problems and the resulting need for chemical contaminant reduction, prevention, and/or
assessment actions.

. ISNOT an inventory of the sour ces of chemical contamination. Thisreport only
identifies whether there is or is not chemical contamination in the Bay’stidal rivers. It
does not indicate where the particular contaminants are originating. The 1999 TLRI
addresses the sources and amounts of chemical contaminants into the Bay and rivers. It
alsois part of the Bay Program’ s toxics reevaluation and revision effort.

How The Chesapeake Bay Program Will Use This Information

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

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

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

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

characterize these areas.
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Segment-by-Segment Results for the Tidal Portions of the Bay's Rivers
The segments are being listed north to south and east to west. They are not ranked.

3 Regions of Concern
Patapsco River/Baltimore Harbor, MD
AnacostiaRiver, DC
Elizabeth River, VA

Segment Profile
10 Areas of Emphasis Page Number
Middle River, MD page 25
Back River, MD page 12
Magothy River, MD page 22
Severn River, MD page 40
Patuxent River, MD (2 segments - Upper and Middle) pages 29 & 30
Potomac River, MD (2 segments - Upper and Middle) pages 33 & 34
Chester River, MD page 15
James River, VA (1 segment - Lower) page 21
8 Areaswith Low Probability for Adverse Effects
Potomac River, MD (1 segment - Lower) page 35
Sassafras River, MD page 39
Nanticoke River, MD page 26
Tangier Sound, MD/VA page 42
Rappahannock River, VA (2 segments - Upper and Lower) pages 36 & 38
York River, VA (2 segments - Lower and Upper Mobjack Bay) pages 46 & 47
20 Areas with I nsufficient or Inconclusive Data
Bush River, MD page 14
Gunpowder River, MD page 18
South/Rhode River, MD page 41
Patuxent River, MD (1 segment - Lower) page 31
Northeast River, MD page 27
Elk River/Bohemia River, MD page 17
Wye River/Miles River/Eastern Bay, MD page 44
Choptank River, MD (2 segments - Upper and Lower) page 16
Wicomico River, MD, page 43
Manokin River, MD page 23
Big Annemessex River, MD page 13
Pocomoke River, MD/VA page 32
Rappahannock River, VA (1 segment - Middle) page 37
Mattaponi River, VA page 24
Pamunkey River, VA page 28
York River, VA (2 segments - Upper and Lower Mobjack Bay) pages 45 & 48

James River, VA (2 segments - Upper and Middle) pages 19 & 20
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In the Chesapeake Bay region, scientists and managers carried out

- Region of Concern - area with probable adverse effects a multi-step effort to characterize the status of chemical contaminant
i effects on living resources - fish, shellfish, crabs, worms, grasses,

| ” “] Area of Emphasis - area with potential adverse effects etc. - inhabiting the Bay's tidal rivers. The result of this

J— characterization is a report, "Targeting Toxics: A Characterization

=— Area with Low Probability for Adverse Effects Report - A Tool for Directing Management & Monitoring Actions in

- the Chesapeake Bay's Tidal Rivers", which includes this map. The

!| Area with Insufficient or Inconclusive Data information gathered for this report and map will be used by
) Chesapeake Bay Program decision makers to target specific
tidal rivers for monitoring and management efforts. It is also part

Not characterized due to historically low levels of chemical contaminati . X L.
ot characlenized due fo hisforically fow levels of chemical contamination of the 1999 Toxics Reevaluation and Revision effort.

Produced in April 1999 For more information call 1-800-YOUR BAY.



l. Why was this characterization conducted?
A. Purpose of thisreport

Thisreport, Targeting Toxics: A Characterization Report - A Tool for Directing
Management & Monitoring Actions in the Chesapeake Bay's Tidal Rivers, isintended to provide
the public with a summary of the purpose and methods used to characterize the status of
chemical contaminant effects on the living resources inhabiting the Bay’ stidal rivers, aswell as
to discuss the results of each river’s characterization. A more detailed description of the steps
the Chesapeake Bay Program took to develop the characterization is outlined in the Targeting
Toxics: A Characterization Report - A Tool for Directing Management & Monitoring Actionsin
the Chesapeake Bay’'s Tidal Rivers - A Technical Workplan [1].

The Chesapeake Bay Program’s Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee (STAC)
technically reviewed the technical workplan and this public report and provided avery favorable
and constructive review, indicating that thisinitial assessment of the Bay’stidal rivers “provides
agood model for other estuary programsto utilize” (See Appendix A for the STAC review and
the Toxics Subcommittee’ s response).

B. Background information

Toxics and the Chesapeake Bay

Chemicalsin the sediment, fish tissue and water that have the ability to affect the
reproduction, development, and, ultimately, survival of living resources have been referred to as
toxic chemicals, or chemical contaminants. Scientists have pointed out that any large body of
water will never be completely free of chemical contaminants. In fact, many chemicals,
including zinc, copper and other metals, occur naturally in the Bay and its sediments.

Chemica contaminants entering the Bay and itstidal rivers come from natural processes
(such as weathering of rock) and human activities (such as manufacturing and driving). Many
problem chemicals are currently being loaded into the Bay’ s rivers from a variety of sources,
such as pesticide usage, urban activities, industrial activities, and shipping and boating activities.
Chemicals travel through the watershed and are eventually deposited in the Bay or rivers. For
example, oil and grease from a parking lot can be washed down a drain by stormwater and into a
stream, eventually leading to the Bay. Some chemicals reach harmful levels when they
accumulate in the sediment at the bottom of the Bay, in animal tissue, and/or in the water
column.

Chesapeake Bay Program and Regional Focus Workgroup

The Bay Program is a unique regional partnership that has been leading and directing the
restoration of the Bay since 1983. The Chesapeake Executive Council, consisting of the
governors of Maryland, Pennsylvania, and Virginia; the mayor of Washington, D.C.; the EPA
administrator; and the chair of the Chesapeake Bay Commission, isthe Bay Program’ s governing
body and guides Bay restoration with directives and policies. The Bay Program is divided into
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subcommittees to address numerous Bay issues. One of the subcommittees, the Toxics
Subcommittee, handles all chemical contaminant issues in the Bay watershed.

Since the 1980s, Bay scientists have agreed that the nature, extent and severity of toxic
impacts vary widely throughout the Bay system. Based on further research, scientists determined
that there was no evidence of severe, system-wide chemical contaminant problemsin the Bay or
itstidal rivers. However, three localized problem areas, or “hot spots,” were discovered. In
1993, the Executive Council designated these hots spots as Regions of Concern: the Anacostia
River (DC), the Baltimore Harbor/Patapsco River (MD), and the Elizabeth River (VA). These
three specific areas were targeted for intense management efforts by Bay Program partners
because notable chemical contaminant problems were well documented and living resources
exhibited chemical contaminant-related effects. The Executive Council directed the jurisdictions
to work with stakeholders to develop Regional Action Plansto remediate (clean up), reduce, and
prevent chemical contamination in these chemical contaminant hot spots.

The Executive Council realized the importance of characterizing the chemical
contaminant conditionsin tidal tributaries outside these Regions of Concern to provide additional
information about chemical contamination to the public, managers, and scientists. In the 1994
Chesapeake Bay Basinwide Toxics Reduction and Prevention Strategy, the Executive Council
committed the Bay Program signatories to:

“...evauate available data through the Chesapeake Bay Regions of Concern
identification protocol, determine whether additional Regions of

Concern should be designated, and publish arevised characterization of Bay
and tidal tributary habitat status with regard to evidence for the presence of
chemical contaminant-related impacts. Every three years this same evaluation
of datawill be conducted using data collected since the previous evaluation [2].”

In 1995, the Toxics Subcommittee formed the Regional Focus Workgroup to characterize
the status of chemical contaminant effects on the living resources inhabiting the Bay’ s tidal
rivers. The workgroup represents a good balance of technical experts from state agencies, federal
agencies, interstate commissions, research ingtitutions; and industries. Workgroup members
weighed all available chemical contaminant data for each river segment and, based on their best
professional judgement, developed consensus on the final characterization. The strength of this
report is represented by the workgroup’ s technical knowledge of chemica contaminant data, its
diversity of interests and membership, and its ability to reach a consensus on the fina
characterization.



What hasthe Bay Program been doing to reduce chemical contamination

in the Chesapeake Bay and itsrivers?

The Bay Program has been working to reduce chemical contamination in the Bay since 1983 with the Executive

Council’s signing of the historic Chesapeake Bay Agreement. In 1994, the Council adopted the 1994

Chesapeake Bay Basinwide Toxics Reduction and Prevention Strategy. The goal of the strategy is”...a

Chesapeake Bay free of toxics by reducing or eliminating the input of chemical contaminants from all

controllable sources to levels that result in no toxic or bioaccumulative impact on living resources that inhabit

the Bay or on human health.” The 1994 strategy called for aregional focus to address chemical contaminant
problem areas, afocusin chemical contaminant assessments in direct support of management actions, and an
increased emphasis on pollution prevention. Asaresult of this toxics strategy, Bay Program chemical
contamination reduction efforts have focused on:

. Controlling chemical contaminantsin areas of known chemical contamination. The three
Regions of Concern (areas with known chemical contamination) have developed Regiona Action
Plans to reduce, remediate and prevent future chemical contamination.

. Reducing chemical contamination entering the Bay. These efforts have focused on determining
contaminant sources as identified in the Toxics Loading and Release Inventory, reducing pesticide use
through Integrated Pest Management practices, and preventing pollution from point and nonpoint
SOUrces.

. Quantifying the chemical contamination in the Bay’stidal rivers. This effort provides a
characterization of the chemical contaminant-related problems that could affect living resourcesin the
tidal rivers of the Bay. This comprehensive characterization identifies areas with chemical
contaminant-related problem areas, areas with no known chemical contaminant problems and areas
needing more data.

More information about any of these programs can be obtained by calling the Chesapeake Bay Program Office
at 1-800-YOUR BAY .

C. Pur pose of this characterization

This characterization represents the Bay Program’ s first comprehensive analysis of
available data to assess the status of chemical contaminant effects on living resourcesin the
Bay’stidal rivers. This characterization goes beyond identifying areas with known chemical
contamination to identifying areas where significant potential exists for chemical contaminant-
related impacts on living resources and their habitats. This effort also identifies areas that do not
show evidence of adverse impacts due to chemical contamination and areas where data are
lacking and additional study isrequired.

This report identifies areas where chemical contaminant effects to the Bay’sliving
resources occur or have the potential to occur. Human health impacts from contaminated air,
soils, and drinking water are not addressed. State agencies have already looked at human health
issuesin thetidal rivers and where human health concerns already have been identified,
appropriate fish consumption advisories or other warnings have been issued by the respective
state/district. Thisreport should not alter the current recreational or commercial uses of any of
the rivers segments. If swimming, fishing and boating are allowed now, they should continue.



Based on all available chemical contaminant data, the workgroup characterized all tidal
river segments of the Bay into one of four categories:

Region of Concern - Available data indicate that there is a probable chemical contaminant-
related problem. Concentrations of chemica contaminants are above thresholds associated
with adverse effects, and these chemicals appear to be causing toxic effects on living
resources.

Area of Emphasis - Available data indicate that there is significant potential for a chemical
contaminant-related problem. Datareveal either elevated concentrations of chemical
contaminants above thresholds associated with adverse effects and/or chemica contaminant-
related adverse effects on living resources, but limited or no evidence for arelationship
between the measured chemical levels and observed effects exists.

Area with Low Probability for Adverse Effects - Available dataindicate that it is unlikely that

there is achemical contaminant-related problem in the region. Data reveal measured chemical
contaminant concentrations bel ow thresholds associated with adverse effects and no observed

chemical contaminant-related adverse effects on living resources.

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

Characterizing the tidal rivers into these categories has management and political
ramifications. In the 1994 toxics strategy, the Bay Program signatories committed to take the
following actions based on the results of this characterization:

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

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

. Take actions necessary to ensure future protection of resourcesin Areaswith Low
Probability for Adverse Effects; and

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

characterize the habitat status through the protocol.

The Executive Council committed the Bay Program signatories to reevaluate and revise,
as necessary, the basinwide toxics strategy by 1999. This characterization report is part of the
overall strategy reevaluation and revision effort and will serve as a valuable tool to help the Bay
Program formulate future goals for beyond the year 2000. In reevaluating and revising the 1994
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toxics strategy, the Bay Program will use this information to identify the link between sources (as
identified in the Bay Program’s 1999 Chesapeake Bay Basinwide Toxics Loading and Release
Inventory) and the Bay/river chemical contaminant conditions to target specific sources and
chemicals to reduce.

Characterizing the tidal rivers of the Bay also has an educational and outreach focus.
Information on impacts and chemicals causing impacts, coupled with the updated 1999
Chesapeake Bay Basinwide Toxics Loading and Release Inventory (TLRI) and available land use
data, will enable managers, scientists, and the public to target their toxics reduction and
prevention activities toward specific sources and chemicalsin impacted areas of the Bay.
Resource managers may find the characterization of their jurisdictional waters insightful for
formulating site-specific or contaminant-specific action plans. Scientists may use this
characterization to target specific areas for additional assessment to better characterize chemical
contaminants conditions. The public, community groups, and watershed associations can
augment the Bay Program’ s activities by helping to develop and implement a targeted response
to contaminant problems on aloca watershed scale. They can use thisinformation about the
tidal rivers with estimates of loadings to help
clean up local waters and/or protect them
fro.m potential contami natl on. S.takehd der The Elizabeth River Project was founded in 1992 to
action has worked well in the Elizabeth build broad community involvement in restoring the
River, a Region of Concern, with the creation | environmental health of the Elizabeth River, a Region
of the Elizabeth River Project (see inset). of Concern. This partnership includes businesses,
This successful stakeholder organization educators, military and government representatives.
could serve as amodel for the development In order to improve the conditions in the Elizabeth

- . River, the Elizabeth River Project’s Watershed Action
of additional community stakeholder groups. Team developed and implemented a detailed

Elizabeth River Project

For additional information on activities to Watershed Action Plan which outlines specific
reduce chemical contamination, please refer guidelines to combat the river’s degraded status.
to Section I11.

D. Geographic focus of the characterization

The Chesapeake Bay has a direct connection with the Atlantic Ocean. Because of the
ocean tides, saltwater from the Atlantic is mixed in the Bay with freshwater derived from land
runoff. The part of the Bay and itsrivers that are influenced by the tide are referred to as the
“tidal Bay” and “tidal rivers.” Moving upstream, there comes a point at which the rivers are no
longer influenced by the ocean tide. The portions of the rivers that are not under the influence of
thetide are referred to as “non-tidal.” The boundary between the non-tidal and tidal portions of a
river iscalled the“fall line.” Thefall lineisthe physiographic boundary representing the natural
geographic break between the non-tidal and tidal regions of the Bay watershed. On the western
shore, Interstate 95 generally follows the path of the fall line.



Chemical contaminants entering the tidal rivers tend to get trapped in the rivers with only
asmall amount making it to the mainstem of the Bay [3]. The mainstem Bay was not
characterized because levels of chemical contaminants tend to be very low and effects are
unlikely. Techniques for detecting effects at these low levels are under development. The
workgroup characterized the Bay’ stidal rivers, as opposed to non-tidal rivers, because tidal
waters are the focus of the Bay Program’s chemical contaminant efforts. In addition, non-tidal
waters were not targeted because the sites of many of the known toxics problems arein tidal
waters, and most of the urban areas and toxics-related land use activities are adjacent to tidal
waters. However, it isimportant to note that non-tidal waters -- above the fall line -- are also
sources of chemical contamination. All waters in Pennsylvania are non-tidal; therefore, the
workgroup did not characterize theserivers.

The Bay Program divided the Bay and its tidal riversinto a number of geographical
segments for the purpose of identifying areas in the Bay with similar attributes for collecting,
analyzing, and reporting data. The workgroup used this segmentation scheme to characterize 38
tidal river segments. Most of the western shore tidal rivers are divided into 3 segments, while
most of the eastern shore rivers and the smaller western shore rivers are represented by one
segment. Some segments may comprise more than oneriver. The characterization worked well
at this spatial scale given the amount of data available. Also, thisscaleis appropriate for
stakeholder groups who are often organized around ariver or watershed.

The three Regions of Concern designated by the Executive Council in 1993 were not re-
characterized because current chemical contaminant data support the previous characterizations.

E. Other characterization efforts

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

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

6



pollution prevention activities) in those areas with known chemical contaminants problems and
target more assessments in areas with limited chemical contaminant information. Together, these
efforts give the most complete, up-to-date picture possible based on the best available data.

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

II. How werethe characterizations determined?

Before afina characterization of the Bay’stidal rivers could be developed, all available
chemical contaminant and biological data were acquired. Due to the generally high cost of
chemical contaminant assessments, the Bay Program relies heavily on data collected by
federal/state agencies and research institutions in addition to Bay Program-funded assessments to
use in targeting its chemical contaminant management and monitoring activities.

Two types of data were used in this characterization: chemical contaminant concentration
and effects data. Most of the available data were contaminant concentration data (particularly
sediment data) with very limited effects data.

Concentration data

Concentrations of chemical contaminants can be measured in the water column, the
sediment, and in finfish or shellfish tissue. Living resources are exposed to these contaminant
levelsin their habitat.

Contaminant concentration data were compared to thresholds specified by the workgroup
in order to determine whether or not the chemical contaminant data presented a threat to exposed
living resources. A threshold isachemical concentration level above which harmful effects on
living resources are suspected to occur if the exposure to that chemical concentration is
sufficient. Comparing available measured concentrations to chemical concentration thresholdsis
necessary because it is difficult to know with certainty when concentration data are responsible
for harmful effects on the Bay’ s living resources.



Effects data

Laboratory toxicity data and benthic community data were considered “effects’ data
because they indicate the measurable effect chemical contaminants have on living resources. For
example, the toxicity of ariver's sediment and water can be determined by exposing sensitive
Bay speciesto water and sediment samplesin alaboratory and observing the chemical
contaminant impacts (e.g., mortality, reduction in growth and reproduction, etc.). Chemical
contaminant effects also can be measured in the rivers by directly assessing the effect of chemical
contaminants on living resources inhabiting the rivers, such as benthic communitiesliving in the
sediment.

Characterization process

Finally, workgroup members weighed all available chemical contaminant datafor each
river segment and, based on their best professional judgement, developed consensus on the final
characterizations. Many different factors were considered when reviewing the available data and
making the characterizations, such as the quality of the data, the spatial and temporal distribution
of the data, the frequency of elevated levels of chemica contaminants, and the correlation
between elevated levels and effects on living resources. To make a characterization, al of the
available data evaluated by the workgroup had to be reasonably consistent throughout an entire
segment, describing the status of chemical contaminant effects on living resources. If data were
gpatially or temporally insufficient to represent the entire segment, or if data were conflicting or
inconclusive in describing the entire segment, the workgroup characterized the segment as an
Area with Insufficient or Inconclusive Data. The strength of this characterization is represented
by the workgroup’ s technical knowledge of chemical contaminant data, its diversity of interests
and membership, and its ability to discuss the data and reach a consensus on all segment
characterizations.

Ascalled for in the 1994 toxics strategy, the Bay Program signatories have committed to
update this characterization every three years based on data collected since the previous
evaluation. Triennial updates to the characterization will allow the Bay Program to assess
progress in reducing the number of Regions of Concern and Areas of Emphasis, increasing the
number of Areas with Low Probability for Adverse Effects, and eliminating all Areaswith
Insufficient or Inconclusive Data.

Limitations of Data

It isimportant to note that, to date, there is no Baywide monitoring program designed to
characterize toxics conditions in the Chesapeake Bay’ s tidal rivers on the scale necessary to
perform comparable assessments of al rivers. Information used for this characterization was
collected for awide variety of studies that were conducted for different purposes. The result of
this collection is a dataset with uncoordinated and incomplete spatial and temporal coverage.
The workgroup was faced with the challenge of piecing together these different datasets and
developing a consistent set of decision rules for how to interpret thisinformation in making a
characterization. As such, this characterization has limitationsin the level of detail at which it
can characterize toxic effects on the Bay’ s living resources. Through increased funding,
intensified coordination with federal and state toxics monitoring and research efforts, and
intentional collaboration between Bay Program signatory states at the governmental and
academic level to address Bay-wide issues, the gaps in data coverage will befilled.

8



[11. What will be done with this characterization?

The primary value and utility of the characterization isin identifying areas that need
additional monitoring and assessment to better characterize the status of toxic effects on living
resources inhabiting those areas. This characterization can also serve as a planning tool to help
the Chesapeake Bay Program determine the areas in which to focus its voluntary pollution
prevention and reduction efforts and the areas in which to focus its voluntary
preservation/conservation efforts. The characterization gives the State/District partners base
information to allow them to conduct the more detailed risk assessment analysis, site specific
analysis, and source assessment studies which may be necessary before regulatory actions can be
taken. The Bay Program will use this characterization to help focus management and monitoring
activities and reduce chemical contamination in the Bay’stidal rivers, but the public can
supplement governmental efforts and provide valuable assistance in the restoration and
protection of the Bay. The public can use this characterization by:

. taking action to reduce or eliminate chemical contaminants that enter the Bay and its tidal
rivers by informing private citizens, industries, municipalities, military facilities, and
state/local governments about alocal river’s characterization and the loadings into local
waterbodies;

. calling attention to the lack of data or chemical contaminant conditionsin local rivers and
informing the Bay Program about ongoing local research studies;

. developing local watershed groupsto call for better management of chemical contaminant
problemsin the public’ s waters;

. attending technical assistance workshops and public forums to learn more about chemical
contaminant-related problems; and

. implementing pollution prevention in their communities to protect areas with a clean bill
of hedlth.

This characterization provides unique information about chemical contamination in the
Bay’stidal rivers.

In the future, the Bay Program will strive to expand its chemical contaminant data,
improve its interpretive tools, and improve its understanding of chemical contamination in the
Bay’ srivers to enhance this characterization.

V. What aretheresults of the characterization?
Segment Profiles

The following segment profiles represent a summary of each segment characterization,
including a brief justification of the characterization, the available data considered, and any
caveats or limitations of the characterization. Where necessary, a section has been included on
“caveats/limitations’ of the characterization which indicates the workgroup’ s level of confidence
in the characterization. Also included for each segment are additional assessments of each river
conducted by Maryland and Virginia as directed by the Clean Water Act. These assessments list
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any “water quality limited segments’ (areasthat are “impaired” or “threatened” by chemical
contaminants) and any waters with fish consumption advisories. Together, the Bay Program
characterization and the state assessments provide the most complete picture to date on chemical
contamination in the Bay’ stidal rivers based on the best available data.

It isimportant to note that areas identified by the states’ assessments do not necessarily
correspond to the segment characterizations because the purposes of the characterization and the
state assessments are different. The purpose of the Bay Program characterization isto provide a
status of chemical contaminant effects on the living resources inhabiting the Bay’ stidal rivers.
This characterization will serve as a planning tool to help target future monitoring and voluntary
chemical contaminant reduction and prevention activities. The states’ assessments are mandated
by the Clean Water Act and serve as aregulatory tool for reducing loads of contaminants to
impaired waters. Because of the regulatory nature of the states’ assessments, the states place
more weight on data that indicate levels of chemical contaminants that exceed EPA-approved
thresholds, such asthe EPA water quality criteria or State Water Quality Standards.

Overdl, good spatial and temporal coverage of chemical contaminant concentration and
effects data are lacking. If datawere spatially or temporally insufficient to represent the entire
segment, or if data were conflicting or inconclusive, the workgroup characterized the segment as
an Area with Insufficient or Inconclusive Data. In most cases, more effects data (i.e., sediment
and water toxicity tests and benthic community assessments) are needed to confirm initial
characterizations or to make characterizations for those segments with insufficient or
inconclusive data.

These profiles summarize evidence about adverse effects to living resources and the
chemical contaminants that are likely causing the effects. Examples of contaminants that may
cause effects are metals (such as copper, lead, mercury) and organic contaminants such as
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). Metals come
from both point and nonpoint sources from a variety of activities. PAHs come from the
combustion of fossil fuels and from oil and grease used in cars. PCBs were used asfire
retardants and can be found in older electric transformers and other machinery. Although PCBs
and some pesticides are banned, they are still found in the environment. For information about
the sources and loads of chemical contaminants entering the Bay and itstidal rivers, please refer
to the 1999 Chesapeake Bay Basinwide Toxics Loading and Release Inventory (TLRI) [3]. As
previoudy stated, this characterization provides the status of chemical contaminant effects on
living resources. Coupled with the updated TLRI, this characterization will enable Bay Program
managers to target their chemical contaminant reduction and prevention activities toward specific
sources and chemicals in impacted areas. For information about how the Bay Program will use
thisinformation, see the Executive Summary of this report.
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For More Information...

. For more information about the datasets used to support these characterizations, please
refer to the technical workplan [1].
. For electronic copies of the data evaluated by the workgroup, please refer to the Bay

Program Home Page at http://www.chesapeakebay.net or contact the Bay Program Office
at 1-800 YOUR BAY. Note that where feasible, links are made to the actual datasets or
summary reports/abstracts.

. For a copy of the 1999 Chesapeake Bay Basinwide Toxics Loading and Release
Inventory, call the Bay Program Office at 1-800 YOUR BAY .

. For more information on Maryland’ s assessment of impaired waterbodies and fish
consumption advisories, please refer to the Maryland Department of the Environment
Home Page at http://www.mde.state.md.us.

. For more information on Virginia s assessment of impaired and threatened waterbodies,
please refer to Virginia Department of Environmental Quality at
http://www.deq.state.va.us.

. For more information on Virginia s fish consumption advisories, please refer to the

Virginia Department of Health at http://www.vdh.state.va.us.
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Tidal Back River, Maryland
Area of Emphasis

. Region of Concern

ﬂ]]] FAresof Emphasis

E Low Probability
for Adwerse Effects

Insufficient Data

Additional State
Azsessments

@ Fih Advisaries
B Impaired W aters
[d Threatened W aters

Summary: Thetidal Back
River was characterized as
an Area of Emphasis
because metals and
polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs) found throughout
the river in sediment were at
levels that indicate probable
adverse effects on living
resources. Additionaly,
thereisan existing fish
consumption advisory for
eels and catfish due to
chlordane contamination.

Results and Justification:
The available data

considered in making this characterization were chemical contaminant concentration data for
sediment, effects data (sediment toxicity tests), and information on an existing fish consumption
advisory intheriver. The spatial coverage of the recent sediment contaminant concentration data
was excellent and indicated a widespread distribution of metals, such as zinc and nickel (and in
some areas, lead, mercury, and chromium), and PCBs at elevated levels that could cause adverse
effects on the Bay’s living resources. Only one out of four sediment samples taken from
different areas of the Back River was found to be toxic to Bay organisms when exposed to the
sediment in the laboratory. However, widespread, consistently elevated levels of metals and
PCBs in the sediment, coupled with the existing fish consumption advisory in the Back River,
was sufficient evidence of the potential for adverse effectsin thisriver.

Additional State Assessments. In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Maryland designated this area as a chemical contaminant-impaired
waterbody and placed it on a priority list of watersto manage. Currently, there is an advisory for
the consumption of eels and catfish from Back river due to the presence of chlordane in the tissue

of these fish.
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Big Annemessex River, Maryland
Areawith Insufficient or Inconclusive Data

Region of Concern

Areaof Emphasis

for Adwerse Effects

Insufficient Data

N
[m
E Low Probability

Additional State
Azseszments

[ ] Fish Advisaries
B Impaired Waters
[d Threatened W aters

Summary: TheBig
Annemessex was
characterized as an Area with
Insufficient or Inconclusive
Data because data were
temporally and spatialy,
insufficient to describe the
conditionsin theriver.

Results and Justification:
The available data considered
in making this characterization
were chemical contaminant
concentration data for
sediment and effects data

(benthic community assessments). The spatially limited sediment chemical contaminant
concentration data did not indicated chemical contaminant levels that would cause probable
adverse effects on living resources. However, benthic communities were degraded at two out of
the four areas sampled, with the cause unknown. Additional assessmentsin thisriver are needed

to describe the condition of theriver.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Maryland did not designate the river asimpaired by chemical

contamination.
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Tidal Bush River, Maryland
Area with | nsufficient or Inconclusive Data

Summary: Thetidal Bush
River was characterized as an
Area with Insufficient or
Inconclusive Data because

. Region of Concern

[[[l] Areaof Emphasis

E Lo Frobability

for Adverse Effects data were insufficient to
nsufficient Data describe conditionsin the
river. The spatial coverage of
Additio nal State the sediment chemica
TR RIS contaminant concentration
@ Fih Advisories data was very poor and there
B impaired Waters was no available water or fish
Gl Sphteafingd Miaters tissue chemical contaminant
concentration data or effects
data.

Results and Justification: The only data available for this river were sediment chemical
contaminant concentration data which were spatially insufficient for describing the entire river.
The Aberdeen Proving Ground isin the process of submitting electronic data to the Bay Program
from arecently conducted ecological risk assessment of the Bush River. Therefore, thisriver has
been initially characterized as an Area with Insufficient or Inconclusive Data until the new data
are available and analyzed for future updates to the characterization.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by

the Clean Water Act, Maryland did not designate the river asimpaired by chemical
contamination.
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Chester River, Maryland
Area of Emphasis, with the need for additional datato confirm characterization

Summary: The Chester River
was characterized as an Area of
W esisnconzennen Emphasis because available
water and sediment toxicity data

and the elevated |levels of afew
=W pesticides and metalsin some
Insufficient Data areas of theriver indicated the
potential for adverse effects on
living resources.

|]I|] Area of Emphasis

Additional State
Assessments

Results and Justification: The
W sEhAdEes available data considered in
ol e making this characterization
[d Threatened W aters . .

were chemical contaminant
concentration data for water,
sediment, and fish tissue and
effects data (water/sediment toxicity tests and benthic community assessments). The sediment in the
upper portions of the Chester River was found to cause adverse effects on Chesapeake Bay organisms
exposed to it in the laboratory. Two banned pesticides, Dieldrin and DDT, were found in these
sediments and may have contributed to some of the biological effects observed. Metal toxicity is
unlikely. The ambient water was also found to cause adverse effects on Chesapeake Bay organisms
exposed toit. Inlaboratory studies, sediment from the upper reach of the Chester River was more toxic
to animals that live in the sediments than most other sediments tested in the Bay (ranking seventh out of
46 stations sampled in 16 rivers Baywide). Water from another station in the upper reach of the Chester
River was more toxic to animals that live in the water than most other water sampl es tested in the Bay
(also ranking seventh out of 46 stations sampled Baywide). DDT in the upper portion of the river and
lindane, arsenic, and nickel in the lower portion of the river were at levelsin the sediment that indicate
adverse effects on living resources. Fish tissue data were too old to be representative of current
conditions. Although elevated levels of contaminants in the sediment were not pervasive and effects data
were lacking in the lower portion of the river, the elevated sediment contaminant levels and the observed
water and sediment toxicity data provided sufficient evidence of the potential for adverse effectsin this
river.

CaveatgLimitations. Several workgroup members favored characterizing the Chester River as an Area
with Insufficient or Inconclusive Data based on what they perceived as inconclusive chemical
contaminant concentration and effects data. The characterization of this river was driven largely by the
observance of water and sediment toxicity at sitesin the upper and middle portions of theriver.
However, for the most part, measured contaminants at these sites were below probable effects levels.
Data for the lower reaches were dated and toxicity information was lacking. The benthic community
data, which was fairly extensive both spatialy and temporally, suggested the presence of healthy
indigenous populationsin more than half of the sites sampled. The degraded benthic communities
appeared to be related to low dissolved oxygen levels. Future assessments of both chemical contaminant
concentration and effects data are recommended to confirm thisinitial characterization.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in ng the conditions of its waters as directed by the
Clean Water Act, Maryland did not designate this segment as impaired by chemical contaminants. Based
on the data evaluated by the state, there was no evidence of awater quality standards violation.
Furthermore, the Bay Program characterization considered additional datathat were not included in the
state’' sanalysis. Future state efforts will consider additional data, as it becomes available.
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Upper and Lower Choptank River, Maryland
Areawith Insufficient or Inconclusive Data

Summary: The Choptank
River (both upper and lower
segments) was characterized
B recion of concern an Area with Insufficient or

il Inconclusive Data because the
g Low Frobsbiy available sediment chemical

Areaof Emphasis

bl s contaminant concentration data
BRIt were insufficient temporally
and spatially, and the fish

e tissue chemical contaminant
concentration data were too
®  Fich Advisories old to represent current
ol LRy conditions. No water chemical

[d Threatened W aters

contaminant concentration or
toxicity effects data were
available.

Results and Justification: The available data considered in making this characterization were
chemical contaminant concentration data for sediment and fish tissue and effects data (benthic
community assessments). Although sediment data were insufficient to describe the entire river,
the levelsindicated alow probability of adverse effects on living resources. Benthic community
data were inconclusive, since the main cause of degraded communitiesislikely low dissolved
oxygen levels. Water and sediment chemical contaminant concentration, water and sediment
toxicity tests, and benthic and fish community assessments were conducted on the Choptank in
1998 through a Bay Program funded study. Once these data are available, they will be used to
update this characterization.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by

the Clean Water Act, Maryland did not designate the river asimpaired by chemical
contamination.
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Elk and Bohemia Rivers, Maryland
Area with I nsufficient or Inconclusive Data, with a potential metals contamination problemin
the sediment.

Summary: The Elk and
Bohemia Rivers segment was

B resion of Concen characterized as an Area with

[ et Enphasis Insufficient or Inconclusive

] Low Frobabilty Data because the data were
g insufficient to describe the

[, siisient Dfs conditions of the segment.

The available sediment data

Additional State were too limited spatially and
FREARIAD temporally, water data were
@ Fih Advisories too old, and benthic data were
B impaired W aters too limited spatially to
. Tihieetehed Watets adequately describe the entire
segment.

Results and Justification: The available data considered in making this characterization were
chemical contaminant concentration data for sediment and water and effects data (benthic
community assessments). Although the data were too limited for describing the entire segment,
there was evidence for the potential for adverse effects on living resources. The available
sediment data indicated metals such as lead, silver, copper, cadmium, arsenic, zinc, and nickel at
levels well above those indicative of causing adverse effects on living resources. Older water
data also showed elevated levels of copper and nickel. Furthermore, benthic communities were
degraded in several areas of this segment where low dissolved oxygen levels do not appear to be
the cause. Further assessmentsin this segment will help to confirm this suspected metals
contamination problem.

Additional State Assessments. In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Maryland designated a section of the Elk River asachemical contaminant-
impaired waterbody and placed it on apriority list of watersto manage. In May 1999, afish
consumption advisory was issued in the C&D Canal for no consumption of all finfish species due
to PCBs. Thisinformation will be considered in making a future characterization of this segment
once all available data have been acquired.
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Tidal Gunpowder River, Maryland
Area with | nsufficient or Inconclusive Data

Summary: Thetidal

Gunpowder River was

characterized as an Area

with Insufficient or

[0 are=caf Emphasis I nconclusive Data because

] Lew Frobability the data were insufficient to

for Adwverse Effects .

I desc_rlbe the segment. The
gpatial coverage of the

sediment chemical

. Region of Concern

Additional State contaminant concentration
Azzessments
datawas very poor, and
@ Fih Advisories there were no available
B Impaired Waters ambient water or fish tissue
e Thieaeboniaten chemical contaminant
concentration data or
effects data.

Results and Justification: The only data available for this river were sediment chemical
contaminant concentration data which were spatially insufficient for describing the entire river.
The Aberdeen Proving Ground isin the process of submitting electronic data to the Bay Program
from arecently conducted ecological risk assessment of the Gunpowder River. Therefore, this
river has been initialy characterized as an Area with Insufficient or Inconclusive Data until the
new data are available and analyzed for future updates to the characterization.

Caveats/Limitations. Future assessments of effectsin thisriver will be helpful in confirming
thisinitial characterization.

Additional State Assessments. In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Maryland designated a section in the upper portion of theriver asa
chemical contaminant-impaired waterbody by heavy metals and placed it on a priority list of
waters to manage. Thisinformation will be considered by the Bay Program in making a future
characterization of this area once all available data have been acquired.
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Upper Tidal JamesRiver, Virginia
Area with I nsufficient or Inconclusive Data, with some evidence of a potential contaminant
problem.

Summary: The upper tida
James River was characterized
as an Area with Insufficient or

. Region of Concern

[lII] FArea of Emphasis

E Lovws Probability
for Adwverse Effects

. Insufficient Data

Inconclusive Data because data
were insufficient to describe
the segment. Data were not
available for those chemical

contaminants that were thought
to be problematic in this
system due to historic or
current use. Additionally,
water and fish tissue chemical
contaminant concentration data
were insufficient, and effects
data were lacking.

Additional State
Azseszments

& Fih Advisories

B impaired Waters
[d Threatened W/ aters

Results and Justification: The available data considered in making this characterization were
chemical contaminant concentration data for sediment, water, and fish tissue. Effects data were
lacking. Although sediment levels of the contaminants measured showed alow probability for
adverse effects on living resources, many of the chemicals that were thought to be problematic,
such as kepone, were not measured. Although the spatial coverage of water chemical
contaminant concentration data was lacking, the available data indicated metals such as
chromium, copper, iron, lead, and zinc were at levelsin the water that indicate the potential for
adverse effects on living resources. More relevant chemical contaminant concentration data need
to be collected, along with effects data, to better describe this system.

Additional State Assessments. Currently, thisareaisincluded in a health advisory for the
James River due to earlier fishing bans caused by kepone, a substance that has since been

banned. The health advisory covers the mainstem James River and all tidal tributaries from the
fall line at Richmond to the Hampton Roads-Norfolk Bridge Tunnel. 1n 1998, in assessing the
conditions of its waters as directed by the Clean Water Act, Virginiadid not designate this area as
an impaired or threatened waterbody.
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Middle Tidal James River, Virginia

Area with | nsufficient or Inconclusive Data

. Region of Concern

I]Il] FArea of Emphasis

E Lowe Probability
for Adwverze Effects

Insuffizient Data

Additional State
Azsezzments

@ Fih Advisories
B Impaired Waters
[d Threatened Waters

Summary: The middle portion
of the tidal James River was
characterized as an Area with
Insufficient or Inconclusive
Data because data were
insufficient to describe the
segment. The spatia coverage
of sediment chemical
contaminant concentration and
effects data was poor and there
was no recent water or fish
tissue chemical contaminant
concentration data.

Results and Justification: The available data considered in making this characterization were
chemical contaminant concentration data for sediment and water and effects data (one sediment
toxicity test). Spatial coverage of sediment chemical contaminant concentration data was poor,
and water chemical contaminant concentration data were too old. Although sediment in the
lower portion of the segment was found to cause adverse effects on Bay organisms exposed to it
in the laboratory, spatial coverage of effects data were too limited to describe the entire system.

Additional State Assessments. Currently, thisareaisincluded in a health advisory for the
James River due to earlier fishing bans caused by kepone, a substance that has since been

banned. The health advisory covers the mainstem James River and all tidal tributaries from the
fall line at Richmond to the Hampton Roads-Norfolk Bridge Tunnel. 1n 1998, in assessing the
conditions of its waters as directed by the Clean Water Act, Virginiadid not designate this area as

an impaired or threatened waterbody.
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Lower Tidal JamesRiver, Virginia
Area of Emphasis, with special concern for Willoughby Bay

Summary: The lower tidal portion
of the James River was characterized
as an Area of Emphasis because

W reoion of concer available water and sediment toxicity
[ #resof Emphasis data for Willoughby Bay indicated
B evidence of adverse effects on the
SR i Bay’s living resources, most likely
T e due to metals contamination. Since
toxicity also was observed further
SRS upstream in the James River, the
Ad ditional State entire segment was characterized as
GrEEsR M an Area of Emphasis. The Elizabeth

River was excluded from this
characterization because it has been
previously designated a Region of
Concernin 1993.

B Fieh Advizories
B Impaired Waters
d Threatened W aters

Results and Justification: This
segment was one of the most extensively sampled segmentsin all of thetidal tributaries of the Bay. The available
data considered in making this characterization were chemical contaminant concentration data collected throughout
the segment for water, sediment, as well as fish tissue and effects data (water and sediment toxicity tests) collected
in the lower and middle portions of the segment. The data convey a consistent record for the potential for adverse
effects on the Bay’ s living resources.

Both the water and sediment in Willoughby Bay were found to cause adverse effects to Bay organisms exposed to
the water and sediment in the laboratory. In laboratory studies, water and sediment from the Willoughby Bay was
more toxic to animals that live in the Bay than aimost all other sites tested in the Bay (ranking third and fifth
respectively out of 46 stations sampled in 16 rivers Baywide). These stations ranked dightly less toxic than stations
sampled in the nearby Elizabeth River, aknown “toxic hot spot,” or Region of Concern. The combined toxicity of
metals in the sediment such as arsenic, copper, lead, mercury, nickel, and zinc may account for amajor portion of
the toxicity observed in Willoughby Bay. Organic contaminants such as pesticides and polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHSs) were not detected.

Available data also provided evidence for chemical contamination problems in areas of this segment outside
Willoughby Bay. Sediment and water at two locations above and below Newport News in the middle portion of the
segment were found to cause adverse effects on Bay organisms, but to alesser degree than in Willoughby Bay.
Additionally, contaminant concentrations in ambient water in the upper portion of the segment in 1990 revealed
levels of copper, zinc, and nickel high enough to raise concern about the potential for adverse effectsin this area.
Although these data are too old to represent current water conditions and analysis methods have improved since
these data were collected, they provided supporting evidence for the potentia for upstream problems.

Caveats/Limitations: Sediment contaminant concentration data for kepone and tributyltin, two substances of great
concern in this region, were not available. Future assessments in the upper portion of this segment will be helpful in
better characterizing the degree of toxicity upstream.

Additional State Assessments. In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by the Clean Water
Act, Virginia designated sections of this segment as “threatened waters’ due to chemical contamination. Currently,
thisriver segment isincluded in a health advisory for the James River due to earlier fishing bans caused by kepone,
a substance that has since been banned. The health advisory covers the mainstem James River and all tidal
tributaries from the fall line at Richmond to the Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel.
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Tidal Magothy River, Maryland
Area of Emphasis, with the need for additional datato confirm characterization

Summary: Thetidal Magothy
River was characterized as an
Area of Emphasis because
sediment contaminant levels
and sediment and water toxicity

. Region of Concern

ﬂ]:l] Ffreaof Emphasis

B e tests provided evidence of
Insufficient Data adverse effects on the Bay’s

living resources. Contaminants
i in the sediment such as arsenic
Assessments and polynuclear aromatic
, _— hydrocarbons (PAHSs) were at
@ Fish Advisories
W levels where adverse effects on
paired W aters .
o R e living resources are probable.

Results and Justification:
The available data considered
in making this characterization were chemical contaminant concentration data for sediment and
water and effects data (sediment and water toxicity tests, benthic community assessments). The
water and sediment in the Magothy River was found to cause adverse effects on Bay organisms
exposed to the water and sediment in the laboratory. The sediment in the upstream area near
South Ferry was found to more toxic than the sediment in lower portion of the river at Gibson
Island. The sediment near South Ferry was more toxic to animals that live in the sediments than
most other sediments tested in the Bay (ranking ninth out of 46 stations sampled in 16 rivers
Baywide. Sediment contaminant concentrations of lead, arsenic, and PAHs were elevated to
levels where adverse effects on living resources are probable. Downstream, where there was a
lesser degree of toxicity, levels of PAHs were elevated. Degraded benthic communities appear to
be caused by low dissolved oxygen levels. Although the spatial coverage of data was somewhat
limited, the evidence of elevated levels of contaminants and associated toxicity, both upstream
and downstream, was sufficient evidence of the potential of adverse impactsin thisriver.

Caveats/Limitations: The characterization of thisriver was driven largely by the observance of
water and sediment toxicity at sitesin the upper and middle portions of the river. However, with
the exception of afew contaminants, many of the measured contaminants were below levels that
may cause probable effects on living resources. Future assessments of both chemical
contaminant concentration and effects data are recommended to confirm thisinitia
characterization.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Maryland did not designate this segment as impaired by chemical
contaminants. Based on the data evaluated by the state, there was no evidence of awater quality
standards violation.
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Manokin River, Maryland
Area with | nsufficient or Inconclusive Data

. Region of Concern

|]:|:|] Ares of Emphasis

E Lovwe Probability
for Adwerse Effects

Insufficient Data

Additional State
Azseszments

@ Fish Advisories
|| Impaired W aters
[d Threatened Waters

Summary: The Manokin
River was characterized as an
Area with Insufficient or
Inconclusive Data because
data were insufficient both
spatially and temporally to
describe the conditions in the
river. Additionally, some of
the available datawere
inconclusive.

Results and Justification:
The available data considered
in making this
characterization were

chemical contaminant concentration data for sediment and fish tissue and effects data (benthic
community assessments). Sediment chemical contaminant concentration data were spatially and
temporally limited and fish tissue data were too old to represent current conditionsin the
segment. Although the sediment chemical contaminant concentration data indicate levels of
chemical contaminants that were unlikely to cause adverse effects on living resources, benthic
communitiesin one out of the three areas sampled were degraded, and low dissolved oxygen
does not appear to be a problem. Additional assessments are necessary to characterize thisriver.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Maryland did not designate the river asimpaired by chemical

contamination.
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Tidal Mattaponi River, Virginia
Areawith Insufficient or Inconclusive Data

Summary: Thetidal
Mattaponi River draining into
the York River was
characterized as an Area with

. Region of Concern

MM #resof Emphasis Insufficient or Inconclusive
Sl i . Data because data was
[ weiticiant pata insufficient to describe the

segment. The spatial coverage
R of the s_edi ment chemi cal

s sassuianis contaminant concentration
data was very poor, and there
were no other data available.

@ Fih Advisories
B impaired Waters
[d Threatened W aters

Results and Justification:
The available data considered
in making this characterization
were chemical contaminant concentration data for sediment. The spatial coverage of sediment
datawas spatially insufficient to describe the river. Additional assessments are necessary in this
river to characterize any chemical contaminant related problems.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Virginia designated a small section in the upper portion of thisriver as
threatened by chemical contamination. Thisinformation will be considered in making afuture
characterization of the entire river once all available data have been acquired.
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Tidal Middle River, Maryland

Area of Emphasis, with l[imited data in eastern portion of river

. Region of Concern

I]Il] Ares of Emphasis

E Lowe Probability
for Adwverse Effects

Insuffizient Data

Additional State
Assezzments

[ ] Fish Adwisaries
B impaired Waters
[d Threatened Waters

Summary: Thetidal Middle
River was characterized as an
Area of Emphasis because
available water chemistry and
toxicity data provided
evidence of achemical
contaminant problem thought
to be associated with metals
contamination. Datafor the
eastern portion of the river
were lacking.

Results and Justification:
The available data considered
in making this

characterization were chemical contaminant concentration data for water and sediment and
effects data (water and sediment toxicity tests). Although data are lacking for the eastern section
of theriver, the elevated levels of metals in the water column and the associated ambient water
toxicity were sufficient data to indicate the potential for adverse effectsin thisriver.

Water collected from the Middle River in both the fall and spring seasons was found to cause
adverse effects to Bay organisms when exposed to it in the laboratory. Thistoxicity was thought
to be caused by metals such as copper and nickel which were at levels that could cause adverse
effects on living resources. When compared to atotal of 46 stations sampled in 16 rivers
Baywide, the two sitestested for ambient toxicity in the Middle River ranked fourth and eighth
highest for ambient water toxicity. Although sediment toxicity was not observed, elevated levels
of lead, nickel, zinc, and severa polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHSs) were detected.

Caveatg/Limitations: Future assessmentsin the eastern portion of thisriver will be helpful in

confirming thisinitial characterization.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Maryland designated this area as a chemical contaminant-impaired

waterbody and placed it on a priority list of waters to manage.
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Nanticoke River, Maryland
Area with Low Probability for Adverse Effects, with the cause of benthic degradation unknown.

Summary: The Nanticoke
River was characterized as an
Area with Low Probability

W ragtenserpi for Adverse Effects because
A setE e levels of contaminantsin the
Sl i water and sediment were
Insufficient Data below those associated with

adverse effects on living
resources. Additionaly, the

Additional State

Assessments sediment and water showed
o no toxicity, and benthic
B dimpaited WWaters communities were healthy.

d Threatened Waters

Results and Justification:
The available data considered
in making this
characterization were chemical contaminant concentration data for sediment and effects data
(water/sediment toxicity tests and benthic community assessments). The levels of contaminants
in the sediment are below levels associated with adverse effects on living resources. The
sediment and water showed no significant toxicity when Bay organisms were exposed to the
water and sediment in the laboratory. Benthic communities were healthy at two out of the three
sites sampled. The cause of benthic degradation at the third site does not appear to be due to
sediment contamination. Although the spatial coverage of data was sparse, the high level of
confidence in the ambient toxicity dataindicating no effects and the supporting chemical
contaminant concentration and benthic community data provided enough weight of evidence to
assume alow probability for adverse effectsin thisriver.

Caveats/Limitations. At one station, the cause of benthic community degradation is unknown.
The degradation does not appear to be due to low dissolved oxygen nor due to chemical
contamination. The workgroup did not have areason to believe that contaminantsin the
sediment were higher than those thought likely to cause adverse effects on living resources.
Future assessments should clarify the cause of this benthic degradation.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by

the Clean Water Act, Maryland did not designate this area as impaired by chemical
contamination.
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Northeast River, Maryland
Area with | nsufficient or Inconclusive Data

. Region of Concern

[l:l]] Areaof Emphasis

E Lo Probability
for Adwerse Effects

Summary: The Northeast
River was characterized as an
Area with Insufficient or
Inconclusive Data because
the temporal and spatial
coverage of sediment data
was insufficient to describe

E Insufficient Data .
= the system. No water or fish

tissue chemical contaminant
concentration data or effects
datawere available.

Additional State
Azsessments

[ ] Fih Advisaries
B impaired W aters
[d Threatened Waters

Results and Justification:
The available data considered
in making this
characterization were
chemical contaminant concentration datafor sediment. No effects data were available. The
sediment chemical contaminant concentration data revealed metals such as arsenic, zinc, and
nickel and afew polynuclear aromatic hyrdocarbons (PAHS) at levels that indicate probable
adverse effects on living resources. Although these data provided evidence for the potentia for
adverse effects, data were too sparse to adequately characterize the entireriver.

Additional State Assessments. In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Maryland designated a section in the lower portion of theriver asa
chemical contaminant-impaired waterbody and placed it on a priority list of watersto manage.
Thisinformation will be considered in making a future characterization of this area once al
available data have been acquired.
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Tidal Pamunkey River, Virginia
Areawith Insufficient or Inconclusive Data

Summary: Thetidal
Pamunkey River was
characterized as an Area with
Insufficient or Inconclusive

. Region of Concern

I} Aeeaen Ervinas Data because data conflicted
Lows Frobabilit

E for Adwverse E'fflnracts and were therefore

Insuffizient Data InCOI’]C| usive.

T Results and Justification:
Assessments The available data considered
in making this characterization

L ] Fieh Adwizaries . .
S S——— were chemical contaminant
e concentration data for
sediment and water and effects
data (sediment toxicity test).
Overdll, the fairly good spatial
coverage of recent sediment data showed levels of chemical contaminants that are considered
unlikely to cause adverse effects on living resources. However, at one site in the lower portion of
the river, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) were found at levels in the sediment that
are thought to cause probable adverse effects. Additionaly, the sediment in the lower portion of
the river showed evidence of adverse effects to Bay organisms exposed to it in the laboratory,
although little weight was placed on these data due to poor survival of test organismsin the
control (clean) sediments during the laboratory test. Because data were conflicting, thisriver has
been initially characterized as an Area with Insufficient or Inconclusive Data. Additional
assessments are needed to make a characterization in the future.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Virginiadid not designate the river as impaired by chemica contamination.
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Upper Tidal Patuxent River, Maryland
Area of Emphasis

Summary: The upper tida
Patuxent was characterized
as an Area of Emphasis

M, g because available data
I it Bt indicated that levels of
Bty pesticidesin the water and
Insufficient Data sediment were at levels that
indicate probable adverse
FT effects on living resources,
Assessments with supporting evidence of
water toxicity and degraded

] Fish &dwisaries
B Impaired Waters

benthic communities.

[d Threatened W aters

Results and Justification:
The available data
considered in making this
characterization were chemical contaminant concentration data for water and sediment and
effects data (sediment toxicity tests). Pesticidesin the water (chlorpyrifos and malathion) and
sediment (DDT) were at levelsindicative of probable adverse effects on living resourcesin both
the upper and lower portions of the segment. The water in the lower portion of the segment was
dightly toxic to Chesapeake Bay organisms exposed to the water in the laboratory. Benthic
communities were degraded at several sitesin the middle portion of the river and may be a result
of chemical contamination, since dissolved oxygen levels do not appear to be problematic.
Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons were at levels in the sediment that indicate probable adverse
effects on living resources in the lower portion of the segment, although sediment toxicity was
not observed. The weight of sediment and water chemical contaminant concentration data, water
toxicity data, and the degraded benthic communities was enough to characterize this segment as
an Area of Emphasis.

Caveats/Limitations: Future assessments of effectsin thisriver will be helpful in confirming
thisinitial characterization.

Additional State Assessments. In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by

the Clean Water Act, Maryland designated portions of this segment asimpaired and placed it on

apriority list to manage. The Bay Program characterization considered additional data that were
not available at the time of the state’ s analysis. Future state efforts will consider additional data,
asit becomes available.
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Middle Tidal Patuxent River, Maryland
Area of Emphasis

Summary: Themiddle
section of the tidal Patuxent
River was characterized as

B recion of Concemn an Area of Emphasis

I esior Eribhasiz because available data
Bty indicated that pesticidesin
Insufficient Data the water and sediment

were at levelsthat indicate
L probable adverse effects on
Assessments the Bay’ s living resources.
& AT s Additionally, the water and
N sediment were found to be
@ Threatened Wi aters toxic.

Results and Justification:

The available data
considered in making this characterization were chemical contaminant concentration data for
water, sediment, and fish and effects data (water and sediment toxicity tests). In the upper
portion of the segment, recent pesticide (chlorpyrifos) levelsin the water and sediment were at
levelsindicating probable adverse effects on living resources. In the lower portion of this
segment, metals and the banned pesticide DDT were found at levels that could cause adverse
effects on living resources. Additionally, the water and sediment were found to cause adverse
effects on Bay organisms exposed to the water and sediment in the laboratory. The contaminant
levels, coupled with water and sediment toxicity, provided evidence of achemical contaminant
problem in the lower portion of this segment. Even though the fish tissue data were too old to be
representative of current conditions and the spatial coverage of the sediment and water
contaminant concentration data was not adequate, the water and sediment chemical contaminant
concentration and effects data provide sufficient evidence for the potential for adverse effects on
living resources in this section of the Patuxent River.

Caveats/Limitations: Future assessments of effectsin thisriver will be helpful in confirming
thisinitial characterization.

Additional State Assessments. In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Maryland did not designate this area as impaired by chemical contaminants.
Based on the data evaluated by the state, there was no evidence of awater quality standards
violation. Furthermore, the Bay Program characterization considered additional data that were
not available at the time of the state’sanalysis. Future state efforts will consider additional data
asit becomes available.
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Lower Tidal Patuxent River, Maryland
Area with I nsufficient or Inconclusive Data, with potential for toxicity near Broomes Island.

Summary: The lower tidal

Patuxent River was characterized
as an Area with Insufficient or

| : ;

I Inconclusive Data, with the
potential for toxicity in the

E Lo Prabability

Region of Concern

Ares of Emphasis

Fi e middle of the segment, near
Insufficisnt Data Broomes Island. Although there
was fairly good spatial coverage
of recent water and sediment

Additional State

e e chemical contaminant
concentration data and effects
@ hishoadeibarles data were available, the data

|| Imp aired W aters

were inconclusive and did not
provide consistent, conclusive
evidence to make a segment-
wide characterization.

[d Threatened W aters

Results and Justification: The available data considered in making this characterization were sediment,
water, and fish tissue chemical contaminant concentration data and effects data (sediment/water toxicity
tests and benthic community assessments). Near Broomes | sland, water taken from the river was found
to cause adverse effects to Bay organisms exposed to it in the laboratory. In the laboratory studies, water
from near Broomes Island was more toxic to animals that live in the water than almost all other waters
tested in the Bay (ranking third out of 46 stations sampled in 16 rivers Baywide). Benthic communities
in this area were degraded, although sediment toxicity was not reported. Additionally, a pesticide
(endosulfan Il) was at levelsindicative of probable adverse effects on living resources.

Although the spatial coverage of recent water and sediment chemical contaminant concentration data was
good and biological effects data were available, the data did not provide sufficient evidence of a
segment-wide chemical contaminant problem to characterize the entire segment as an Area of Emphasis.
Likewise, the majority of the segment could not be considered an Area with Low Probability for Adverse
Effect because some metals such as arsenic and nickel upstream of Broomes Island were at levelsin the
sediment that are associated with probable adverse effects on living resources. Additionally, benthic
communities were degraded in several areas throughout the segment. Since the data were inconclusive,
this area was characterized as an Area with Insufficient or Inconclusive Data. Additional assessments are
needed to better characterize the nature of chemical contaminant-related problemsin this segment.

Caveatg/L imitations: Future assessments of effectsin this river will be helpful in confirming thisinitial
characterization.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by the
Clean Water Act, Maryland did not designate the river asimpaired by chemical contamination. Based on
data evaluated by the state, there was no evidence of awater quality standard violation. Furthermore, the
Bay Program characterization considered additional data that were not included in the state’s analysis.
Future state efforts will consider additional data as it becomes available.
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Pocomoke River, Maryland/Virginia
Area with | nsufficient or Inconclusive Data

Region of Concern

Ares of Emphasis

for Adwverse Effects

Inzufficient Data

|
[m
E Lows Frobability

Additional State
Assessments

[ ) Fish Advisaries

| | Imp aired M aters
[d Threatened uiaters

Summary: The Pocomoke
River was characterized as an
Area with Insufficient or
Inconclusive Data because the
available data were
insufficient to describe the
segment. The sediment
chemical contaminant
concentration data were too
limited temporally and
spatially to adequately
describe the system, and no
water chemical contaminant
concentration data or effects
datawere available.

Results and Justification:

The available data considered in making this characterization were chemical contaminant
concentration data for sediment and fish tissue. No effects datawere available. Although the
sediment chemical contaminant concentration data were too limited to describe the river, the
available data indicated the unlikelihood of adverse effects on living resources. At the timethis
characterization was made, a preliminary study found elevated levels of metals (arsenic,
selenium, and lithium) and steroids in the water. Follow-up studies are under way and will be

used to update this characterization.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Maryland and Virginiadid not designate the river asimpaired by chemical

contamination.
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Upper Tidal Potomac River, Maryland
Area of Emphasis

Summary: The portion of the
tidal Potomac River was
characterized as an Area of
. Region of Concern EmphaS|S because metals were
[ s found in sediment throughout
N theriver at levelsthat suggest
Shsaikionk N probable adverse effects on
Insufficient Data living resources. Available
sediment toxicity datain the
lower portion of this segment
rdditio il dote indicated adverse effects on
Aszszessments .. .
living resources, most likely
® Fih Advisories due to the presence of metals
B iimpaired W aters contamination. The Anacostia
@ Threatened W aters River was excluded from this
characterization because it has

been previously designated a
Region of Concernin 1993.

Results and Justification: The available data considered in making this characterization were chemical
contaminant concentration data for water, sediment, and fish tissue and effects data (water and sediment
toxicity tests). There was good spatial coverage of sediment chemical contaminant concentration data.
Metal s such as copper, zinc, and nickel were found in sediment throughout the river at levels that indicate
probable adverse effects on living resources. At various locations in the segment, polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs) were at levels that indicate possible adverse effects on living resources. Elevated
levels of polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS) were detected in the sediment downstream of the
Anacostia River. The sediment collected from the lower portion of this segment was found to cause
adverse effects to Bay organisms when exposed to it in the laboratory. When compared to atotal of 46
stations sampled in 16 rivers Baywide, one station ranked tenth highest for sediment toxicity, most likely
due to metals. Even though no effects data were available for the upper portion of this segment, the
pervasive elevated levels of metals, the persistent elevated levels of PAHs in the upper portion of the
segment, and the sediment toxicity observed in the lower portion of the segment provided sufficient
evidence of the potential for adverse effectsin this section of the Potomac River.

Caveatg/L imitations: Future assessments of effectsin this river will be helpful in confirming thisinitial
characterization.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by the
Clean Water Act, Maryland designated a portion of this segment asimpaired. This area has been placed
on apriority list of watersto manage. In April 1999, a PCB fish consumption advisory was placed on the
tidal Potomac River (from the Woodrow Wilson Bridge to Smith Point, MD/Brent Point) for channel
catfish larger than 18 inches (limit consumption to no more than 1 8 oz meal/month). In addition, caution
was recommended when eating carp and eel.

33



Middle Tidal Potomac River, Maryland
Area of Emphasis

. Region of Concern

[l:l]] Ares of Emphasis

E Low Probability
for Adwverse Effects

Insufficient Data

Additional State
Fssessments

» Fizh Adwisaries
B Impaired W aters

Summary: Themiddle
portion of the tidal Potomac
River was characterized as an
Area of Emphasis because
metals found in the sediment
throughout the river and
pesticides found in the upper
and lower portions of the
segment were at levels that
indicate probable effects on
living resources. Also, the
sediment showed some degree
of toxicity.

[d Threatened W aters

Results and Justification:
The available data considered in making this characterization were chemical contaminant
concentration data for water and sediment and effects data (water and sediment toxicity tests).
Throughout the segment, nickel was at levelsin the sediment that indicate adverse effects on
living resources. In the upper and lower reaches of this segment, pesticides were found in
sediment at levels that indicate adverse effects on living resources. At various locations in the
segment, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) were at levelsin the sediment that indicate possible
adverse effects on living resources. In the lower portion of the segment, sediment showed some
degree of toxicity. Water chemica contaminant concentration data collected in the upper and
lower portions of this segment in the late 1980s and early 1990s revealed levels of metals such as
copper, zinc, cadmium, lead, and nickel high enough to raise concern about potential
contamination problemsin thisarea. Although these data are too old to represent current water
quality conditions, they provided supporting evidence for the potential for adverse effects. There
was sufficient sediment data, toxicity data, and supporting (yet older) water data to indicate the
potential for adverse effects.

Caveats/Limitations: Future assessments of effectsin thisriver, particular in the upper and
middle portions of the segment, will be helpful in confirming thisinitial characterization.

Additional State Assessments. In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Maryland designated portions of this segment as a chemica contaminant-
impaired waterbody and placed it on a priority list of waters to manage. In April 1999, a PCB
fish consumption advisory was placed on the tidal Potomac River (from the Woodrow Wilson
Bridge to Smith Point, MD/Brent Point) for channel catfish larger than 18 inches (limit
consumption to no more than 1 8 oz meal/month). In addition, caution was recommended when
eating carp and edl.



Lower Tidal Potomac River, Maryland
Area with Low Probability for Adverse Effects, with the need for additional datato confirm
characterization

Summary: Thelower tidal
Potomac River was characterized
as an Area with Low Probability
for Adverse Effects because the

B resion of Concem excellent spatia coverage of
M Aresof Emphasis recent sediment contaminant
S Low Prababitity levels throughout t_he river are
for Adverse Effects below levels associated with the
insufficient Oata potential for causing adverse
effects on living resources.
Additional State . .
Aszessments Results and Justification: The
available data considered in
& EhAdvisaries making this characterization

T TN were chemical contaminant

concentration data for sediment,
water, and fish tissue. No effects
datawere available. The spatial
and temporal coverage of recent sediment chemical contaminant concentration data was excellent and,
for the most part, indicated levels of chemical contaminants that were below levels associated with
adverse effects on living resources. The fish tissue data were too old to be representative of current
conditions, the spatial coverage of water chemical contaminant concentration data was poor, and effects
data were lacking. However, the sediment chemical contaminant concentration data were plentiful and
recent, and the preponderance of evidence indicated that adverse effects are unlikely.

[d Threatened W aters

Caveatg/L imitations: Although the preponderance of evidence suggested alow likelihood of adverse
effects on living resources, there was conflicting evidence that needs further evaluation. Some levels of
contaminants in three Virginia shore creeks indicated the potential for adverse effects, these data stored
in the STORET database were ambiguous and the precision and sensitivity of the analytical methods
were unknown. Benthic communities were degraded in several areas on the southern shore of this
segment, where dissolved oxygen did not appear to be the problem. A more thorough quality check of
the STORET data and additional assessmentsin this area of the lower Potomac are necessary to confirm
thisinitial characterization.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in ng the conditions of its waters as directed by the
Clean Water Act, Maryland did not designate the river asimpaired by chemical contamination. Based on
data evaluated by the state, there was no evidence of awater quality standard violation. Virginia
designated a few small creeks on the southern side of this segment as “threatened waters’ dueto
chemical contamination in the sediment. These creeks will be targeted by Virginiafor future
assessments. The Bay Program characterized the entire segment of thisriver and not individual creeks.
Even though there was evidence for a site specific problem in asmall creek, the overwhelming weight of
evidence indicated that, overall, this segment had alow probability for adverse effects.
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Upper Tidal Rappahannock River, Virginia
Area with Low Probability for Adverse Effects, with a site-specific contaminant problem

Summary: The upper tida
Rappahannock River was
characterized as an Area with
Low Probability for Adverse
Effects because the good spatia
Bt coverage of recent sediment
Insufficient Data chemical contaminant
concentration data indicated that
levels of contaminants were

. Region of Concern

I]:I]] Ffrea of Emphasis

Additional State

Assessments We” bel OW IeVdS a$OC| ated
with adverse effects. Data
b provide sufficient evidence that

B Impaired iV aters
[d Threatened Wiaters

polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHS) in the
sediment from a superfund site
in the upper portion of this
segment are localized in atributary and are not transported downstream.

Results and Justification: The available data considered in making this characterization were
chemical contaminant concentration data for sediment, water, and fish tissue and effects data
(sediment toxicity tests). The excellent spatial coverage of recent sediment contaminant data
indicated that levels were well below those associated with adverse effects on living resources.
Sediment taken from the lower portion of the river segment was found to be not toxic to Bay
organisms when exposed to the sediment the laboratory. Although recent water and fish tissue
chemical contaminant concentration data and good spatial coverage of effects data were lacking,
the sediment chemical contaminant concentration data conveyed a consistent story that adverse
effects were unlikely in this area

In the far upstream portion of the tidal Rappahannock River, remarkably high levels of PAHsS
were observed in close proximity to aformer wood preserving facility that used creosote (a wood
preservative). The area of the Rappahannock near this facility has been designated as a
superfund site. The available data indicate that the PAH sediment contamination is localized and
is not transported downstream. Therefore, overall, this section of the Rappahannock has a very
low probability for adverse impacts on living resources, with a site specific contamination
problem that is being addressed.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Virginiadid not designate this area as an impaired or threatened waterbody.
In 1986, the EPA placed a portion of the river which isin close proximity to aformer wood
preserving facility on its National Priority List. Clean up actions were taken to address the
contamination problem caused by creosote.
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Middle Tidal Rappahannock River, Virginia
Area with I nsufficient or Inconclusive Data, with potential contamination at one site.

Summary: The middle

portion of the tidal
Rappahannock River was
. Region of Concern CharaCterlzed asan Areathh
[ Aresof Empnasis Insufficient or Inconclusive
E Lows Prababil ity Data’ Wlth the pOtent|a| fOI’
for Adwverze Effects B A ~
. Insufficient Data Contaml natlon at one Ste

Although the available data
indicated that the rest of the
segment had alower
likelihood of a chemical
: i contaminant problem, the
e spatial coverage of the data
was insufficient to make a
definite characterization.

Additional State
Pzsessments

Results and Justification: The available data considered in making this characterization were
chemical contaminant concentration data for sediment, water, and fish tissue and effects data
(sediment toxicity test). One station near the mouth of the Farnham Creek in the lower portion of
this segment showed levels of polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS) at levels that indicate
probable adverse effects on living resources. The sediment chemical contaminant concentration
dataindicate levels of chemical contaminants that are unlikely to cause adverse effects on living
resources. Sediment taken from one location in the upper portion of the segment was not toxic to
Bay organisms exposed to the sediment in the laboratory. Even though these data showed
evidence that a chemical contaminant problem is unlikely outside of the one problem site, the
fish and ambient water chemical contaminant concentration data and the effects data were too
gpatially limited to confirm this.

Additional State Assessments. In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Virginiadid not designate this area as an impaired or threatened waterbody.
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Lower Tidal Rappahannock River, Virginia
Area with Low Probability for Adverse Effects, with limited effects data

Summary: Thelower tida
Rappahannock River was
characterized as an Area with

B resion of concem Low Probability for Adverse
MM #resof Emphasis Effects because the recent
£ Low Probability sediment chemical
for Adwverse Effects . .
T ——— contaminant concentration
data with good spatial

coverage indicated that levels
of contaminants were well
below levels associated with
W oz aies adverse effects.

| | Imp aired M aters
[d Threatened W aters

Additional State
Pzsessments

Results and Justification:
The available data considered
in making this
characterization were chemical contaminant concentration data for sediment, water, and fish
tissue and effects data (sediment toxicity test). Overall, levels of contaminants in the sediment
were well below those associated with adverse effects on living resources and the sediment
sampled at one location was not toxic to Bay organisms exposed to it in the laboratory. Although
the recent water and fish tissue chemical contaminant concentration data and sediment toxicity
datadid not have good spatial coverage, they provided supporting evidence for this
characterization.

Caveats/Limitations: Sediment was tested for toxicity at only one site in the upper portion of
thisriver segment. Future effects assessments are needed on a broader spatial scale to confirm
thisinitial characterization.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Virginia did not designate any waterbodies in this segment as impaired by
chemical contamination. However, they did identify a small creek (Urbana Creek) as threatened.
The Bay Program characterized the entire segment of thisriver and not individual creeks. Even
though there was evidence for a site specific problem in asmall creek, the overwhelming weight
of evidence indicated that, overall, this segment had alow probability for adverse effects.
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Sassafras River, Maryland
Area with Low Probability for Adverse Effects

. Region of Concern

|]:|:|] Areaof Emphasis

E Low Probabil ity
for Adwerse Effects

Imsuffizient Data

Additional State
Azssessments

@ Fih Advisories
B impaired Waters
[d Threatened W aters

Summary: The Sassafras
River was characterized as an
Area with Low Probability
for Adverse Effects because
the fairly good spatial
coverage of recent sediment
chemical contaminant
concentration data indicated
that levels of contaminants
were, for the most part,
below those associated with
adverse effects on living
resources. The sediment
showed no toxicity and water
showed very low toxicity,

and benthic communities
were healthy.

Results and Justification: The available data considered in making this characterization were
chemical contaminant concentration data for sediment and effects data (water and sediment
toxicity tests and benthic community assessments). The water showed alow degree of toxicity to
Bay organisms exposed to the water in the laboratory. The spatial coverage of recent sediment
chemical contaminant concentration data was fairly good and, for the most part, indicated levels
of multiple chemical contaminants below levels associated with adverse effects on living
resources. Even though some contaminants in the sediment were at levels that indicate probable
adverse effects on living resources, the sediment was not found to be toxic to Bay organisms
exposed to it in the laboratory. Furthermore, the benthic communities living in the sediment
were found to be healthy.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by

the Clean Water Act, Maryland did not designate this area as impaired by chemical
contamination.
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Tidal Severn River, Maryland
Area of Emphasis

Summary: Thetidal Severn
River was characterized as
. Region of Concern an Al‘ea Of EmphaSIS
[M #re= of Emphasis because recent data
= Low bty indicated widespread metals,
for Adverse Effects polynuclear aromatic
IECisL hydrocarbons (PAHSs), and
some pesticides for multiple
£ ditional State years a levelsthat indicate
SRS RO, probable adverse effects on
& BRI s living resources.
B impaired W aters Additionally, there was
@ Threatened W aters supporting evidence of
sediment and water toxicity.

Results and Justification: The available data considered in making this characterization were
chemical contaminant concentration data for water and sediment and effects data (water and
sediment toxicity tests and benthic community assessments). Metals (such as copper, zinc, and
nickel) throughout the tidal river, pesticides (lindane, DDT) in the upper and middle river, and
PAHSs in the middle and lower river were at levelsin the sediment that indicate probable adverse
effects on living resources. The water and sediment were found to cause adverse effectsto Bay
organisms when exposed to the water and sediment in the laboratory. Even though benthic
communities appeared to be healthy in the Severn River, the widespread elevated levels of
multiple chemicals over multiple years and the toxicity data provided sufficient evidence for the
potential for adverse effectsin thisriver.

Caveats/Limitations. Future assessments of effects datain this river will be helpful in
confirming thisinitial characterization.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Maryland did not designate this area as impaired by chemical contaminants.
Based on the data evaluated by the state, there was no evidence of awater quality standards
violation. Furthermore, the Bay Program characterization considered additional data that were
not included in the state’ sanalysis. Future state efforts will consider additional data asiit
becomes available.
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Tidal South/Rhode Rivers, Maryland
Area with | nsufficient or Inconclusive Data

Summary: The South/Rhode
River area was characterized
as an Area with Insufficient or

M o Inconclusive Data because
I <7 eson Eeighecis available data were spatially
=i and temporally insufficient to
Insufticient Data describe this system.

e s Results and Justification:

Az dessmanis The only available datafor
& A this area were sediment
W impaired Waters chemical contaminant
@ Threatensd W aters concentration data which had

poor spatial coverage and fish
tissue chemical contaminant
concentration data which were too old to be representative of current conditions. No current
ambient water or fish tissue chemical contaminant concentration or effects data were available.
Since sediment and ambient water toxicity data and concurrent sediment and water chemical
contaminant concentration data will be available later in 1999 from a Bay Program funded study
(as well as some previously collected sediment toxicity data from Maryland Department of
Natural Resources), thisareainitially has been characterized as an Area with Insufficient or
Inconclusive Data until the data are available and analyzed for future updates to the
characterization.

Caveats/Limitations. Future assessments of effectsin thisriver will be helpful in confirming
thisinitial characterization.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Maryland did not designate the river asimpaired by chemical
contamination. Based on data evaluated by the state, there was no evidence of awater quality
standard violation. Furthermore, the Bay Program characterization considered additional data
that were not included in the state’ s analysis. Future state efforts will consider additional data as
it becomes available.

41



Tangier Sound, Maryland/Virginia
Area with Low Probability for Adverse Effects, but effects data are needed.

Summary: The Tangier
Sound was characterized as
an Area with Low

B resion of concern Probability for Adverse

M SissrEnmnas Effects because the excellent

] ‘Low Frobability spatlal coverage of recent

for Adwerse Effects - .

Insufficient Data sedi mer_lt chemical .
contaminant concentration
data indicated levels of

o contaminants that were well
below those associated with
= L adverse effects on living

o resources. Benthic
communities appeared fairly
hedlthy.

Results and Justification: The available data considered in making this characterization were
chemical contaminant concentration data for sediment and effects data (benthic community
assessments). Even though there was no sediment/water toxicity test effects data, the excellent
gpatial coverage of sediment contaminant data and the fairly healthy benthic communities
provided sufficient evidence that contaminant problemsin the Tangier Sound are unlikely.

Caveats/Limitations: Future effects assessments involving collection of concurrent water and
sediment toxicity testing and chemica contaminant concentration data are needed to confirm this
initial characterization.

Additional State Assessments. In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Maryland did not designate this area as impaired by chemical
contamination. Virginia designated a small creek in the southern portion of the sound as
threatened by chemical contamination. The Bay Program characterized the entire segment of this
river and not individual creeks.
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Wicomico River, Maryland

Area with | nsufficient or Inconclusive Data

Region of Concern

Freaof Emphasis

Lo Frobability
for Adwerse Effects

. Insufficient Data
Additional State
Assessments

@ Fish Advizories
B impaired Waters
[d Threatened Waters

Summary: The Wicomico
River was characterized as an
Area with Insufficient or
Inconclusive Data because
available sediment chemical
contaminant concentration
data were insufficient both
gpatially and temporally to
describe the conditions in the
river. Fishtissue chemical
contaminant concentration
data were too old to be
representative of current
conditions, and no effects data
were available. Additionally,

the available data did not include any pesticide data which is necessary to characterize ariver in

an agriculturally dominated region.

Results and Justification: The available data considered in making this characterization were
chemical contaminant concentration data for sediment and fish tissue. No effects data were
available. Available evidence indicated alow likelihood of adverse effects on living resources,

however, limitations in the data preclude a definitive conclusion.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Maryland did not designate the river asimpaired by chemical

contamination.
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Wye River, Maryland
Areawith Insufficient or Inconclusive Data, with evidence of alow probability for adverse
effects on living resources.

Summary: The Wye River
was characterized as an Area
_ with Insufficient or
Wl mionpamnant Inconclusive Data because the
{7 ecerEmibaei available data were
= Esieiiak insufficient temporally and
Insufficient Dats spatialy to describe the entire
river.
Additional State
Assessmants Results and Justification:
& R e The available data considered
B impaired Waters in making this characterization
@ Threatened Waters were chemical contaminant
concentration data for

sediment, water, and fish

tissue and effects data
(sediment and water toxicity tests). The sediment and water toxicity tests data were conducted
over several consecutive years and indicated a decline in toxicity in the later years. Although the
workgroup members had a high level of confidence in the concurrently collected sediment and
water toxicity and chemical contaminant concentration data, the majority did not think these data
were spatially sufficient to describe the entire river. Data were particularly lacking for the
mainstem of the Wye River. Additionally, fish tissue data were too old to be representative of
current conditions.

Caveatg/Limitations. The Wye River was classified as an Area of Insufficient Data by a
majority of the workgroup members. At least one workgroup member disagreed with this
classification and felt that there were sufficient data to classify the Wye River as an Area with
Low Probability for Adverse Effects. Even though ambient toxicity data were limited to two sites
in one of the river’s creeks, these data were collected at these sites for several consecutive years.
The water and sediment toxicity and elevated levels of nickel in the water observed in the earlier
years were not observed in later years, suggesting that toxicity in this areais not persistent.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Maryland did not designate the river asimpaired by chemical
contamination.



Upper Tidal York River, Virginia
Area with Insufficient or I nconclusive Data, with concern for a contaminant problem near the
confluence of the Pamunkey and Mattaponi Rivers.

Summary: The upper portion
of the York River below the
Mattaponi and Pamunkey

B Feion of concer rivers was characterized as an
|]:|:|] Ffreaof Emphasis Al’ea V\"th |nSUffICI ent or
] Low Prabability Inconclusive Data, (with a

for Adwerse Effects

ba——" contaminant problem in the

upper portion of the segment).
T— Although the available data
Rl s indicated that the rest of the

Assessments
segment had alow likelihood
8 Emhobdubones of achemical contaminant

B impaired W aters

problem, datawere spatially
insufficient to make a definite
characterization.

M Threatened W aters

Results and Justification: The available data considered in making this characterization were
chemical contaminant concentration data for water and sediment and effects data (water and
sediment toxicity and benthic community assessments). Water collected in the Pamunkey River
below West Point was found to be cause adverse effects to Bay organisms exposed to the water
in the laboratory. When compared to atotal of 46 stations sampled in the 16 rivers Baywide, this
site ranked sixth for water toxicity. No water or sediment toxicity was observed upstream of this
site, although ametal (lead) was found at levels that indicate probable adverse effects on living
resources. Even though chemical contaminants measured in the sediment in the rest of the
segment were at levels that are unlikely to cause adverse effects on living resources and benthic
communities appeared to be healthy, the spatial coverage of these data was not sufficient to
describe the entire segment. Therefore, it was characterized as an Area with Insufficient or
Inconclusive Data.

Additional State Assessments. In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Virginiadid not designate this area as an impaired or threatened waterbody.
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Lower Tidal York River, Virginia
Area with Low Probability for Adverse Effects

Summary: Thelower portion
of thetidal York River (north
of Mobjack Bay) was
characterized as an Area with

. Region of Concern

gt ol s Low Probability for Adverse
By . Effects because sediment
Insufficient Data levels of contaminants were

below levelsthat are
associated with adverse

Additional State

Assessments EffeCtS, and the Wata and

4 sediment was not toxic to Bay
Fish Advisories .

. - organisms.
Imp aired W aters

d Threatened W aters

Results and Justification:
The available data considered
in making this characterization
were chemical contaminant concentration data for water, sediment, and fish tissue and effects
data (water/sediment toxicity tests). The excellent spatial coverage of recent sediment chemical
contaminant concentration data indicated levels of contaminants below those associated with
adverse effects on living resources. Water and sediment showed no significant toxicity when
exposed to Bay organismsin the laboratory. The water and fish tissue chemical contaminant
concentration data were too old to use in this characterization. The sediment chemical
contaminant concentration data and supporting water and sediment toxicity data demonstrated a
consistent record that adverse effects are unlikely throughout the segment.

Additional State Assessments. In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Virginiadid not designate any waterbodies in this segment as impaired by
chemical contamination. However, they did identify a small creek (Queen Creek) as threatened.
The Bay Program characterized the entire segment of thisriver and not individual creeks. Even
though there was evidence for a site specific problem in asmall creek, the overwhelming weight
of evidence indicated that, overall, this segment had alow probability for adverse effects.
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Upper Mobjack Bay, York River, Virginia
Area with Low Probability for Adverse Effects

Summary: The portion of
Mobjack Bay, north of the
B resion of Concen York River mainstem, was
([ e characterizeql asan Areawith
T — Low Probability for Adverse
for Adverse Effects Effects because good spatial
Insufficient Data coverage of recent sediment
chemical contaminant
Ad ditio nal State concentration data indicate
TRETR A that levels of multiple
AR e chemical contaminants were
B impaired Waters well below those associated
@ Threaten=d Waters with adverse effects on living
resources.

Results and Justification: The available data considered in making this characterization were
sediment chemical contaminant concentration data. Good spatial coverage of recent sediment
chemical contaminant concentration data indicated that levels of contaminants were well below
those associated with adverse effects on living resources. Although no effects data were
available, the sediment chemical contaminant concentration data conveyed a consistent record
that adverse effects are unlikely in this area.

Additional State Assessments: In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Virginiadid not designate this area as an impaired or threatened waterbody.

a7



Lower Mobjack Bay, York River, Virginia
Area with I nsufficient or Inconclusive Data, with potential contaminant problem in Back River

Summary: The portion of
Mobjack Bay, north of the

B region of Concern Y ork River mainstem, was
[ #react Emphasis characterized as an Area with
£ Low Probabilty Insufficient or Inconclusive
for Adwverse Effects
Data because datawere

E Insufficient Data . L. .
- insufficient to describe the

segment. Throughout the

S segment the spatial and
temporal coverage of chemical
B imReyleas contaminant chemical

B Impaired Waters
[d Threatened wiaters

contaminant concentration data
was poor, and effects data
were lacking.

Results and Justification: The available data considered in making this characterization were
chemical contaminant concentration data for sediment and water. No effects data were available.
The Back River isthe site of two federal facility superfund sites. Contamination is suspected
from metal's (such as copper), polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs). Copper was found in the water of Back and Poquoson rivers at levels that
indicate a high likelihood of adverse effects on living resources. Measurements for the other
chemical contaminants that are suspected to be problematic were unavailable. This segment will
be characterized once data from the federal facility superfund sites and data from ongoing studies
become available.

Additional State Assessments. In 1998, in assessing the conditions of its waters as directed by
the Clean Water Act, Virginia designated the Poquoson River of this segment as a threatened
waterbody. Thisinformation will be considered in making a future characterization of this area
once all available data have been acquired.
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VI. Appendix A: Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee Review of
Characterization

June 1, 1999

Mr. Robert Summers

Chair, Toxics Subcommittee

Maryland Department of the Environment
2500 Broening Highway

Baltimore, MD 21224

Dear Mr. Summers.

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

Richard L. Jachowski
Chair, Scientific & Technical Advisory Committee

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

Targeting Toxics. A Tool for Directing Management and
Monitoring Actionsin the Chesapeake Bay' s Tidal Rivers
Public Report & Technical Workplan

June 1, 1999

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

Review Panel Members

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

Dan Dauer; Old Dominion University

Dennis Suszkowski; Hudson River Foundation

Caryn Boscoe (coordinator); Chesapeake Research Consortium
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I ntroduction

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

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

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

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

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

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

Review Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

2. Protocol | mplementation

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

Report:

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

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

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

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

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

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

3. Future Research and Monitoring

As stated earlier, the greatest utility of the toxics characterization is to direct and influence future
chemical contaminant research and monitoring programs. It is clear from the inconsistenciesin
the present dataset that a focused, coordinated monitoring program would allow a much more
detailed, comprehensive analysis of the toxicity problemsin the Chesapeake Bay ecosystem. The
following are afew specific recommendations for consideration in future monitoring and
research programs, in anticipation of an updated characterization project.
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| dentifying those contaminants which have significant adverse effects on living resources
would allow the prioritization of monitoring and restoration efforts. Genetic and tissue
toxicity assays can demonstrate the contaminant effects at multiple levels of the food web
and be beneficial in setting priorities. (See References)

Continuing studies on the impact of low level, long-term exposure to ambient toxicity
should be encouraged.

Future work for assessing habitats in the segments would benefit from a more thorough
analysis of spatial and seasonal variations in contaminant concentrations and the
contaminant turnover time. For example, sampling should be coordinated with pesticide
applicationsin the spring.

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

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

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

Textual Comments

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

Overview comments/ guestions

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

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

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

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

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

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

Pg 5 para 4. drop “pollution prevention actions’ replace with better characterization of
toxicity using speciation, risk assessment, other tools. See explanation first bullet.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Pg 11, bottom: Last sentence about “absence of data’ and inference from expectationsis
troublesome.

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

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

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

410 Severn Avenue, Suite 109, Annapolis, Maryland 21403 = 410-267-5700 = FAX 410-267-5777= Toll free 800-
968-7229

June 15, 1999

Richard L. Jachowski

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

11410 American Holly Drive

Laurel, MD 20708-4015

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
Bob Summers
Chair, Toxics Subcommittee

Maryland Department of the Environment

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

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

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

I ntroduction

RE:

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

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

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

1. Scientific Merit of the Protocol and Criteria

RE:

RE:

RE:

RE:

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

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

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

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

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

Endpoints

Concur.
Management Tool

1% 1 RE: “model for other estuary programs’ and “greatest strength of the characterization
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2nd ﬂ

may be its role as a scientifically sound means to identify future sites and issues for study
and monitoring.”

Concur.

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

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

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

2ndﬂ

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

(c) RE: “understate the problem”

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

2. Protocol I mplementation

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Bullet 3: “...more thorough analysis of spatial and seasonal variations...”
Concur. Although resource limited, a subset of this problem is addressed in the FY 2000
Request for Proposals for Toxics Subcommittee funding which solicit projects to assess

the effects of pesticides in the Eastern Shore rivers by coordinating sampling with
pesticide applications in the spring.
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Bullet 4. “Repeated measurements of chemicals which are no longer in use...may be of
limited utility...”

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

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

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

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

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

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

4. Textual Comments
Overview Comments/Questions

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

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

Bullet 2: “How will PCBs be quantified? ... Why was the Workgroup’ s confidence in using
atotal PCB threshold fairly low?’

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

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

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

Page-Specific Comments/Questions
Bullet 1:

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

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

Bullet 2:

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

Bullet 3:

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

Bullet 4.
It isunclear why the review panel thinks these terms are vague. A good way to illustrate
the difference between “strong evidence for alinkage” and “limited or no evidence for a
relationship” isto compare data from a Region of Concern with an Area of Emphasis.
Bullet 5:

See explanation in Bullet 1.
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Bullet 6:

The reference provided for this statement in the public report is the 1999 Chesapeake Bay
Basinwide Toxics Loading and Release Inventory which summarizes a preliminary mass
balance conducted by Dr. David Velinsky, ANS, and Dr. Joel Baker, UMD-CBL.

Bullet 7:

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

Bullet 8:

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

Bullet 9:

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

Bullet 10:

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

Bullet 11:

Y ou are correct that additional data are available for the Virginia waters that,
unfortunately, were not considered in the characterization. The 1996 and 1997 benthic
data from random sitesin Virginia waters were not provided to the workgroup for usein
theinitial characterization. We will ensurethat we acquirethese data and evaluate
them in future updates to the char acterization.
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Bullet 12:

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

Bullet 13:

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

Bullet 14:

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

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

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